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PREFACE

KRIApnNa ran... DI9RA NN D903 IRIP—"They read in the book of
the Law of God ... and made the reading understandable” (Nehemiah 8:8).
I wanted to employ this fragment of the biblical verse that describes Ezra’s
reading of the Torah and its concomitant translation and interpretation
as the overall title of these two volumes, because I think that it encapsu-
lates and characterizes the approach to Scripture that we perceive in the
Qumran scrolls. When I proposed the title to Professor Florentino Garcia
Martinez, the editor of Studies on the Texts of the Desert of Judah, he
disqualified it as a title because of the publisher’s reluctance to use foreign
language in book titles, but continued his email with ‘I really like the
quote of Nehemiah...I think you should use it in the introductory essay
to the collection, both in Hebrew and in your translation!” So it appears
here in the Preface, while the volumes bear the more prosaic and more
easily citable title that they do.

My attraction to that verse in Nehemiah goes back to the talmudic
interpretation of the full text (b. Megillah 3a and b. Nedarim 37b), RPN
RIPN2 1IN Dow DWW wAan 0YRA NINA 1903, which parses the indi-
vidual terms of the verse as referring to the biblical text, its translation,
its verse-divisions and its accentuation (or “traditions”). My first field of
interest in early Jewish biblical interpretation was the Aramaic versions,
the targumim, and D370 7T wAAn, “‘translated,’ this means the targum,”
has always been a part of my thinking about the earliest stage of targumic
development, because w11, like targum, really implies more than mere
translation, and veers into the realm of interpretation. I believe that this
whole verse, read and interpreted a bit more loosely, but still along the
lines that the rabbis read it, points to the many ways in which Judaism, in
its various manifestations in the Second Temple era, confronted Scripture,
grappling with its difficulties and ambiguities through the employment of
the techniques of reading, translating, and explaining, leading ultimately
to understanding.

The name of the collection, Reading and Re-Reading Scripture at Qum-
ran, is a conscious echo of the “genre” called “rewritten (or retold) Bible
(or Scripture)” which is so significant in the literature of Qumran, but it
was not chosen merely as a wordplay. The authors of the Dead Sea Scrolls
very clearly were readers and re-readers of Scripture, of the literature that
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we now call the Bible, and they demonstrate the familiarity that such con-
stant recitation and study engendered on virtually every page of every work
that they wrote. However we understand the nuances of passages such
as WTY "9ea XMpS mwn mh 5o nwdw nR Tma Tmpw 0vanm
vaWN, “to read in the book” (1QS VI:7), and *]780a[1 JAwn 1o Panw
T]"721 o'R°a[30, “that you should understand the book of Moses [and]
the book[s of the P]rophets and Davi[d]” (4Q397 [4QMMT{] IV:10) and
TIAN OMRa Ipann wam, “the mebagger shall lead him to understand
the interpretation of the Law” (CD XIII:5-6), we see their employment of
language similar to that of Neh 8:8, indicating in different ways a devotion
to the reading, interpretation, and comprehension of the “Book.”

And not only did they read, interpret and understand, but they also
engaged in activities that we can subsume under the root w37, a not-
easily-translated term that is not found in the verse in Nehemiah, but in
the “other half’ of that biblical book, Ezra 7:10 'n 00 nR W17, “to
investigate the Law of the Lord.” One of their leaders was the 7n7 w7,
“the seeker (or expounder) of the Law,” and they are instructed Wi 58
RN Y9 DAY TR YRS YR TIWYN DW 1T WK 0I1pM3 (1QS VI:6-
7), “let one constantly investigating the Law day and night not be lacking
from anywhere that ten of them are present,” followed by the citation
above that juxtaposes 8P and WA7. Scripture was thus the inspiration
for almost all of their literary activity, and their intellectual productivity
can almost always be connected with Scripture in some way. Their laws,
their poetry, their wisdom compositions—not to mention their biblical
commentaries of various sorts—and, of course the texts in which they
retold scriptural stories and prophecies, were all descendants of Scripture.
And even if what they were writing did not derive from or comment on or
expand Scripture, then it still was modeled on Scripture stylistically.

These volumes contain thirty essays, written over the last thirty-three
years (with the very large majority over the last two decades), focusing on
or touching upon a variety of the ways that Scripture (what became what
we have come to call the Hebrew Bible or TeNaKh) was read, interpreted,
and employed at Qumran. All have been published before, including one
essay that appeared in Hebrew originally and makes its first appearance
here in English (“Three Notes on 4Q464,” originally “nmyn S5y mmpn whHw
4Q464 RAMPY”, Tarbiz 65 (1995): 29—32). They have been edited only
lightly, and therefore appear in virtually the same form that they did in
their initial appearances, with the page breaks of the original publications
marked by a vertical line in the text with page numbers in the margin.
This policy was adopted on the advice of my good friend Florentino who
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felt that Gesammelte Schriften, in near-original form, should demonstrate
the process of scholarly thought and production, and not merely its final
results. In cases where my positions have changed or have been modi-
fied in the course of scholarly debate, those shifts will become clear to
the reader. I have also not attempted to level the style of abbreviation
and italicization across the essays. References to forthcoming projects, co-
operative or individual, that were begun but never completed, whether
my own or those of others, have been deleted to save the reader the labor
of searching in vain for things that never came to fruition. There has been
some updating in references to standard editions of texts that appeared
after the articles were written, and very occasional other bibliographical
improvements in the notes. Bibliographies that originally accompanied
articles, such as the one that opens the collection, have been omitted,
as have abstracts, and the transcript of the discussion that followed “The
Genre(s) of the Genesis Apocryphon” in Volume 1.

Beyond those colleagues from near and far who encouraged and sup-
ported me in the writing of the essays contained in these volumes while
they were being composed and who are often thanked in first footnotes,
many individuals deserve special thanks for participation in the very
lengthy and deliberate process that culminated in the gathering of this
group of articles into a book. They begin with Dr. Hindy Najman, Associ-
ate Professor in the Department of Religious Studies and the Program in
Jewish Studies at Yale University, my former student at Stern College for
Women of Yeshiva University. It is a good while since we sat together at
an Association for Jewish Studies annual meeting and she proposed that
I gather my essays for publication. She did not yield easily to my reluc-
tance to embark upon the project, but had I listened to her when she
first pressed this suggestion upon me, this collection would have been a
bit smaller. I have always been grateful for her initial thought and sub-
sequent encouragement. My good friend Professor James C. VanderKam
of the Department of Theology at the University of Notre Dame has con-
stantly gently prodded me to collect and publish these essays, and he is
not a person to whom I can say “no” easily. Another former student, Dr.
Shani L. (Berrin) Tzoref, in addition to having been a sounding board for
many of these essays in the course of their being written, as can be seen
from their first footnotes, has urged me over the years to gather my work
together in this form, and then was kind enough to take the time to read
and critique the introductory essays to both volumes more than once.

Eighteen of these essays originally appeared under the Brill imprint,
either in their journals or in collections of essays that they published.
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Mattie Kuiper, Assistant Editor at Brill, has always encouraged my interest
in publishing a book under their auspices, patiently waiting for me to find
the right time to do so. Florentino Garcia Martinez, who needs no intro-
duction as a distinguished scholar of the scrolls and editor of so many
volumes dealing with them, has always shown interest in my publishing
these essays under his stewardship in the series Studies on the Texts of
the Desert of Judah.

At Yeshiva University, I am grateful to a number of individuals and
their administrative units who facilitated my hiring of research assistants
at different points in the course of this project: Senior Vice-President and
Provost Morton Lowengrub for a summer grant in the summer of 2006; Pro-
fessor Steven Fine and the Center for Israel Studies for a grant in summer
2011, and Vice-Provost (and fellow DSS scholar) Lawrence H. Schiffman for
a grant in spring 2012. Dr. Lowengrub and Dean Barry Eichler of Yeshiva
College also helped make possible the production of this book with the
award of a sabbatical for the whole of the 2010—2011 academic year. Associ-
ate Dean Fred Sugarman of Yeshiva College facilitated the acquisition of
the software that made the light editing that was necessary to produce the
volumes much easier to accomplish.

The research assistant for the initial stage of the project was Mr. Jonathan
Brukirer who reviewed all the essays that had been published to that
point, noting typographical errors, and indicating passages that needed
to be cross-referenced or updated. During the 2011-12 academic year,
Mr. Binyamin Goldstein first aided me in turning published material back
into Word files that could be edited, and then joined me in reading all
the material against its published form in the hope that we could fix old
errors and preclude new ones from creeping in. He is also co-responsible
with me for the production of the indices. The thoughtful care he exhib-
ited in reading the essays, paying attention to both content and academic
minutiae, makes me look forward to reading his own scholarly production
in the not-distant future.

My family, especially my wife Judy, has always played a strong sup-
porting role in my scholarly production, one which goes well beyond the
specific cases where I remember to include thanks to her for her editorial
assistance in the first footnote of an article. Both she and our son Michael
Simcha Netanel (also a sometime copy and style editor) are happy that
the labor going into the creation of these volumes is finally drawing to an
end. I especially appreciate that they both allowed me to continue to work
virtually unabated on this project as we prepared for Michael’s wedding to
Dr. Jade Gormady at the end of August 2012. That passive assistance was
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as valuable in the production of these volumes as our reading together
those many sets of galleys over the past three decades.

The dedication attached to these volumes was not a difficult decision.
The Book of Proverbs instructs us twice (1:6 and 6:20) 78 NN wWoN 98,
“do not forsake the teaching of your mother,” but, in all too many cases,
especially in circumstances like my own, 728 NN, “your mother’s teach-
ing,” is concealed or overwhelmed by T'aR 70w, “your father’s instruc-
tion.” My father 5"t understood this quite well, for thirty-five years ago,
when he read the dedication to him of my Ph.D. thesis, a literary study
of Euripides’ Trojan Women, as the one qui legendi artem me docuit, “who
taught me the art of reading,” he remarked, “But your mother taught you
how to read!” The art of reading takes many forms, and I cannot say, six
decades or so later, that I remember who taught me what at that early
age, although I suspect that both my parents played a role in that phase
of my elementary education. My mother has been an educator, in fact a
reading specialist among other things, both formally and informally for
all of her life, and her three children represent but a small fraction of
the thousands of students whom she has taught. The innumerable les-
sons that she taught us (and her grandchildren and great-grandchildren
as well), however, go far beyond our ability to read and understand texts,
as important as that training might be. They touched more broadly on all
facets of our intellectual, emotional, and religious development, and she
will doubtless continue to have a significant impact on the lives of her
descendants in all those realms long into the future. She has waited, not
always patiently, for a long time, for this—or any other book—from me,
and I am profoundly thankful to God that she still has the ability to read
and appreciate this dedication, which acknowledges but a fraction of the
credit that is due to her. Unsurprisingly and in her inimitable fashion, she
had expected this book to be dedicated to someone else. Sorry, Judy, you'll
have to wait, Deo volente, for the next one!

Erev Shabbat, 10 Marheshvan 5773
October 26, 2012 (Michael’s 26th birthday)

Postscript: In the time between sending these essays off to the publisher
and receipt of the proofs, I was invested as the David A. and Fannie M.
Denenberg Chair in Biblical Studies at Yeshiva University. I gratefully
acknowledge the generosity of the Denenberg and Glushakow families in
affording me this honor.
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INTRODUCTION TO VOLUME I:
GENESIS AND ITS INTERPRETATION

The fifteen essays in this volume concentrate on the treatment of Genesis
in the Qumran corpus, with ten of them (4-13) addressing specific Qum-
ran texts. These are introduced by three broad essays, two of which (1-2)
deal substantially, and the third (3) wholly, with material from Genesis.
The final two essays (14-15) deal with the handling of motifs within the
book of Genesis. The first of those two analyzes a significant character and
theme primarily within the Qumran corpus, and the second, which con-
cludes the volume, studies a “motif” in the early biblical interpretation of
Genesis, showing that the complex picture that sometimes emerges from
rabbinic texts of varying degrees of antiquity has roots reaching well into
the pre-rabbinic period. It is not surprising that half of the essays in the
overall collection deal with the book of Genesis, since, when we examine
Second Temple writings on the Bible outside of the Dead Sea scrolls, we
find that Genesis takes pride of place among them, just as it does in the
Qumran scrolls. And it is likewise the first half of Genesis that attracts the
most concentrated attention of the various authors of this era (excluding,
of course, the author of Jubilees), both at Qumran and elsewhere.

The essay on pentateuchal interpretation at Qumran (1) was written
in 1998 for a volume marking fifty years of Qumran scholarship, shortly
after the appearance of the first three volumes of DJD (13, 19, and 22) that
contained “parabiblical” pentateuchal texts. It attempted first to portray
Qumran pentateuchal interpretation broadly, and then to focus on three
different sorts of texts. Its position as one bookend of this group of essays,
delineating the state of scholarship on this subfield just before the turn
of the millennium, is balanced by the final essay in the second volume
(30), “Biblical Interpretation in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Looking Back and
Looking Ahead,” written a little more than a decade later, and presented
originally at a conference in Jerusalem marking sixty years of research
into the Scrolls. The progress that scholarship has made on a broad front
in this area can be seen simply by comparing these two essays and the
bibliographical data that they contain.

In the 1998 essay, I discussed these “typical” examples of Qumran pen-
tateuchal interpretation (although the term “typical” should probably
be used rarely about any Qumran phenomenon): the Genesis Apocry-
phon (1Q20), Commentary on Genesis A (4Q252), and the Temple Scroll
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(11Q19).! The former two of these texts are discussed much more fully in
other essays in this volume, and one passage from the latter is the subject
of two of the articles in volume 2. The actual picture of Qumran penta-
teuchal interpretation is really more complex than the one drawn in this
essay on the basis of those three documents, not least because the many
fragmentary texts that touch on the Pentateuch (and that could not be
studied in detail in this type of essay) do not allow us to draw sharp lines
in characterizing them.

In “Rewritten Bible” (2), I challenged the ongoing expansion of the
employment of this generic rubric in the secondary literature, especially
relating to the Qumran scrolls. From Géza Vermes's narrow definition,
this nomenclature has far outgrown his five paradigmatic examples ( Jubi-
lees, pseudo-Philo’s Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum, the Genesis Apocry-
phon, Josephus’s Jewish Antiquities, and the Palestinian targumim), and is
now employed both for works with far less connection to the Bible, such
as Enoch, and even for the process of re-presenting Scripture in almost any
fashion, a position that I, quite frankly, find semantically incomprehen-
sible and therefore virtually useless as a rubric of any sort.?

While I, on the one hand, then argue for continuing to use this rubric,
but only with much more restricted employment than had been in vogue
previously, many scholars, on the other hand, would now like to do away
with it completely. I believe that their attitude is generated by two fac-
tors, each having to do with one of the terms in the generic rubric. Many
contemporary scholars decline, or at least are reluctant, to employ the
term “Bible” (or even the term “Scripture”) for the works that we now
refer to as TeNaKh, Hebrew Bible, or Old Testament.® They feel that as
long as there may have been fluidity in what books would make up that
collection or in the text forms of those books that would be eventually
be chosen, it is anachronistic to call the “collection” “Bible”, even for the
sake of convenience.* I think that that claim is both historically mislead-

1 It is again worth noting that in (17) “The Dead Sea Scrolls and Jewish Biblical Interpre-
tation in Antiquity: A Multi-Generic Perspective” (also written a bit more than a decade
later in the context of conferences marking the sixtieth anniversary), I presented a closer
analysis of a half dozen sample documents, including 4QReworked Pentateuch, 1QTar-
gum Job, 4Qplsa®, and 4Q159 (Ordinances), in addition to the Apocryphon and 4Qz252.

2 Vermes'’s definition of his then new term is to be found in Scripture and Interpretation
in Judaism (2nd ed.; Leiden: Brill, 1973), 95.

3 For a limited listing of discussions of “rewritten Bible” and its equivalents in the last
ten years alone, see “Looking Back and Looking Ahead,” (below 692, n. 16).

4 Anders Klostergaard Peterson, “Rewritten Bible as a Borderline Phenomenon—
Genre, Textual Strategy, or Canonical Anachronism?” in Flores Florentino: Dead Sea Scrolls
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ing, and, perhaps even more important, theologically conditioned. It can-
not be anachronistic to refer to the “Pentateuch” or to “Scripture” (and
perhaps even to “Bible”) since, if you had used the term “holy books” or
“holy writings” or “Law” or “Prophets” in conversation with Ben Sira or
Josephus, they would have known what you meant (and if you had given
them a term in Greek to refer to the collection of all those books, I think
that they would have understood it and used it). What may be anachro-
nistic in describing Second Temple Judaism is the notion that there is
no Bible until there is a “(closed) canon,” and that is a position which is
clearly founded on Christian, rather than Jewish, conceptions of canon
and sacred scripture.

I have a bit more respect, on the other hand, for the more subtle argu-
ment that some of the books that we might term “rewritten Bible” were
not intended to be “rewritten” at all, but were composed with an aim to
being “Bible.” If that be the case, can we then refer to them as “rewritten”?
I think, however, that this, too, is something of a straw man in the end,
since nothing precludes a work being both Bible and “rewritten Bible”
simultaneously. Witness, for example, the book of Chronicles, which, I
believe, can without too much difficulty be assigned to both categories
(although I continue to believe that Vermes omitted it from his original
list of “rewritten Bible” because it was “Bible”). As long as we are careful in
the definition and description of our generic rubrics, terms like “rewritten
Bible” can be used quite productively.

I am personally not sure that there is a real difference between “Bible”
and “Scripture,” but I would certainly be willing to adopt “rewritten Scrip-
ture,” were that change to win converts to my position.5 I still believe
that generic categories must be narrowly defined if they are going to be
useful. If, therefore, we had an equally meaningful, but less “loaded” term

and Other Early Jewish Studies in Honour of Florentino Garcia Martinez (ed. A. Hilhorst
et al,; JSJSup 122; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 285-306 (302—3), is willing to allow for the continued
employment of the term “rewritten Bible” from an “etic” perspective (i.e., that of the 21st
century scholar), but not an “emic” one (that of the original authors). Although I should
certainly forbear from employing such terminology (as “emic” and “etic”) myself, I have
never viewed generic classifications like this one (and most others that we employ to
describe the literature of antiquity) as anything but “etic.” As John J. Collins recently put
it, “generic categorization is a modern enterprise that we undertake for our own pragmatic
reasons...genres are not objective entities, but construals that are not necessarily the
only way of looking at the texts in question” (“Epilogue: Genre Analysis and the Dead Sea
Scrolls,” DSD 17 [2010]: 392).

5 Note that the title selected for this collection of essays is not Reading and Re-reading
the Bible at Qumran.
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to replace “rewritten Bible/Scripture,” I should be happy to employ it, but
we still do not, and to utilize “parascriptural” or “parabiblical” with the
same excessively broad range that “rewritten Bible” once had strikes me as
particularly unproductive and virtually unmeaningful. This debate among
scholars is not yet concluded.

“Contours of Genesis Interpretation” (3) is an attempt to look past the
grandiose names assigned in the early days of Qumran scholarship to a
variety of texts relating to the book of Genesis. It aims to determine what
material in Genesis was of most interest to the Qumran authors, to ascer-
tain the scope of the works in which Genesis was treated, to clarify in
what sorts of works they wrote about it, and, having done that, to draw
as coherent a picture as is possible of Genesis interpretation at Qumran.b
The narratives of Genesis were very popular subjects for the Qumran
authors, and they employed them, or summarized them, or commented
on them, or alluded to them in works covering a broad generic spectrum.
It appears, however, that it is the same elements within the Genesis story,
rarely later than the Aqedah in the narrative, that recur most frequently
in these Qumran texts, regardless of the literary form of the documents
in which they are found. Perhaps even more significant than that phe-
nomenon is my observation that care must be exercised in relying on the
nomenclature of Qumran texts, since those names given to them in the
early days of Qumran scholarship can often be misleading regarding both
genre and scope.

The series of essays (4—6) devoted to 4Q252 (now known as Commen-
tary on Genesis A)” seeks primarily to study the biblical exegesis of this
text, on the one hand, and to confront the question of its genre, on the

6 I recently have revisited a good deal of this material from a somewhat different per-
spective in “Where Are the Patriarchs in the Literature of Qumran?” in Rewriting and Inter-
preting the Hebrew Bible: The Biblical Patriarchs in the Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed.
Devorah Dimant and Reinhard G. Kratz; BZAW 439; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2013), 51-76.

7 That was not always its official designation; cf. Patrick H. Alexander et al., eds., The SBL
Handbook of Style for Ancient Near Eastern, Biblical, and Early Christian Studies (Peabody,
Mass.: Hendrickson, 1999), 77, which identifies this text as “Commentary on Genesis A, for-
merly Patriarchal Blessings or Pesher Genesis.” When these articles were written, the DJD
edition of 4Q252 had not yet appeared, so that the text that I dealt with was founded on
the edition by B.Z. Wacholder and M.G. Abegg, A Preliminary Edition of the Unpublished
Dead Sea Scrolls: The Hebrew and Aramaic Texts from Cave Four: Fascicle Two (Washington,
D.C.: Biblical Archaeology Society, 1992), and on A Preliminary Concordance to the Hebrew
and Aramaic Fragments from Qumran Caves II-X (printed from index cards compiled by
R.E. Brown, J.A. Fitzmyer, W.G. Oxtoby and J. Teixidor; prepared and arranged for printing
by H.P. Richter; Géttingen, 1988). The text of the essays in this volume has been revised
slightly in light of the official edition, by George J. Brooke.
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other.® The former goal typifies a great deal of my engagement with the
literature of Qumran that interprets the Hebrew Bible in any way, and in
this article, as in others, I attempt to locate the exegesis expressed in 4Q252
within the larger context of Jewish biblical interpretation in antiquity. In
the course of my study of the exegesis, I argued that the formal or typolog-
ical dissimilarity of the pieces of the text from one another makes it likely
that the composer was selecting them from earlier compositions, and that
their consecutive, but not narrowly sequential nature creates the effect of
a biblical commentary, rather than that of a “rewritten Bible” work. This is
true despite the fact that the second section of 4Q252 (i 3-ii 5) appears to
derive from a work of the latter genre. In my opinion, much of the mate-
rial in 4Q252 is not ideologically driven, but responds to exegetical issues
in the text that might attract the attention of any interpreter, and does it
in a way that is not theologically or ideologically conditioned. This obser-
vation, of course, excludes the Commentary’s remarks on Jacob’s blessing
of Judah in v 1-6, which is clearly of a “Qumranic” nature.

My discussions of 4Q252 took place in the context of a “dialogue”
with George J. Brooke, who, in addition to being the editor of this text
in DJD 19, has probably contributed more to its clarification, and from
more perspectives, than any other scholar.® The text has now also been
discussed in some detail by Daniel K. Falk and Sidnie White Crawford in
their recent books on Second Temple works on Scripture.!® It continues
to draw a good deal of scholarly attention, with one of the major issues
addressed still being the question whether it possesses thematic or any
other sort of unity.! In my view, all attempts to demonstrate ideological

8 In(6) “4Q252i2 oowh DTRA M N &Y, [ deal with a narrower question—whether
a reading in a document which is not a biblical text reflects a textual tradition or exegesis.
Even though several of the ancient versions seem to reflect a reading like 17", I believe
that they are all contextual attempts to solve the hapax legomenon 177°. Cf,, however, the
view of George J. Brooke in “Some remarks on 4Q252 and the text of Genesis,” Textus 19
(1998): 125 (8-9).

9 Among his many articles on 4Q252 (in addition to the one cited in the last note) are
“The Thematic Content of 4Q252,” JQR 85 (1994): 33—59; “The Genre of 4Q252: From Poetry
to Pesher,” DSD 1 (1994): 160-179; “4Q252 as Early Jewish Commentary,” RevQ 17 (1996):
385—401; and “The ‘Commentary on Genesis A’ and the New Testament,” The Dead Sea
Scrolls and the New Testament (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2005), 177-194.

10° Falk, “4QCommentary on Genesis A-D,” The Parabiblical Texts: Strategies for Extend-
ing the Scriptures in the Dead Sea Scrolls (CQS 8; LSTS 63; London & New York: T&T Clark,
2007), 120-139; White Crawford, “4QCommentary on Genesis A,” Rewriting Scripture in Sec-
ond Temple Times (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008), 130-143.

I For example, Juhana Markus Saukkonen, “Selection, Election, and Rejection: Inter-
pretation of Genesis in 4Q252,” in Northern Lights on the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. Anders
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or theological unity have failed, leaving the question of the work’s genre
an open one. I plan to return to a discussion of the genre of 4Q252 in an
article currently under preparation.

The lion’s share of the specifically-focused essays (7-12) in this volume
is devoted to the Genesis Apocryphon, a text that I first encountered at
the age of ten or eleven when my father 5"t was eagerly perusing the
newly published Avigad-Yadin editio princeps of this hitherto-unknown
Qumran document.!? As Professor of Semitic Languages at Yeshiva Uni-
versity, with a particular interest in Aramaic, he was always on the look-
out for new texts in that language, and I still have the pages from the
spiral-bound notebook in which he made textual and linguistic observa-
tions on those first five columns, published with their hard-to-read fac-
similes. I think that we read selections from the Apocryphon in a formal
course that I took with him years later, although, if that recollection is
faulty, we may simply have read parts of it one-on-one as a not atypical
part of my extra-curricular education. So although my familiarity with this
text dates virtually to its initial publication, I never could have imagined
then that I should eventually devote as much of my scholarly effort to it
as I ultimately have done.

Although the Apocryphon was one of Vermes’s paradigmatic examples
to be subsumed under the generic rubric “rewritten Bible,” the fact that it
was written in Aramaic and dealt with a part of the Pentateuch had led
some earlier scholars to study it from the perspective of the later rabbinic
targumim and/or midrashim. As more Second Temple and, especially
Qumran, texts were published and studied, it became more and more
clear that the context within which the Apocryphon had to be examined
differed from that of the later rabbinic material. Thus, because this text
was the first text of its type from Qumran to be published and because it
seemed to be linkable both to the Second Temple and rabbinic contexts,
it seemed possible even shortly after its initial publication to study it from
a variety of angles.

The series of articles on the Apocryphon that appear in this volume
made their appearance in print between 1996 and 2011, but they had been

Klostergaard Petersen et al; STD] 8o; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 63-81; and Shani Tzoref,
“Covenantal Election in 4Q252 and Jubilees’ Heavenly Tablets,” DSD 18 (2011): 74-89, and
“4Q252: Listenwissenschaft and Covenantal Patriarchal Blessings,” in “Go Out and Study the
Land” ( Judges 18:2): Historical and Archaeological Studies in Honor of Hanan Eshel (ed. Aren
Maeir, et al.; JSJSup 148; Leiden: Brill, 2012), 335-57.

12 Nahman Avigad and Yigael Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon: A Scroll from the Wilderness
of Judaea (Jerusalem: Magnes Press and Heikhal Ha-Sefer, 1956).
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percolating for a much longer period of time. The trajectory of my think-
ing about the Apocryphon began before the publication of the “new” col-
umns by Greenfield and Qimron and Morgenstern, Qimron and Sivan,
and the original lecture on which (8) “Re-Arrangement, Anticipation and
Harmonization” is based was delivered in 1986, some years before those
columns were published.!® The publication of the new texts has made the
Apocryphon even more available for further analysis, both along the clas-
sic lines that had been adopted in scholarship until that point, as well as
from a variety of new perspectives.'*

I approached the Apocryphon initially as a student of early biblical
interpretation, interested in the reading of the book of Genesis that it
offered, the exegetical method that it employed, and the ways in which
it expressed its exegesis. Thus I discussed in “Rearrangement” some of
the techniques that this example of “rewritten Bible” utilized in creating
a smoother and interpreted biblical narrative. The fact that one of my
major illustrations was a unique example of a technique found textu-
ally elsewhere in the Samaritan Pentateuch (but not in this passage) and
exegetically in later rabbinic literature is unsurprising when we consider
the elements shared in common by Jewish biblical interpretation in late
antiquity.

Until the publication of the “new” columns, we could not know for cer-
tain that there was a major difference in the way the biblical text and

13 Jonas C. Greenfield and Elisha Qimron, “The Genesis Apocryphon Col. XII,” in Stud-
ies in Qumran Aramaic (ed. Takamitsu Muraoka; AbrNSup 3; Leuven: Peeters, 1992), 70-77
and Matthew Morgenstern, Elisha Qimron, and Daniel Sivan, “The Hitherto Unpublished
Columns of the Genesis Apocryphon,” AbrN 33 (1995): 30-54.

14 In the last few years, the Apocryphon has again become the object of intense schol-
arly interest, and the creative academic discourse that has ensued continues to enhance
our comprehension of the work as a whole. In addition to substantial treatments of the
Apocryphon in the works of Falk and White Crawford mentioned above in n. 10, I note in
particular the work of Daniel Machiela, who has produced an important, if not unflawed,
new edition of the text, The Dead Sea Genesis Apocryphon: A New Text and Translation
with Introduction and Special Treatment of Columns 13-17 (STD] 79; Leiden: Brill, 2009), in
addition to several articles, and of Esti Eshel, the author of a range of recent studies on the
Apocryphon, who collaborated with me in very productive study of the text of the “new”
columns during the Fall of 2001 when I was a Fellow of the Institute for Advanced Studies
at the Hebrew University, as well as on a number of other briefer occasions during the last
decade. For detailed summaries of the current state of the question in interpretation of the
Apocryphon, as well as bibliographies that are fairly up-to-date as of this writing (Summer
2012), see my “Introduction to Aramaic Studies 8.1/2: Studies in the Genesis Apocryphon
and Qumran Aramaic,” Aramaic Studies 8:1/2 (2010): 1—4 and “The Genesis Apocryphon:
Compositional and Interpretive Perspectives,” in A Companion to Biblical Interpretation in
Early Judaism (ed. M. Henze; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2012), 157-79.
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narrative was treated between the first portion of the Apocryphon (the
Lamech-Noah section that I often refer to as Part I) and the Abram sec-
tion (that I often refer to as Part II). “From the Watchers to the Flood” (7)
was one of the first attempts to discuss the first eleven columns of the
Apocryphon while focusing on elements of both the story and its exegesis.
Once we saw the surviving material of the Apocryphon beyond column 2,
it became easier to think about the first part of the Apocryphon as a more
independent narrative than the second, since it is not as tightly bound to
the biblical narrative.

My ongoing study of the Apocryphon continued along very traditional
lines, although my article (12) “The Genesis Apocryphon and the Aramaic
Targumim Revisited: A View from Both Perspectives” dealt with that issue
from a perspective that differed from that of most of the scholars who had
written on this topic in the past. Arguing that the approach and methods
adopted that had been employed to date in comparing the Apocryphon
and the targumim were actually fundamentally flawed, I suggested that, if
they were to be compared at all, we needed to ask a different set of ques-
tions in order to get appropriate results. We needed to begin by conceding
that these two types of Aramaic texts are not generically similar, and only
then looking for ways in which the study of each of them might enlighten
the other.

The results of one piece of research, however, (9) “Divine Titles and
Epithets and the Sources of the Genesis Apocryphon,” diverted me from
those well-trodden paths. I had set out to study the ways in which the
Apocryphon referred to God, and, to my surprise, the different divine
titles and epithets employed in the work divided themselves almost
exactly between the first seventeen columns, the Noah-Lamech material,
and the last four columns, the Abram material. These data pointed to the
first portion being related to Enoch, and the second perhaps to jubilees,
and those observations, coupled with the divergent ways in which the two
parts relate to the biblical text, set in motion my next set of studies on the
Apocryphon dealing with the related questions of genre and unity.'

In these articles I came to the conclusion that the parts of the Apoc-
ryphon are not generically the same, and that “rewritten Bible/Scripture”
can therefore be employed only as a very loose generic rubric for the

15 (10) “The Genre(s) of the Genesis Apocryphon”; (11) “Is the Genesis Apocryphon a
Unity? What Sort of Unity Were You Looking For?” Cf. also the articles cited in note 14
above.
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entire work, but I simultaneously observed that the Apocryphon was nev-
ertheless a unity, and that the next important issue to investigate was how
to reconcile those apparently contradictory conclusions, or, if they could
not be reconciled, how to explain them. This has led me to think about
the Apocryphon in a way different from the way it has been studied in
virtually all earlier scholarship, as a literary artifact, independent of the
Bible, one that demands the same sort of treatment that any other liter-
ary text would receive. I have subsequently presented a number of as yet
unpublished papers directed at elucidating the Apocryphon literarily, and
hope in the near future to publish a monograph that will integrate the
“classical” approaches to its study with the “literary” approach that I am
advocating.!® The fundamental issue of the Apocryphon’s “genre,” how-
ever, remains somewhat intractable, in my opinion, if we limit ourselves
to the kinds of generic rubrics and the nomenclature that have been sug-
gested in the past for it and other similar works of the Second Temple era.
The Apocryphon’s clearly composite nature, with only Part II legitimately
fulfilling Vermes’s criteria for “rewritten Bible” (or “Scripture”) demands a
“super-generic” term to describe the work as a whole.

Some Qumran texts are so fragmentary that it is difficult to say any-
thing really meaningful about them, and we have to try to take advantage
of the observation of even tenuous connections in order to locate them
accurately within the narrative of the Pentateuch about which they write,
as well as within the context of ancient Jewish exegesis. “Exposition on
the Patriarchs” (4Q464) is such a text. In a brief article (13), published in
English for the first time, I try to clarify a few lines about Jacob and Joseph
based on rabbinic parallels, on early exegetical traditions and on the use
of language within the biblical story.

“Noah and the Flood at Qumran” (14) deals with a character and a
theme that are of particular importance in the texts from Qumran, as well
as in much of the other Second Temple literature outside of the Dead Sea
Scrolls. Noah is granted greater prominence in these texts than he is in
later rabbinic Judaism, and his character is portrayed more favorably than
it is in many rabbinic texts. In the Genesis Apocryphon, he is “on stage”

16 These papers include: “Narrator and Narrative in the Genesis Apocryphon,” World
Congress of Jewish Studies, August 2009; “Genre Just Gets in the Way Anyway: Reading
the Genesis Apocryphon Multigenerically,” Society of Biblical Literature, November, 2010;
“The Narrative of the Genesis Apocryphon: Between Exegesis and Story,” Association for
Jewish Studies, December, 2010; “Poetic and Rhetorical Features in the Genesis Apocry-
phon,” American Schools of Oriental Research, November 2011.
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for a long time, beginning with his presence as an infant virtually from the
beginning of the surviving text in column 2, and then making his dramatic
entrance towards the end of column 5 where we read “[copy of | the book
of the words of Noah.” He remains the protagonist until column 17. It is
not difficult to calculate how much more attention he receives than he
does in the Pentateuch by noting how much of the material in the Noah
narrative is extra-biblical.

It is furthermore important to realize that “big” works like Jubilees,
Enoch and the Apocryphon are not the only ones in which Noah and the
Flood make appearances. The range of texts, and the kinds of texts, that
allude to them is quite broad generically, and includes narratives, wis-
dom works, commentaries, and even liturgical works. What is emphasized
about Noah and the Flood thus varies, depending on the sort of work that
refers to them and the reason for the allusion. The large questions (was
there ever a “Book of Noah,” and, if there was, what was its scope, and
did it exist at Qumran) are still a matter of dispute, but it is clear that
Noah and the Flood featured prominently and broadly in the literature
and thought of Qumran.

The final article in this volume (15) is a narrowly focused essay on an
oft-discussed biblical passage. It demonstrates how a broad range of pre-
rabbinic and rabbinic sources present remarkably similar versions of the
roles which angels play in rewritten narratives of the Aqedah, both in sup-
plying the backstory that drives it before the biblical story begins, and
in watching it or even interfering with it while it takes place. Even the
subcategories of the motif can be broken down in similar fashions across
texts from Jubilees, pseudo-Jubilees (4Q225) and pseudo-Philo, on the one
hand, and from a variety of early and late rabbinic documents, on the
other. The value of this study is in the detailed demonstration that both
exegetically-based and freely-composed expansions of the biblical narra-
tive in the pre-rabbinic and rabbinic eras are shared across a spectrum of
texts and traditions.

In sum, the essays in this first volume demonstrate, in both narrow
and broad focus, the variegated picture of interpretation of Genesis that
the Dead Sea Scrolls contain, even based only on the limited texts that
survive. We can only imagine how much richer this portrait would have
been had time been kinder to their remains.



CHAPTER ONE

PENTATEUCHAL INTERPRETATION AT QUMRAN

The list of documents found at Qumran which, in some sense or other,
can be considered to contain interpretation of the Pentateuch includes
more than fifty items, some of which exist in more than one copy. Penta-
teuchal interpretation at Qumran thus presents, unsurprisingly, a far more
complex picture than that relating to any other biblical book or group of
books. This is due, on the one hand, to the greater significance which the
Torah possessed for the authors of the Dead Sea Scrolls compared with
the books which we now know as the Prophets and Hagiographa, and to
the very scope and generic variety of the material in the Torah, on the
other. The ensuing discussion will offer a survey of a variety of Qumran
texts which interpret the Pentateuch in different ways, and then present
detailed analysis of three significant interpretive texts of different types.
Needless to say, not all of the documents which fall under this rubric can
be included in this limited approach.

1. WHAT IS “PENTATEUCHAL INTERPRETATION"?

How is “pentateuchal interpretation” to be defined? The focus of this sur-
vey is broadly on the works which interpret the books which make up
the Pentateuch in the Hebrew Bible, and not on the particular type or
technique of exegesis they employ in reading those books. Furthermore,
we must recall that ancient biblical interpretation, including that found
in the Dead Sea Scrolls, should not be measured by the standards of the
modern biblical commentary. The modern commentator’s goal is often to
elucidate, by “objectively” employing the many tools (linguistic, histori-
cal, archaeological and literary) which have been developed over the last
couple of centuries, the meaning of the biblical text by discerning what
that text might have meant to its original audience. There is frequently an
attempt today, even in biblical commentaries which are written from a
particular confessional or theological perspective, to separate the detached
and unprejudiced perception of the biblical text from comments on what
it might mean to members of a particular faith | community. As far as we
can tell, no such attempt was made by the ancient interpreter; therefore,

129
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in order to gain a full picture of biblical interpretation in an ancient con-
text, we must examine, in addition to works which might pass muster
as biblical interpretation in the modern era, texts which use scripture to
convey an ideological, doctrinal or theological message. To survey Qum-
ran interpretation of the Pentateuch properly, we must examine what we,
from a stance quite different from that of the ancient interpreters, per-
ceive as eisegesis in addition to the exegesis which is more akin to the
interpretation of the modern scholar.

Qumran biblical interpretation, in addition to being unlike modern
interpretation by virtue of its obvious tendentiousness, also employs
a much broader generic range to express that interpretation. We must
therefore cast our net rather widely in order to capture the fullest pic-
ture of pentateuchal interpretation at Qumran. The works which we must
include in our survey, therefore, must range from some of the so-called
Reworked Pentateuch texts (whose rearrangements of biblical pericopes
constitute a rudimentary form of biblical commentary) to works which
resemble the modern commentary, to works which comment implicitly
on the Pentateuch in the course of their presentation of legal or narrative
themes from the Pentateuch, and finally, to works which employ penta-
teuchal material in the course of hortatory or sapiential presentations.!
The absence of clear-cut generic categories in antiquity and the concomi-
tant blurring of distinction at the borders between apparent genres can
lead at times to some ambiguity regarding just which works are scriptural
commentaries.

Thus the Genesis Apocryphon, written in Aramaic, and the Temple
Scroll, written in Hebrew (to choose one narrative and one | legal exam-
ple of the rewritten Bible genre), and the so-called Genesis commentaries
(4Q252—254) obviously belong in our survey, but what about the book of
Jubilees? Should we consider it to be a work of biblical interpretation, or
does its “near-canonical” status at Qumran exclude it from the category
under consideration? And what of Enoch? In the case of that pseudepi-

1 The question of the “canon” at Qumran thus also plays a role in our consideration of
pentateuchal interpretation. Is it necessary for the Pentateuch to be considered “canoni-
cal” before we can speak of it as being the object of interpretation? Therefore, if the so-
called “Re-worked Pentateuch” texts are not intended by their authors to be “biblical”
documents, then we can assuredly include them in the category of pentateuchal interpre-
tation. If, however, as is held by some scholars, the authors of RP believed that what they
were composing was “Scripture” then the status of those texts as pentateuchal interpreta-
tion requires further investigation. Some of the works which we shall consider will doubt-
less remain in “gray areas” from the perspective of canon.
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graphical book, its connection with the material in the Hebrew Bible is
fairly tenuous for most of the work, even though it is clear that a “scrip-
tural” passage underlies its fundamental premise.?

The manifestations or forms of biblical commentary at Qumran are
quite varied, and the interpretation of the Pentateuch is no exception. Our
understanding of the nature of interpretation is, however, affected some-
what by the names which the early editors of the Qumran documents
gave to some of the texts of very fragmentary nature, often names which
imply greater content or range than they actually exhibit. In addition to
full-fledged “rewritten Bible,” whose shape resembles that of the Bible
itself and whose exegetical or interpretive remarks must occasionally be
teased out of the rewritten text, there are shorter pieces belonging to the
same genre, but with less range or scope. Also explaining or employing
the Pentateuch, at times for interpretive purposes but at times with other
goals, are “commentaries,” “paraphrases,” “admonitions,” “exposition,” and
others. The proliferation of names for these various biblically-oriented
works is, in fact, one of the barriers to forming an accurate portrait of
Qumran exegesis.

” o« ” o«

2. PENTATEUCHAL INTERPRETATION IN ANTIQUITY AS UNDERSTOOD
BEFORE THE QUMRAN DISCOVERIES

The contribution of the Qumran texts to the history of pentateuchal inter-
pretation in antiquity is difficult to overestimate. Before the discovery of
the Qumran scrolls, what we knew of pentateuchal interpretation was
limited to such works as Josephus’ | Jewish Antiquities, Philo’s allegorical
material, early Christian exegesis, rabbinic midrash, and the then rarely-
studied Jubilees and pseudo-Philo.> The apparent scholarly neglect of
the discipline of early Jewish biblical interpretation during the first half
of the twentieth century, just before the Qumran discoveries, was thus
due in part to the paucity of available material and in part to a failure to

2 We shall actually not discuss the Aramaic fragments of 1 Enoch and related literature
because the biblical interpretation in them is minimal compared to the overall scope of the
work. For a brief discussion of our theme in conjunction with Enoch, see J.C. VanderKam,
“Biblical Interpretation in 1 Enoch and Jubilees,” in The Pseudepigrapha and Early Biblical
Interpretation (ed. J.H. Charlesworth and C.A. Evans, JSPSup 14; Sheffield: Sheffield Aca-
demic Press, 1993), 98-117.

3 We omit from our list inner-biblical interpretation, although it, too, did not make
a mark on scholarly consciousness until comparatively recent times. See especially,
M. Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel (Oxford: Clarendon, 1985).
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recognize that a variety of generic forms might be subsumed under this
rubric, which when integrated constitutes one of the most intellectually
vibrant domains of ancient Jewish endeavor. Those two concomitant phe-
nomena prevented the recognition of the major role which biblical inter-
pretation, defined loosely, played in Judaism in its various manifestations
during this crucial era. Indeed, the works which constituted the corpus
of early Jewish biblical interpretation were scattered over centuries and
among languages, and derived from diverse forms of Judaism.

Until recently, we lacked any textual material in its original language
for many of these works, including such apocryphal and pseudepigraphi-
cal texts as Ben Sira, Jubilees and Enoch. The tendency to define or group
these texts in arbitrary or artificial collections, such as the Apocrypha
(rather than according to literary category) and according to hypotheti-
cal source groups (Pharisee, Sadducee or the like), also hindered the
emphasis on biblical interpretation as a category in and of itself worthy
of investigation. Under the constraints of prevailing historiographical cur-
rents, there was little intrinsic interest in the period of the Second Temple
except as the ground from which rabbinic Judaism and early Christian-
ity sprang. The early treatments of post-biblical Jewish literature sought
therefore merely to bridge the historical gap between Jewish literature
of the Tanakh and the Mishnah, or between the two testaments which
comprise Christian Scripture. The systematic study of Jewish literature in
antiquity, a significant portion of which constitutes early Jewish biblical
interpretation, seems not to have piqued academic interest. One of the
major effects of the Qumran finds, therefore, was to extend and expand
scholarly awareness of the scope | of texts which interpret Scripture, par-
ticularly the Pentateuch, and to awaken inquiry into them as a discipline
with intrinsic value.

3. PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON PENTATEUCHAL INTERPRETATION AT QUMRAN

Despite the fact that the Qumran texts have been subject to scholarly
scrutiny for a half century now, there is not yet any survey or synthesis of
that biblical interpretation at Qumran which is, strictly speaking, penta-
teuchal. The history of scholarship on biblical interpretation at Qumran
focused, in its early years, on the hitherto unattested genre of the pesha-
rim and, to a lesser degree, on the interpretation of Scripture which is
implied in such sectarian works as CD and 1QS. This was due largely to
the failure of the early editors of the Qumran texts to publish the works
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which contain the best and most diverse examples of works which focus
on pentateuchal exegesis. The most notable exception was the publica-
tion by Israeli scholars of the five most readable columns of 1QapGen, the
so-called “Genesis Apocryphon,” in 1956.# As scholars recognized its pro-
found significance as one of the earliest interpretive documents of Jewish
antiquity, they began immediately to study its relationship to midrashic
and targumic literature on the one hand, and to the book of jubilees and
other related literature on the other.®

The other major work of pentateuchal interpretation to have been pub-
lished before the 1980’s was, of course, the magisterial edition of the Tem-
ple Scroll (11QT) published by Yadin in 1977 in a Hebrew edition and then
again in English in 1983. Already in this editio princeps, Yadin devoted a
good deal of space to the relationship of | the text to its presumed biblical
Vorlage and began to set out the legal exegetical principles which appeared
to be operative in the scroll. But there was still no context for discussion
of pentateuchal interpretation at Qumran other than the broader one of
pentateuchal interpretation in antiquity, for there was simply not enough
Qumran material in public circulation to make the effort worthwhile.

In the 1980’s and early 1990’s, with the acceleration of the appearance
of the still-unpublished documents, many fragmentary documents which
involve pentateuchal interpretation came to the attention of scholars. Of
considerably greater variety than the texts which had been published in
the early days, they include commentaries, paraphrases and admonitions
based on the Pentateuch which show the genuine diversity of Qumran

4 N. Avigad and Y. Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon: A Scroll from the Wilderness of Judaea
(Jerusalem: Magnes Press and Heikhal Ha-Sefer, 1956). The “final” publication may be said
to have continued through 1995 with the publication of the readable portions of all of
the other columns by a group of scholars headed by Jonas Greenfield and Elisha Qim-
ron, employing photographic and computer imaging techniques which were not available
when the scroll was first opened. See J.C. Greenfield and E. Qimron, “The Genesis Apocry-
phon Col. XII,” in Studies in Qumran Aramaic (ed. Takamitsu Muraoka; AbrNSup 3; Leuven:
Peeters, 1992), 70—77 and M. Morgenstern et al., “The Hitherto Unpublished Columns of
the Genesis Apocryphon,” Abr-Nahrain 33 (1995): 30-54.

5 The edition of the Apocryphon by J.A. Fitzmyer (The Genesis Apocryphon of Qum-
ran Cave 1 [1Q20]: A Commentary [3rd ed.; BibOr 18B; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute,
2004]) remains standard. For current bibliography on the Apocryphon, see my “The Gen-
esis Apocryphon: Compositional and Interpretive Perspectives,” in A Companion to Biblical
Interpretation in Early Judaism (ed. M. Henze; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2012), 176-79.

6 Y. Yadin, The Temple Scroll (3 vols., Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society—Hebrew
University of Jerusalem—Shrine of the Book, 1983). Further significant work on the
exegesis of the Temple Scroll has been carried out by J.M. Baumgarten, J. Milgrom and
L.H. Schiffman.
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pentateuchal interpretive texts. We shall see that some of the exempla
of biblical interpretation in the Qumran library derive from the sectar-
ian ideology which characterizes many of the non-biblical scrolls, but also
that some of them may be read as more neutral representatives of the
practice of biblical exegesis in the late Second Temple era.

4. THE SCOPE OF PENTATEUCHAL INTERPRETATION AT QUMRAN

When we turn to the question of the scope of the works which contain
pentateuchal interpretation, we observe that the surviving texts from
Qumran do not, with the possible exception of the Reworked Pentateuch,
provide us with explication of more than one book of the Pentateuch at
a time, and, as a rule, cover only small segments of the books to which
they do refer. This fact cannot be attributable merely to the fragmentary
remains of the Qumran documents, because in the surviving texts certain
passages (such as the Flood and the Aqedah) appear to be treated over
and over, frequently enough that the fortunes of preservation may not be
blamed for the lack of the other material.

41 Works Encompassing the Whole Pentateuch

The Reworked Pentateuch (4Q364-367) texts stand on the | unclearly
marked border between biblical texts and biblical interpretation.” If
4Q364-367 represent a late stage in the development of the biblical text,
it is a phase wherein the writer of the text feels “allowed” to rearrange
segments of the text for the sake of clarity, to introduce interpretive com-
ments, and even to add new material. The goal of the writer of such a
biblical text combines the copying or transmission of the text with its
interpretation. If, on the other hand, we assume that the writers of these

7 Published by E. Tov and S. White (Crawford) in H. Attridge et al., eds., Qumran Cave
4.VIII: Parabiblical Texts, Part 1 (D]D 13; Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 187—351. There is another
text which Tov and White consider to belong to this problematical work, 4Q158, published
by J. Allegro, Qumran Cave 4.1 (4Q158-186) (D]D 5; Oxford: Clarendon, 1968), 1—2, under the
title “Biblical Paraphrase.” I am not convinced that all of the RP manuscripts represent the
same text, and am even more certain that 4Qi158 belongs to a more exegetical genre than
4Q364—-67, and that it furnishes one of the few surviving Qumran exegetical works which
focus on Exodus. See the treatments by M. Segal, “Biblical Exegesis in 4Qi58: Techniques
and Genre,” Textus 19 (1998): 45-62, and “4QReworked Pentateuch or 4QPentateuch?”
in The Dead Sea Scrolls—Fifty Years After Their Discovery, An International Congress, The
Israel Museum, Jerusalem, July 20-25, 1997 (ed. Lawrence H. Schiffman, Emanuel Tov and
James C. VanderKam; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 2000), 391-399.



PENTATEUCHAL INTERPRETATION AT QUMRAN 17

texts did not intend them to be “Scripture,” then we might see in their
purported scope, which covers the entire Pentateuch, an attempt to “inter-
pret” the entire Pentateuch in this broad rewriting. But the very breadth
of the rewriting, coupled with the fact that the amount of interpretation
achieved is proportionately small, reduces the significance which we
might have expected of such far-ranging “commentaries.”

The significance of the Reworked Pentateuch texts may lie in the realm
of the history of biblical interpretation, wherein they represent first steps
toward the commentary genre, rather than in the actual contents of their
interpretation or exegesis, which is in fact comparatively meager. There
are several passages which are often alluded to in discussions of the
Reworked Pentateuch texts, the additional narrative material in Rebecca’s
farewell to Jacob in 4Q364 3 ii and the “song of Miriam” in 4Q365 6a ii-c,
and the additional legal material in the introduction of the wood and oil
festivals in 4Q365 23. If, however, we examine the total remains of these
manuscripts, those kinds of substantial additions to the biblical text are
the exception rather than the rule. |

Much more common are attempts to juxtapose passages which belong
together thematically or to harmonize the occurrences of material which
is repeated in more than one place in the Pentateuch with each other, an
aspect of biblical interpretation which has already been recognized on
the textual level from the Samaritan Pentateuch. Thus 4Q365 28 omits the
laws of the ordeal of the wife suspected of adultery, of the Nazirite, and
the priestly blessing, etc. (Num 5-6), so that the narrative flows smoothly
from the appointment of the Levites (Num 4:47) to the setting up of the
Tabernacle (Num 7:1). 4Q366 4 i combines two texts about Sukkot, joining
the description of the special sacrifices of the day found in Num 29 with
the rules for the festival found in Deut 16:13-14. The editors suggest that
this combination may have even been followed by the account of Sukkot
(Lev 23) and the extra festivals of 4Q365 23, although such a proposal
must be considered highly speculative.® 4Q364 23a—b i harmonizes the
account of Deuteronomy 2:8 with that of Num 20:17-18, adding to Deuter-
onomy the Numbers account of the exchange between the Israelites and
the king of Edom as the Samaritan Pentateuch does by adding Deut 2:2—6
after Num 20:23.2

8 Tov and White, in Attridge et al,, eds., Qumran Cave 4. VIII (D]D 13), 341.
9 See Tov and White, in Attridge et al., eds., Qumran Cave 4. VIII (D]D 13), 220—221.
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4.2 Works Encompassing Genesis
Jubilees

Having been thus far disappointed in our search for overall pentateuchal
interpretation at Qumran, we turn to works which interpret substantial
segments of the Pentateuch. Once again, our best representative is a work
whose identification as commentary might be questioned, the book of
Jubilees. Like the Reworked Pentateuch texts, Jubilees has an ambiguous
status at Qumran. It rewrites Genesis and a bit of Exodus, on the basis of
the canonical Pentateuch. At the same time, it seems itself to have had
significant status at Qumran, based both on the number of manuscripts
which survive and the fact that it is cited in other texts as authoritative.1
But since | the degree of the rewriting in jubilees involves far more sub-
stantial issues than that in almost all of the Reworked Pentateuch mate-
rial, its status as an interpretive text is far less questionable.

Once again the intention of the author may be relevant: was the goal
of the author of Jubilees to interpret the book of Genesis or to replace it?
Parts of Jubilees seem to rewrite Genesis for the purpose of clarifying it
or of choosing among various understandings of the biblical text, while
other, often halakhic, sections are superimposed on the narrative frame-
work of Genesis externally and can in no way be regarded as interpreta-
tion of that pentateuchal book.! If we focus not on the supplements to
Genesis, but on the ways in which jubilees explains the biblical book, we
can constructively speak of the later work interpreting the earlier one.!?

Genesis Apocryphon

There is one other Qumran text which, like Jubilees, exhibits a significant
amount of breadth as Jubilees does in the extent of its coverage of Genesis,

10 See J.C. VanderKam, “The Jubilees Fragments from Qumran Cave 4,” in The Madrid
Qumran Congress: Proceedings of the International Congress on the Dead Sea Scrolls, Madrid,
18—21 March 1991 (ed. ]J. Trebolle Barrera and L. Vegas Montaner; 2 vols.; STD]J 11; Leiden:
Brill, 1992), 2.635—48 and his publication of the texts in Attridge et al.,, eds., Qumran Cave
4.VIII (DJD 13), 1-185.

11 One might consider those passages in Jubilees which deal with halakhic material
from Exodus—-Deuteronomy as interpretation of those texts, and such an approach might
offer a profitable path of investigation.

12 For discussions of biblical interpretation in jubilees, see VanderKam, “Biblical Inter-
pretation in 7 Enoch and Jubilees,” 117—25, and, more extensively, ]J. Endres, Biblical Inter-
pretation in the Book of Jubilees (CBQMS 18; Washington, DC: Catholic Biblical Association,

1987).
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and that is, of course, the Genesis Apocryphon (1QapGen). The opening of
this work is missing and the scroll breaks off in the middle of a sentence at
the end of a sheet at the bottom of column 22. The material in the preserved
sections is parallel to that in Genesis 5-15, but there is no way to be certain
how much further into Genesis (or beyond) the narrative extended.!® The |
stories of Enoch, Lamech, Noah and Abraham are expanded in this treat-
ment which is generally characterized as another, albeit limited, example
of “rewritten Bible.” We shall return to the Apocryphon in detail as an
example of pentateuchal interpretation later in this essay.

5. INTERPRETIVE WORKS OF NARROW SCOPE

5.1 Works Focusing on Parts of Genesis

The focus on Genesis in Jubilees and the Genesis Apocryphon, to the
exclusion of almost the whole rest of the Pentateuch, is actually quite
characteristic of Qumran biblical interpretation overall. Whatever the rea-
son may be, it is the first book of the Pentateuch which attracts most of
the attention of the Qumran interpreters, and, beyond that, it is the first
portions of Genesis which attract most of that attention.'* If we examine
the fullest range of Qumran texts which interpret or refer to incidents
from Genesis, it will become clear that the authors of the texts found at
Qumran are interested primarily in the antediluvian period and the patri-
archal period through Abraham, particularly through the Aqgedah. The
few stories about Isaac in the Pentateuch, and the much larger Jacob and
Joseph cycles seem to have made much less of an impact upon them, at
least in terms of the literary remains which we possess. We shall see this
most clearly as we survey the more narrowly focused remains of Qumran
biblical interpretation.

18 M. Morgenstern (“A New Clue to the Length of the Genesis Apocryphon,” JJS 47
[1996]: 345—-47) has noted that the surviving sheets containing columns 5-22 are marked
with the consecutive letters of the Hebrew alphabet, pe, gop and sade. He inferred that,
since pe is the seventeenth letter of the Hebrew alphabet there must have been fifteen or
sixteen sheets preceding the one on which column 1 is preserved. This would provide for
a loss at the beginning of the Apocryphon of more than seventy columns, a length greater
than that of any surviving Qumran manuscript. This suggestion, however, has yet to be
evaluated thoroughly, and, at present, must be considered unproven.

14 For a more detailed preliminary analysis of the texts discussed in this section, see
M.J. Bernstein “Contours of Genesis Interpretation at Qumran: Contents, Context and
Nomenclature” in Studies in Ancient Midrash (ed. ].L. Kugel; Cambridge, MA: Harvard Cen-
ter for Jewish Studies/Harvard University Press, 2001), 57-85 (below 1.63—91).
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There is a group of fragmentary texts labeled “pseudo-Jubilees” (4Q225-
227) which seem to focus on Genesis.'® 4Q225 retells portions of Genesis,
in a fashion similar to jubilees, but unlike Jubilees, it is selective, skipping
large amounts of the narrative. But by doing so, the author presents us
with juxtapositions which are significant. Thus in 4Q225 2 i God’s prom-
ise to Abraham regarding his descendants (Gen 15) and the birth of Isaac
(Gen 21) are juxtaposed, and are followed immediately by the story of
the Agedah (Gen 22), | all within a space of five lines. The Agedah story,
on the other hand, is considerably elaborated with “Prince Mastemah”
(Mnvwnn W), a malevolent angelic figure known already from Jubilees,
apparently acting as the stimulus for Abraham’s test. As Isaac lies bound
on the altar, the holy angels weep and the angels of M[astemah?] rejoice in
the hope that Abraham will fail. When he passes the test, the text stresses
the faithfulness of Abraham. This theme and a brief list of the succeed-
ing generations, Isaac, Jacob and Levi, appear in both 4Q225 and 4Q226,
although it cannot be shown that the two of them represent the same
work. References to “jubilees of years,” to Enoch, and to “the Watchers” in
4Q227 would seem to indicate an interest in calendar/chronology and in
the antediluvian period, both of which are to be expected at Qumran, but
we have no sense of context for this material. The surviving fragments of
these texts exhibit very limited scope, and direct us to anticipate exegeti-
cal texts of less than grand scale.

The same can be said of the so-called Genesis Commentaries (4Q252—
2542),16 and we shall devote a fuller discussion to 4Q252 later. Although
there is no verse from Genesis explicitly quoted in 4Q253, we find refer-
ences to “the ark” and possibly to Noah, perhaps involving Noah’s sacrific-
ing after the Flood.!” 4Q254 cites Gen 9:24—25 which also appears in 4Q252,
and seems to cite and interpret parts of Jacob’s blessing from Gen 49, a
section which also is found in 4Q252, although there is no overlap between
the manuscripts. Some of the other material in this manuscript seems
unrelated to Genesis, referring to the “two sons of oil” of Zech 4:14, and the

15 This text was published by J.C. VanderKam in H. Attridge et al., eds., Qumran Cave
4.VIII (DJD 13), 171-75.

16 published by G.J. Brooke as “4Q Commentaries on Genesis A-D,” in G. Brooke et al.
eds., Qumran Cave 4.XVII: Parabiblical Texts, Part 3 (DJD 22; Oxford: Clarendon, 1996),
185—236.

17 For a broad discussion of the various treatments of Noah and the flood story at Qum-
ran, see M.J. Bernstein, “Noah and the Flood at Qumran,” in The Provo International Confer-
ence on the Dead Sea Scrolls: New Texts, Reformulated Issues and Technological Innovations
(ed. E. Ulrich and D. Parry; STDJ 30; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 199—231 (below 1.291-322).
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work does not lend itself easily to generic classification. 4Q2542 (formerly
part of 4Q254) is identified as an independent document by G. Brooke,
and also contains references to the ark and the story of the Flood.

| Even more limited in scope, but also focusing on the flood story, are
4Q370 (“An Admonition Based on the Flood”), and 4Q422 (“4QParaphrase
of Genesis and Exodus”).!® 4Q370 summarizes the deluge, focusing on
the flood generation as ingrates who have not appreciated God’s gifts.
The Flood and God’s subsequent promise not to bring another one are
described very briefly. There are no references to the Watchers, to the ark
or to Noah, as the story is told very compactly with a focus on disobedi-
ence and punishment. 4Q422 also summarizes the story in very brief com-
pass, with no room for the chronology of the Flood which we shall see in
4Q252, and there may not even have been room to describe the building
of the ark within the fragmentary remains. Like 4Q370, 4Q422 seems to
employ the material from Genesis in a hortatory fashion, relating God'’s
deliverance of Noah and the subsequent covenant. In both works, God’s
actions seem to be the focus of the author’s attention.

Two other texts deserve brief remarks before we leave Genesis: 4Q464
and 4Q180-181.1° The former is an extremely fragmentary document which
is distinguished by having a scope beyond that of most of the Genesis
texts we are discussing. It has fragments dealing with Noah and Abraham,
further demonstrating the interests of this literature in the Flood and in
the Aqedah, but it also lists a series of events in the Jacob narrative, and
seems to have references to Joseph as well. It is the patriarchs, and not
Noah and his predecessors, who occupy the lion’s share of the fragments,
and we appear to have here a work of somewhat broader scope than we
might have expected on the basis of the evidence we have examined.

4Q180 is a more clearly sectarian commentary than the others we
have seen, employing characteristic “Qumran terminology” such as | 7wa
(“interpretation”), 770 (“rule”), and pp (“period”). Its purpose seems to be

18 Ppublished by C.A. Newsom in M. Broshi et al,, eds., Qumran Cave 4. XIV: Parabiblical
Texts, Part 2 (DJD 19; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), 85-97, and T. Elgvin, in Attridge
et al,, eds., Qumran Cave 4.VIII (D]JD 13), 417—28, respectively. The first column of 4Q422
deals with the Genesis story of creation and man’s disobedience, a theme which is also
found in at Qumran a non-commentary, non-narrative text, 4QDibreHamme’orot (4Q504
8+9 1-22).

19 Published by M.E. Stone and E. Eshel, “An Exposition on the Patriarchs,” in Broshi
et al., eds., Qumran Cave 4.XIV (D]D 19), 215-30, and by J. Allegro with the first named
“Ages of Creation” and the second untitled, in Qumran Cave 4.1 (DJD 5), 77-80, respec-
tively. On the latter text, see D. Dimant, “The Pesher on the Periods’ (4Q180) and 4Q181,”
Israel Oriental Studies 9 (1979): 77-102.
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to utilize the book of Genesis in a sectarian fashion, not to retell or inter-
pret it. There seems to be a strong chronological interest in the fragments,
which do not take the biblical story down past the Aqedah, two features
which no longer surprise us. Furthermore, interspersed within this mate-
rial which appears to be narrative is a large number of theological expan-
sions, typical of Qumran in both language and content. This is the type
of work which is liable to frustrate any attempt to analyze it thoroughly
absent the discovery of further fragments.

5.2 Works Focusing on the Pentateuch Outside of Genesis

There is little Qumran biblical interpretation which deals with the penta-
teuchal narrative outside of Genesis. The stories of Exodus and the desert
wanderings of the Israelites do not play a significant role in the Qumran
scrolls, just as they do not in other Jewish writings of the Second Temple
period. Beyond the Exodus segment of 4Q422 (Genesis—Exodus Para-
phrase) we do not find exegetical or interpretive works belonging to the
narrative segments of the biblical books from Exodus to Deuteronomy.2°
This text is the third column of the work discussed above whose first two
columns dealt with creation and man'’s sin, and Noah and the Flood. The
Exodus column contains references to the midwives of Exodus 1 and chil-
dren being thrown into the Nile. There follows immediately an allusion to
Moses and a poetic listing of nine of the ten plagues, basically following
the order of Exodus, but apparently omitting boils and moving darkness
to the sixth position like Psalm 105. There is no way to know how the text
continued after the list of plagues. The known contents of 4Q422 make it
very difficult to categorize since the principles of its selectivity are com-
pletely unknown. What holds together the stories of creation, the Flood
and the Exodus? There is a good deal of textual material in these columns
which indicate an attempt to interpret the biblical text, but the selectivity
of the text reveals that goal of the composition must be seen as more than
that and a wisdom context for 4Q422 has been very plausibly suggested.
There are other fragmentary works which touch on the period | between
the exodus and the conquest, such as 4Q374, which seems to allude to Pha-
raoh and the entry into the land, whose context and function, however,
are inaccessible, and some of the so-called Moses Apocrypha (4Q375-76)

20 Published by E. Tov, in Attridge et al., eds., Qumran Cave 4.VIII (D]D 13), 429—34.
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which seem to be pseudepigraphic legal, rather than narrative, texts.?!
Other texts recently published texts, such as 4Q368 (Apocryphal Penta-
teuch A) and 4Q377 (Apocryphal Pentateuch B) contain rewritten biblical
narrative as well as other, perhaps supplementary, material which appears
not to be legal in nature.?? These “newer” texts demand further study.

6. PENTATEUCHAL LEGAL EXEGESIS

Most of the surviving biblical interpretation associated with Exodus-
Deuteronomy is concerned with legal issues. In many legal texts the
understanding reflected of biblical laws is clearly rooted in the way in
which the Qumran author read Scripture. But outside of the Temple Scroll
whose organization and contents are related to those of the Pentateuch,
it is much more difficult than in the case of the interpretation of narra-
tive to determine whether any particular aspect of biblical law attracted
Qumran interpretation.

The most substantial example of legal pentateuchal interpretation at
Qumran, and, indeed the longest extant scroll surviving in the caves, is
1uQT (Temple Scroll). On the one hand, it clearly belongs to the broad
genre “rewritten Bible,” although it differs from virtually all other examples
of the type by being almost exclusively legal. Thus jubilees, pseudo-Philo’s
Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum, and the Genesis Apocryphon are funda-
mentally narratives, while the Reworked Pentateuch texts from Qumran
and Josephus Jewish Antiquities 1-11 are combinations of both legal and
narrative | material.2® Modeled on the Bible in its style and composition,
and with large sections, which in the Pentateuch are spoken by Moses,
placed in the mouth of God as speaker, the Temple Scroll interprets the laws
of the Pentateuch as it paraphrases, rewrites, and rearranges them. Because
it covers a far fuller range of legal matters than any other Qumran text, its
content and methodology will be discussed in greater detail below.

21 4Q374 was published by C.A. Newsom, and 4Q375—76 by J. Strugnell in Broshi et al.,
Qumran Cave 4.XIV (DJD 19), 99-110 and 111136, respectively.

22 Published by James C. VanderKam and Monica Brady in Moshe Bernstein et al,, eds.,
Qumran Cave 4.XXVIII: Miscellanea, Part 2 (D]JD 28; Oxford: Clarendon, 2001), 131-149 and
205-217, respectively. Other apparent Moses “apocrypha,” such as 1Q22 “Dires de Moise,”
and 2Q22 “un apocryphe de Moise (?)” will need to be taken into consideration in drawing
a full portrait of this material.

23 The legal material in Jubilees and the Apocryphon is completely subservient to
the narrative from a literary perspective, as a comparison between those works and the
Reworked Pentateuch or Josephus will demonstrate.
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4QMiqgsat Ma'ase ha-Torah (4Q394-399), the so-called “Halakhic Let-
ter,” is not as thoroughly scripturally based as is the Temple Scroll. Its
listing of halakhot, with few scriptural citations as support for them, is not
what we might have expected from the bibliocentric Qumran milieu. Nev-
ertheless, MMT is employing Scripture, but in a rather different way from
other Qumran legal material.2* The author of MMT is heavily influenced
by scriptural vocabulary and employs biblical language in composing his
work, both in the legal Section B and the hortatory Section C, as defined
by the editors. Thus C 31-32, “it shall be reckoned for you as righteous-
ness (7pP7%) when you do that which is upright and good before Him, so
that it be good for you and for Israel,” is based on a combination of Deut
618, “you shall do that which is upright and good in the eyes of the LORD
so that it be good for you,” the only passage in the Hebrew Bible which
shares with 4QMMT the word order “upright and good,” and either Gen
15:6 “he believed in the Lord and He reckoned it for him as righteousness,”
or Ps 106:31 “it was reckoned for him as righteousness.”
| Whenever MMT uses scriptural formulation in composing a law, we
might characterize it as implicit interpretation of the Pentateuch. Even
though there is no citation formula and the verse is not actually quoted,
the modeling of the law on the scriptural original is sufficient to indicate
the relationship between them.25 Thus when MMT writes “regarding the
planting of fruit trees, that which is planted in the land of Israel belongs
like first fruits to the priests; and the tithe of cattle and sheep belongs to
the priests” (B 62—64), it is clear that these laws are based on Lev 19:23—24
and 27:32, respectively, where the biblical text says these gifts are “sanc-
tified to the Lord,” and the Qumran exegesis assigns such sancta to the
priests. In a few cases, scriptural references are introduced by the word
212 (“written”), which in Qumran as well as in rabbinic literature usually
introduces a citation. What is striking is that in MMT this is not always

24 Immediately upon the publication of 4QMMT in E. Qimron and J. Strugnell, eds.,
Qumran Cave 4.V: Migsat Ma'ase Ha-Torah (DJD 10; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), two
complementary articles appeared on this theme: M.J. Bernstein, “The Employment and
Interpretation of Scripture in 4QMMT: Preliminary Observations,” in Reading 4QMMT:
New Perspectives on Qumran Law and History (ed. ]. Kampen and M.J. Bernstein; SBL Sym-
posium Series 2; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996), 2951 (below 2..554-574), and G.J. Brooke,
“The Explicit Presentation of Scripture in 4QMMT,” in Legal Texts and Legal Issues: Sec-
ond Meeting of the 10QS, Cambridge 1995. Published in Honor of Joseph M. Baumgarten (ed.
M.J. Bernstein, F. Garcia Martinez and J. Kampen; STD] 23; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 67-88.

25 This is very different from the rewriting of biblical laws in the Temple Scroll where,
despite the editorial changes, the text still reads like Scripture; in these instances of MMT
it does not.
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followed by a direct citation, and Qimron actually asserts that “In MMT
it never introduces biblical verses.”?6 I have argued that it can introduce
either citations or paraphrases of the biblical text, while Brooke suggests
more subtly that the word “is nearly always associated with scripture
explicitly or in summary form.”?” What we have in 4QMMT is a very flexi-
ble way of referring to the biblical text as supporting the list of laws which
are at the center of this document.

In the final section of MMT as well, where the language on the whole
appears to become more biblical than in the legal section, we find phrase-
ology based on passages in the book of Deuteronomy integrated into the
exhortation.?8 The references to the misfortunes predicted for the “end
of days” are taking place (or have taken place) in contemporary times.
Both the language and the tone of the final section, wherein the author of
the “letter” encourages his addressee to repent and to follow the author’s
interpretation of the laws, rely heavily on deuteronomic theology with its
prediction of Israel’s | ultimate repentance after it has acknowledged the
error of its ways.

The Damascus Document or Zadokite Fragment (CD) interprets and
employs pentateuchal passages in both of its hypothetical divisions, the
Admonition and the Laws.2? Opposition to divorce (4:21-5:2) is grounded
in two narrative passages, “male and female he created them” (Gen 1:27),
and “they went into the ark two by two” (Gen 7:9), coupled with the inter-
pretation of Deut 17:17 “he shall not multiply wives for himself,” as mean-
ing that even the king may not take many wives. The laws of consanguinity
operate for both males and females, so that uncle-niece marriage is to be
prohibited on the same grounds as aunt-nephew marriage (Lev 18:13; CD
5:7-10). These passages occur not in the “Laws,” but in the “Admonition.”

26 Qimron and Strugnell, eds., Qumran Cave 4. V (DJD 10), 40—41.

27 Bernstein, “4QMMT,” 39 (below 2.563 and n. 23); Brooke, “4QMMT,” 71.

28 Brooke, “4QMMT,” 84, notes correctly that, by contrast, Section B is dominated by
Leviticus and Numbers.

29 Since the publication by J.M. Baumgarten of the Cave 4 texts (Qumran Cave 4.XIII:
The Damascus Document [4Q266-273] [DJD 18; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996]), it has
become less easy to dismember this document into its alleged components. It is therefore
perhaps unfortunate that J.G. Campbell (The Use of Scripture in the Damascus Document
1-8, 19—20 [BZAW 228; Berlin, New York: De Gruyter, 1995]) chose to treat only the Admo-
nition material in his comprehensive study. One of the ways in which we will be able to
ascertain the degree of coherence between Laws and Admonition is by comparing the
scriptural interpretation in the two parts. The present survey focuses on the legal exegesis
of CD, although the famous “well-metaphor” of CD 6:3-10 (based on Num 2118), and the
“messianic” interpretation of Num 24:17, the star out of Jacob, in CD 7:19—21, must at least
be mentioned in passing.
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In the “Laws,” some of the newly-published material furnishes interest-
ing examples of pentateuchal exegesis. The prohibition against defrauding
(Lev 25:14) is interpreted to mean that the seller must disclose defects in
his wares to the buyer (4Q271 3 4-6), and the failure to disclose the faults
in a prospective bride to the potential groom (ibid. 7-10) is characterized
as “leading the blind astray from the road” (Deut 27:18).

Laws of reproof are presented as interpretation of Lev 1917-18 (CD
9:2-8), and the Sabbath code—while not pentateuchally based in its
details—is framed by citations of Deut 512, “observe the Sabbath day
to make it holy,” and Lev 23:38 “apart from your Sabbaths.” The laws of
repayment or restitution (CD 9:13-16) are modeled on biblical formula-
tions, even though we do not see direct quotation. While the laws of CD
are not presented like those of 4QMMT or those of 1QTemple, each with
its unique relationship to the | Pentateuch, we can observe enough con-
nections between some of the laws and the biblical text to realize that the
ultimate framework for the legal code is pentateuchal.

7. THREE TYPES OF INTERPRETIVE TEXTS: A DETAILED ANALYSIS

7.1 Genesis Apocryphon: A Rewritten Biblical Narrative

The Genesis Apocryphon rewrites the book of Genesis from chapters 5
to 15, from the birth of Noah through the beginning of Abram’s vision
after his defeat of the four kings. Within those boundaries, we find vari-
ous modes of rewriting the Bible, ranging from an at times fairly close
translation of the Hebrew into Aramaic, a virtual targum, to the supple-
mentation of the biblical text with new data based on a real or perceived
exegetical demand, to the introduction of completely new material, with-
out any overt reason for its introduction. It should be noted that much of
the time we can underline or bracket the biblical material around which
the author of the Apocryphon has built his narrative, in the case of the
Abram story even more than in the Noah section. The Hebrew original of
parts of both dialogue and narrative is visible in Aramaic garb. Even when
the expansion is substantial, as in the detailed extrabiblical description of
Abram’s traversing the land, we find biblical virtual quotations.

It has recently become apparent that the Apocryphon is very likely not
a work composed as a whole ab initio, but consists of parts, probably deriv-
ing from other, pre-existing works. Thus, at the end of column 5, following
the recently deciphered words, “the book of the words of Noah,” the nar-
rative shifts from a story about Noah, where the first person narrative was
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spoken by his father Lamech, to a first person narrative by Noah. Later on
in the Noah section, there are portions in which a narrator tells the story
about Noah in the third person, and the Abraham section contains both
first and third person narration about him. Many scholars have pointed to
these markers as evidence for the composite nature of the Apocryphon.3°

The Genesis Apocryphon is one of the classic examples which helped
provoke the delineation of the genre “rewritten Bible.” | While following
the biblical story, it supplements the narrative with such details as (appar-
ently) the remarkable appearance of Noah at birth which causes alarm to
his father Lamech who believes that his wife Batenosh has been unfaithful
to him with one of the Watchers, those wayward angels who populate so
much of Second Temple Jewish literature.3! When Batenosh protests her
innocence, Lamech sets off to find out from his father Methuselah and,
ultimately, his grandfather Enoch, what the nature of this unusual child is
to be. The narrative contained in column 2 and its fragmentary successors
tells a tale which is found elsewhere in the literature of this era (1 Enoch
and other fragmentary Qumran texts such as 1Q19), but for which there is
no overt stimulus in the biblical text. It belongs to the type of traditional
or free compositions which are introduced into the biblical narrative to
flesh out or enliven the story. According to our loose definition, however,
it falls into the category of biblical interpretation.

Columns 10-12 apparently expand the biblical narrative of Noah'’s activ-
ity after the Flood (Gen 8:4, 20—9:20) with surviving references to Noah'’s
atoning for the earth with his sacrifice, and to his later fulfilling the bibli-
cal injunction against drinking wine from a vineyard during the first four
years of its production. God’s words to him “do not fear, Noah; I am with
you and your children,” (11:15) are reminiscent of God’s words to Abram
(Gen 15:1), “do not fear Abram, for I am your shield” whose translation
in the Apocryphon begins with the words, “do not fear; I am with you.”
Likewise, the passage as a whole, describing Noah walking “on the earth
through its length and breadth” (11:11) is also reminiscent of God’s com-
mand to Abram (Gen 13:17) to “arise and walk in the land, through its
length and its breadth,” which the Apocryphon renders, “arise, walk, go,
and see how great its length and how great its breadth” (21:13-14). The
employment of phrases from the Abram story in the Noah material

30 See in particular R.C. Steiner, “The Heading of the Book of the Words of Noah on a
Fragment of the Genesis Apocryphon,” DSD 2 (1995): 66—71.

81 For the possibility of relating the Noah material in the Apocryphon to the other texts
referring to Noah at Qumran, see Bernstein, “Noah and the Flood” (below 1.291-322).
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probably points to a kind of association between the biblical figures in
the mind of the interpreter, with Noah depicted as a more significant link
in patriarchal tradition than he is held to be in later Judaism.

The Apocryphon’s parallel to the biblical story of Noah breaks off | in
column 12, and we cannot know how, for example, it handled the incident
of Noah’s drunkenness. The following columns (13-15) contain unparal-
leled extrabiblical accounts of Noah’s visions and their interpretations.
Their content is unlikely to be directly related to the biblical interpre-
tation of the text. When the narrative returns to the biblical account,
columns 1617 describe the division of the earth among Noah'’s sons, nar-
rating this in greater detail than the Pentateuch, and in parallel to the
presentation Jubilees 8—9. The geographical interests of the Apocryphon
can be observed here as well as in the detailed itinerary of Abram’s trip
through the land in column 21.

Since column 18 does not survive, we do not possess the transition
between the Noah and Abram sections of the scroll, and the Abram mate-
rial begins with him and Sarai traveling south (Gen 12:9) prior to their
entry into Egypt to escape the famine in Canaan.3? The tale is told by
Abram in the first person, and we immediately see the exegetical artistry
of the author at work. We read of a dream which Abram had wherein
there were a palm tree and a cedar tree, and the cedar tree was going to
be cut down, but was saved by the intercession of the palm tree. Relating
the dream to Sarai, he realizes that this is an omen signaling how they
must deal with their impending visit to Egypt, and Abram then asks Sarai
to identify him as her brother so that he may live (19:114—20). It is quite
evident that the insertion of this extrabiblical incident into the narrative
is not merely decorative, but is employed to resolve a difficulty in the
text which we might describe as theological. The text of Genesis does not
explain why Abram suggested the deception to Sarai upon entry to Egypt.
Surely the patriarch would not lie with no cause, and the Apocryphon
furnishes the reason for his actions. The dream, it appears, also functions
to suggest to Abram the nature of the plan, with its focus on the relation-
ship between the cedar (Abram) and the palm (Sarai).

It is not only the introduction to the story which is expanded by | the
Apocryphon; the whole episode, which in the Bible is included in the

32 We should have liked to know whether there was a marker which delineated the
shift from the Noah source to the beginning of the Abraham one, like the words "1 an3
M3 (“the book of the words of Noah”) at the end of column 5, or whether there was no
explicit indication of demarcation between them as in the move from the first person
Abraham story to the third person account in column 21.
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eleven verses of Gen 12:10-20, covers a column and a half from 19:14 to
20:32 in the Qumran version. The terse dialogue of Genesis is developed
at length in the Apocryphon which also elaborates its retelling of the bibli-
cal narrative with additional details which do not necessarily respond to
difficulties in the biblical text. There is an elaborate, detailed and explicit
description of Sarai’s beauty, probably an expansion of “the nobles of Pha-
raoh saw her, and praised her to Pharaoh” (Gen 12:5). This, too, is typi-
cal of the style of rewritten Bible. Abram’s prayer in response to Sarai’s
abduction (20:10-16), while not a response to a specific textual stimulus,
is likewise an appropriate extrabiblical insertion by the author of the
Apocryphon.

The final extant portion of the Apocryphon relates the story of the
wars of the four and five kings of Genesis 14. Here it is likely that another
source begins to be used by the author of the Apocryphon, as Abram no
longer narrates the story in the first person (21:23ff.). In this section, as
well, we find the narrative more closely bound to the biblical original, as
the passages which are translations of the biblical text increase in num-
ber and density. But we find examples of exegesis in the rewriting here
too. Genesis 14:1-3, “In the days of Amraphel king of Shinar. .. they warred
against Bera, king of Sodom....They all came together to the valley of
Siddim which is the Dead Sea” is background to the ensuing narrative
and does not describe a war prior to the rebellion of Gen 14:5. For the
author of the Apocryphon, however, those verses are not introductory, but
describe events earlier in history. He inserts the words “Before those days”
at the beginning of the sentence, treating the Hebrew 1nnn 1wy, “they
made war” as a pluperfect, “they had made war,” thus making the opening
verses not redundant as they speak, in this reading, about a conflict prior
to the one described in the rest of chapter 14. This sort of reading maxi-
mizes the information which can be teased out of the biblical text, and is
quite characteristic of the ancient reader. The tithe which Abram gives to
Melchizedek is not “of everything” (Gen 14:20), but of all the property of
the king of Elam and his allies (22:17).

One of the ways in which a work of rewritten Bible accomplishes its
interpretation of the biblical text is through various types of | rearrange-
ment of material, and the Genesis Apocryphon is no exception.3® The
birth of Noah'’s grandchildren is described in quotations or paraphrases

33 For discussion beyond the examples cited here, see M.J. Bernstein, “Rearrangement,
Anticipation and Harmonization as Exegetical Features in the Genesis Apocryphon,” DSD
3 (1996): 37-57 (below, 1.175-194).

149



150

30 CHAPTER ONE

from Gen 10:b, 11110, 10:22, and 10:6, but is located in the Apocryphon’s
equivalent of Genesis 9, while Gen 9:18-19 are omitted. The goal appears
to be the telling of the biblical story without the parenthetical introduc-
tion of Canaan as Ham’s son and with a smoother introduction to the fam-
ily celebration of the fruits of the vineyard of which we read in 12:13—19.
When Abram leaves Egypt, he takes with him, in addition to great wealth,
Hagar (20:32); her introduction to the narrative at this point is obviously
intended to explain her presence later on (in the lost section of the manu-
script) as Sarai’s “Egyptian maidservant.” A slight deviation from the bibli-
cal narrative in the description of the defeat of the kings of Sodom and
Gomorrah has only the king of Gomorrah falling into the pit while the
king of Sodom fled (21:32—33) rather than both of them suffering the same
indignity. This change seems to be made in order to explain how later in
the narrative (Gen 14:17; Genesis Apocryphon 22:12) the king of Sodom
alone comes out to meet Abraham.

Related to rearrangement as a technique is harmonization, and there
are two sorts which we find at work in the Apocryphon. One simply
involves the employment in one biblical story of language which echoes
another, often unconsciously, without regard for content. In the Apocry-
phon’s retelling of the story of Abram and Sarai in Egypt, language like
“he was unable to approach her” (20:17), and “tell the king to send his wife
away from him to her husband, so that he may pray over him and live”
(20:23) utilizes expressions which, in the Bible, are not found in Genesis 12
where the story of Sarai and Pharaoh is told, but in Genesis 20 (verses 4
and 7, respectively), where the story of Sarah and Abimelech is narrated.
One wife-sister story furnishes, probably on an unconscious level, vocabu-
lary for the other in the method of the Apocryphon.

The other type of harmonization which the Apocryphon exhibits is a
well-known exegetical feature of texts such as the Samaritan Pentateuch
and the reworked Pentateuch texts from Qumran, the | retrojection to a
location early in the narrative of passages which, appearing later in the
biblical text, allude to a statement or incident which occurred earlier but
which appear to have been omitted from the earlier part of the story.3*
The Apocryphon, in an unparalleled treatment, has Abram address Sarai

34 There are many examples of such treatment in the Samaritan Pentateuch; see Bern-
stein, “Rearrangement,” 52—54 (below 1.189-191) and E. Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew
Bible (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992) 86—88. Both the Samaritan Pentateuch and Reworked
Pentateuch (4Q364 4b—e ii 21-26) insert an account of the dream in which an angel speaks
with Jacob prior to the incident where he tells his wives about that dream (Gen 31:10).
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with the words “this be the whole kindness which you shall do with me,
wherever we are, say regarding me that ‘he is my brother’” (19:19-20). Gen
20213 records that Abraham tells Abimelech that he had said to Sarah at
the time of their initial wanderings “wherever we arrive, say that he is my
brother.” Although the biblical text does not indicate where Abram made
this request, the Apocryphon, in order to confirm the truth of Abraham’s
words later, inserts them here at the appropriate passage.

7.2 Genesis Commentary A—Selective Interpretation

A very different kind of interpretive document is 4Q252, the first and best-
preserved of the “Genesis Commentaries.”3® Fragments of six columns
(perhaps all it ever contained) survive, with virtually all of column 1 and
substantial portions of column 2 remaining. But the contents of even the
far less well-preserved segments of columns 3—6 can be detected, and what
is obvious is that this text represents some sort of “commentary” which
offers remarks, comments or syntheses on a variety of unconnected pas-
sages in Genesis. Not all of the comments are of the same literary nature,
with some resembling “rewritten Bible,” others apparently composed of
biblical lemma plus explanatory addition, and still others consisting of
interpretive | comment alone. What is very striking about this commen-
tary is that only parts can be said to owe their existence to tendentious or
ideological rationales, and that it seems to represent both one of the earli-
est examples of selective biblical commentary from antiquity and at the
same time the earliest attempt to resolve exegetical dilemmas in the bibli-
cal text other than through the means of full-scale “rewritten Bible.”36
The scope of 4Q252 is Genesis from chapter 6 to chapter 49, but it is
discontinuous; we observe material deriving from Genesis 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 15,
16 (?), 18, 22, 28, 35, and 49. Even granting the scanty remains of the col-
umns after 2, it is clear that one of most striking features of the document
on the whole is its selectivity. This must exclude it from being “rewritten

35 The interpretive nature of 4Q252 was the subject of a productive debate between
George ]. Brooke and myself. See his articles, “The Genre of 4Q252: From Poetry to
Pesher,” DSD 1 (1994): 160—79; “The Thematic Content of 4Q252,” JQR 85 (1994—95): 33—59;
and “4Q252 as Early Jewish Commentary,” RevQ 17 (1996) [J.T. Milik Festschrift]: 385-401.
Contrast my treatments, “4Q252: From Re-Written Bible to Biblical Commentary,” JJS 45
(1994) 1-27; and “4Qz252: Method and Context, Genre and Sources. A Response to George
J. Brooke” JQR 85 (1994-95) 61-79 (below 1.92—125 and 1.133-150, respectively).

36 The formulation of this argument is dependent largely on my articles referred to in
the previous note, although I should be inclined to modify some of my position in light of
Brooke’s remarks in the Milik Festschrift.
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Bible” in any ordinary fashion. In our ensuing discussion, we shall focus
on the parts of 4Q252 which can be reconstructed with the greatest con-
fidence, but shall point out certain difficulties in our overall approach
which arise from the apparent contents of some of the more damaged
segments.

Although almost the whole first column and part of the second deal,
in painstaking detail, with the chronology of the biblical flood story, the
opening lines of 4Q252 focus on what appears to be a less significant
chronological issue, the identification of the 120 years of Gen 6:3, “his days
shall be one hundred and twenty years.”®” Locating the divine statement
in the 480th year of Noah’s life, the commentary interprets “their days
shall be fixed at one | hundred twenty years until the time of the waters of
the flood” (4Q252 1-2 i 2—3). This reading of the verse is unexceptional and
is shared by a variety of other early Jewish exegetical sources, despite the
fact that it implies the lack of strict chronological sequence in the biblical
text, since in Gen 5:32 Noah has already been described as five hundred
years old. The other reading attested for this verse in antiquity, that the
life-span of humankind will be limited to one hundred twenty years in the
future, is not accepted by this interpreter, despite the fact that it poses no
internal chronological problem within the biblical text.

The detailed chronology of the Flood which 4Q252 presents in 1—21i 3
through 1+3 ii 5 is meant to delineate the specific days of the week and
month on which the events described in the biblical flood narrative took
place. The basic presentation describes virtually nothing except the chro-
nology; it is the only aspect of the story in which the author seems to be
interested. The destruction of all living things on the face of the earth
seems to him of much less significance than the implicit observation that
no event in the narrative took place on the Sabbath and that Noah'’s stay
in the ark was a perfect 364-day year (1+3 ii 3). Granted the calendrical
interests of the Qumran group and their concerns, like that of Jubilees, for
the observance of biblical law by even pre-Sinaitic figures, we can read
this longest individual segment of 4Q252 as an attempt to explicate the
biblical text in a straightforward sense, on the one hand, while stressing
certain Qumranic values, on the other.38

87 G.J. Brooke has argued cogently, on the basis of physical evidence that the first col-
umn, despite seeming to begin mid-sentence, was indeed the first of the scroll (“4QCom-
mentary on Genesis A,” in G. Brooke et al,, eds., Qumran Cave 4. XVII [D]D 22], 186-87).

38 The calendrical portion of 4Q252 has probably received more discussion than the
rest of the text because of the importance which calendar played at Qumran in so many
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There is one other chronological passage in 4Q252 at the end of col-
umn 2 where, if my reconstruction is correct, our document dates Abram’s
leaving Ur Kasdim with his father Terah to Abram’s seventieth year, with
his departure to Canaan taking place five years later and Terah’s death
sixty years after Abram had left Haran. The author of 4Q252 stresses the
non-sequential nature of the biblical narrative by highlighting it and by
explaining to the reader how to follow the sequence of events in the
Bible. The way this is done is by rewriting the text in a clearer fashion.
But the same rewriting also may be intended to resolve a more global
pentateuchal chronological crux, by allowing us to calculate the 430 years
of Israelite servitude in Egypt (Exodus 12:40—41), counting from Abraham’s
leaving his home in Ur Kasdim, to be the same as the 400 years predicted
to Abraham in Gen 15:13. The biblical text does not record any events in
Abraham’s life in his seventieth year, so this Genesis commentary | comes
to the rescue with its creative chronology.3?

It is not only chronology, however, which interests 4Q252. At 1+3 ii 4-6
it responds to the fairly obvious question of why Noah cursed Canaan,
Ham’s son, rather than Ham who had been the one to offend him. The
answer furnished, in this case employing the lemma + comment form,
is that God has blessed Noah’s sons and therefore Noah could not curse
Ham.*C The text continues with what I take to be a comment on Gen 9:25,
“and may he dwell in the tents of Shem” making the subject of the verb
God who will dwell in “the land which He gave to Abraham His friend.”
Once again the ambiguity of the biblical original, where the verb could
refer either to God or to Japheth, has been clarified.#

other ways. But the authors of the texts found at Qumran were certainly capable of treat-
ing the Noah material as something more than a calendar. See Bernstein, “Noah and the
Flood at Qumran” (below 1.291-322).

39 For a more detailed discussion of the arithmetic in this section, see Bernstein, “From
Re-written Bible to Biblical Commentary,” 12-14 and nn. 41-45 (below, 1.106-109).

40 The same question and answer are to be found in Genesis Rabbah 36:7 in the name
of Rabbi Judah (2nd century CE).

41 T have presented the interpretation of 4Q252 as a primarily exegetical document to
this point according to my analysis in the articles referred to above. Brooke (“4Q252 as
Early Jewish Commentary,” 387) has argued that this approach does not focus sufficiently
on that which might hold the disparate comments on the passages in Genesis together,
and that it “underplays both whether the exegetical answers presented in the text may
have some characteristic distinctiveness and whether there might be some overall pur-
pose in the work beyond that of the clarification of exegetical difficulties.” He further
observes correctly (388) that my approach omits the treatment of as significant a story as
the Aqedah (Gen 22) in 4Q252. Both of these criticisms are well-taken. I chose to describe
and analyze those portions of 4Q252 which presented consecutive text, and it is possible
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The nature of 4Q252 as a document whose stance is apart from that
of the Hebrew Bible (i.e. that it cannot be considered “rewritten Bible”)
is perhaps confirmed by the opening words of column 3, “as it is writ-
ten,” a common Qumran idiom employed to introduce biblical citations
within interpretive documents. Unfortunately, it is impossible to recon-
struct what follows as all that survives of the column are the first and last
word or two on each line. Finally, beginning in column 4 line 3, 4Q252
concludes with a section headed with the words “Blessings of Jacob.” The
only substantial extant material comes from the blessings of Reuben in
column 4 and of | Judah in column 5. The former, although it employs the
characteristic Qumran exegetical term 19w (“its interpretation”), seems
merely to link the derogatory remarks directed at Reuben by his father to
the incident with Bilhah in Gen 35:22. The exegesis is in no way unusual or
characteristically Qumranic. The latter, on the other hand, interprets Gen
49:10 with “a ruler shall not depart from the tribe of Judah while Israel has
dominion, and one shall not be cut off from sitting on David’s throne.” The
ppnn of the biblical verse is “the covenant of the kingdom, and the [thou]-
sands of Israel are the ‘standards’#? until the arrival of the righteous mes-
siah, scion of David, for to him and his seed was given the covenant of the
kingdom of his people for eternal generations.” The following fragmentary
line contains a familiar idiom, T1°7 WX, “the men of the community.”
Here we recognize ourselves as being in a thoroughly Qumranic milieu;
the exegesis is eschatological and messianic, and the terminology is recog-
nizable as shared by other interpretive documents among the scrolls.

7.3 11QTemple—A Different Kind of Rewritten Bible

The Temple Scroll is a very unusual form of rewritten Bible. It is a single
scroll, defective at the beginning, which seems to have been compiled
from a variety of sources and virtually all of whose content is legal. Begin-
ning with the Sinaitic covenant in Exodus 34, it moves to the construction
of the tabernacle in Exodus 35, and proceeds through many of the laws
of the Torah. Certain laws correspond quite literally with laws in the Pen-
tateuch, some are modifications and revisions of pentateuchal material,

that, were we to possess more of the fragmentary portions, my conclusions would need to
be modified and extended.

42 Brooke, Qumran Cave 4.XVII (DJD 22), 205, writes that “from computer enhanced
images, the dalet is certain,” and the word must be read as a form of 537 as in the Samari-
tan Pentateuch, not 537 as in MT and probably LXX.
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while yet others are free compositions of the author or a non-pentateuchal
source. The status intended by the author of this text, whether as a “new”
book of the Bible or as a non-biblical but authoritative lawbook, has been
debated by scholars. For our purpose, however, we are not concerned
with the status of the scroll in the mind of its author, whether as biblical
text or biblical commentary, for in either case it reflects interpretations of
what we recognize as the Hebrew Bible, particularly the book of Deuter-
onomy. By transposing many of the elements | of Deuteronomy from com-
mandments delivered by Moses to commandments delivered by God, the
Temple Scroll asserts that much more of the Pentateuch derives directly
from God than the Pentateuch itself does.

Because the Temple Scroll is such an extensive work, this survey of its
interpretive method will focus on the first section of the part of the scroll
often referred to as the “Deuteronomic Paraphrase” (columns 51:11-56:21).43
We shall examine the compositional and exegetical techniques through
which the pentateuchal original has been arranged and revised in order
to produce the new legal text. In this section, as is frequent in the scroll,
references to God in the third person are altered to the first person.

Deut 16:18-17:1 contains the command to appoint judges by tribes, fol-
lowed by the prohibitions against perversion of justice, showing favorit-
ism and taking bribes. The scroll adds to the biblical material a further
reason against bribery which “causes great guilt and defiles the house with
the sin of iniquity,” but then adds to the end of passage (51:16-18) a death
penalty for accepting bribes, “and the man who takes a bribe and per-
verts righteous justice shall be put to death, and you shall not fear him
(111 1IN &) to put him to death.” This seemingly unscriptural pen-
alty is based, according to Y. Yadin, on the author’s exegesis of Deut 1:17
“you shall not show favoritism in judgment, but listen to small and great
alike; you shall not fear any man (W' *3871 130 K9), for judgment is
God’s.” That verse also deals with the laws of fair justice, and is implied
here according to the method of the scroll which gathers material dealing
with the same topic into one place. Since in its only other pentateuchal
occurrence (Deut 18:22) [1]713n &Y is coupled with the death penalty for
the false prophet, the exegetical approach of the scroll infers that the lan-
guage implies the death penalty for accepting bribes as well.## This kind

43 Cf. L.H. Schiffman, “The Deuteronomic Paraphrase of the Temple Scroll,” RevQ 15
(1992): 543-67; and M.O. Wise, A Critical Study of the Temple Scroll from Qumran Cave 1
(SAOC 49; Chicago: Oriental Institute, 1990).

4+ Yadin, Temple Scroll, 2.229.
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of linking of passages based on shared language resembles the rabbinic
hermeneutic principle of gezerah shavah.

Where the biblical text continues in Deut 16:21—22 with a prohibition
against planting sacred trees near the altar and setting up | sacred pillars,
the scroll takes the opportunity to merge into one place those prohibi-
tions, as well as the laws of Lev 261 against setting up figured stones to
bow down upon. The formulation is “you may not do in your land that
which the nations do,” followed by a list of their practices, and then a
series of prohibitions against carrying out those practices. Vermes charac-
terizes this as “grouping and collating parallel texts.”*>

The single biblical verse Deut 17:1, prohibiting the sacrifice of blemished
animals because it is an abomination, becomes in the scroll the spring-
board for a series of laws about slaughtering, including the prohibitions
against the sacrifice of pregnant animals, against slaughtering mother
and young on the same day, and against “smiting the mother with the
children” (52:3-7).#6 The first prohibition is not explicitly scriptural, but
derives from an interpretation of scriptural passages. The animal’s preg-
nant state presumably makes it “blemished,” and, furthermore, there is
a prohibition against slaughtering mother and child on the same day
(Lev 22:28), a law which presumably would be violated by the killing of a
pregnant animal and its fetus. Finally, there is a prohibition against tak-
ing a mother bird with its fledglings (Deut 22:6), which the author of the
scroll modifies (under the influence of Gen 32:12) to a prohibition against
smiting the mother with the children. The thematic juxtaposition of these
laws creates a rationale for the one amongst them which is not found in
the biblical text.

The subject of animal slaughter becomes the focus of the scroll’s atten-
tion for the rest of column 52 and a good deal of column 53. The laws about
the slaughtering of first-born animals (Deut 15:19—23) are introduced, fol-
lowing the biblical text fairly closely, but adding, after the equivalent of
the end of the final verse “you shall pour it out [the blood] like water,”
the words “and cover it with dust” which derive from Lev 17:13. Vermes
calls this kind of incorporation of details from one law into another a

45 G. Vermes, “Bible Interpretation at Qumran,” Eretz Israel 20 (1989): 185*.

46 On the series of laws regarding slaughtering animals in this and the following col-
umn, see L.H. Schiffman, “Sacral and Non-Sacral Slaughter According to the Temple Scroll,”
in Time to Prepare the Way in the Wilderness: Papers on the Qumran Scrolls by Fellows of the
Institute for Advanced Studies of the Hebrew University, Jerusalem, 1989-1990 (ed. D. Dimant
and L.H. Schiffman; STD] 10; Leiden: Brill, 1995), 69-84, to which some of the ensuing
discussion is indebted.
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“harmonizing | expansion.”*” Such terminology appears to be literary
rather than legal and does not emphasize the fact that the author of the
law in the scroll seems to create a kind of gezerah shavah between texts
which use the term “pour out the blood,” and to apply the details of one
passage to the next as a result.

The Pentateuch contains a variety of passages about the permissibility
or prohibition of animal slaughter, some of which appear to be mutu-
ally exclusive. One of the goals of the author of the Temple Scroll was to
harmonize and reconcile such difficulties. The grouping of laws regarding
slaughter proceeds to a rule prohibiting slaughter of pure animals within
three days’ travel of the Temple, a rule which combines elements and
language from Deut 17:1 (“You shall not slaughter to the Lord your God”),
from Lev 17:3 (“ox or sheep or goat”), as well as from Deut 12:5-7 which
stresses the requirement to sacrifice at a central location. Schiffman
points out that the juxtapositions indicate “a halakhic midrash according
to which the author (or his source) determined that Deut 12:5-7 deals
with the prohibition of Leviticus 17, that of non-sacral slaughter.”*® The
Temple Scroll proceeds to create out of these and other passages a sys-
tem which prohibited non-sacral slaughter within a three-day distance of
the Temple, which permitted the slaughter of blemished animals outside
thirty stadia from it, and the prohibition against eating within Jerusalem
any flesh which was not slaughtered in the Temple. All of these laws
reflect a specific legal understanding of the various passages on slaughter
within the Pentateuch, as well as the interpretations of specific words and
phrases which are based on other pentateuchal laws that do not pertain
to animal slaughter.*?

Finally, it is worth observing a broader compositional principle at work
alittle bitlater in this section of the Temple Scroll. The passage at the begin-
ning of column 53 is modeled on the laws of slaughter in Deut 12:20-25.
The next verse in Deuteronomy proceeds to the commandment to bring
holy things and vowed offerings “to the place which the Lord has cho-
sen.” The Temple Scroll concludes | its rewriting of that verse with “You
shall slaughter there before me as you have dedicated or vowed with your
mouth,” a rewriting of Deut 23:24 (“as you have vowed to the Lord your

47 G. Vermes, “Bible Interpretation,” 186*.

48 Schiffman, “Slaughter,” 76.

49 This brief summary can only hint at the complexity of the creative exegesis and
composition of the scroll in this section. For a much more complete treatment, see Schiff-
man, “Slaughter.”
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God an offering which you have spoken with your mouth”). This prepares
a transition to the subject of vows, beginning with Deut 23:22—24 which
is rewritten in 1QT 53:11-14. At that point, the author proceeds to the
lengthy pericope on the laws of vows in Numbers 30:3ff.

Having completed the section on vows, the author of the scroll (54:5-7)
returns to Deut 13:1, indicating again that the framework of his composi-
tion in this passage was Deut 12. The laws of the idolatrous prophet, the
enticer to idolatry and idolatrous city follow (54:8-5514), and then the
case of the individual idolater (55:15—21), bringing the composition back
to Deut 17:2ff,, the point from which the collections of laws on animal
slaughter were initiated. We thus see how the principle of collecting laws
on like themes together with the maintenance of a framework based on
the biblical original combine to assist the composer of the Temple Scroll
in creating a coherent structure for the work.



CHAPTER TWO

“REWRITTEN BIBLE”: A GENERIC CATEGORY WHICH HAS
OUTLIVED ITS USEFULNESS?*

For Géza Vermes, Ma3d 17302

INTRODUCTION

I wished that Professor Géza Vermes had been in the audience during the
presentation of the lecture on which this paper is based, so that, before
proceeding with my lecture on the question whether the term “Rewrit-
ten Bible,” which he invented forty years ago, has outlived its usefulness,
I could have thanked him for having given us such a useful tool for clas-
sification, one which has been employed for over four decades. There is
no doubt that Scripture and Tradition in Judaism: Haggadic Studies, first
published in 1961, has been one of the most influential works in a number
of the fields which were represented at the congress at which this paper
was originally read, particularly those of Qumran and early biblical inter-
pretation. This presentation, which was originally solicited for a session
which was to be entitled “The Bible and the Reworked Bible in the Qum-
ran Scrolls,” is a further treatment of two themes which I have discussed
on other occasions: (1) the impact of the Qumran discoveries on the devel-
opment, one might even say the discovery, of the field of early biblical
interpretation as an academic discipline, on the one hand, and (2) the
importance of nomenclature, what we call the texts and genres which
we are studying, on the other.! They are each necessary components of

* Plenary address at the 13th World Congress of Jewish Studies, Jerusalem, Israel,
August 2001. I take this opportunity to thank Dr. Shani Berrin (now Tzoref), Prof. Sidnie
White Crawford, and Dr. Michael Segal for reading critically and commenting on a variety
of early drafts of this essay.

1 For the former, see now my “The Contribution of the Qumran Discoveries to the His-
tory of Early Biblical Interpretation,” in The Idea of Biblical Interpretation: Essays in Honor
of James L. Kugel (ed. H. Najman and ].H. Newman; JSJSup 83; Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2004),
215-238 (below 2.363-386); for the latter, “Contours of Genesis Interpretation at Qumran:
Contents, Context and Nomenclature,” in Studies in Ancient Midrash (ed. ].L. Kugel; Cam-
bridge: Harvard Center for Jewish Studies, 2001), 57-85 (below 1.63-91).
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any | attempt to delineate the ways in which our picture of early biblical
interpretation has developed over the last half century.

The initial employment of the term “rewritten Bible,” if Vermes was
indeed the first to use it (and I have no evidence of prior usage), post-
dates the Qumran discoveries, although it did not owe its inception to the
Qumran corpus. Certainly, the term as employed by Vermes in Scripture
and Tradition did not include very much in the way of texts from Qumran
(as we shall see shortly). But the utilization and scope of the term “rewrit-
ten Bible” have expanded in diverse and divergent ways as the deciphered
and published Qumran corpus has grown, and especially as works that
had been ignored in the pre-Qumran period attracted further study. It is
the development of this usage and its effectiveness that I shall discuss in
this essay. In this regard, the evolution of “rewritten Bible” as a technical
term and the range of its employment in description of ancient works
about the Bible mirrors in a sense the way modern scholarship on early
biblical interpretation developed in the wake of the Qumran discoveries.

A brief sketch of the history of that scholarship may prove valuable to
our analysis. Two concomitant phenomena had prevented the recognition
of the major role which biblical interpretation, defined loosely, played in
Judaism in its various manifestations during the crucial late Second Tem-
ple era. The apparent scholarly neglect of the discipline of early Jewish
biblical interpretation in the “pre-Qumran era,” by which I mean the first
half of the twentieth century, the period before the Qumran discoveries,
was due partly to the paucity of relevant material which could only be,
and eventually was, remedied by the discovery of new texts. The other,
and perhaps more significant, factor was the failure of scholarship to rec-
ognize the variety of generic forms which biblical interpretation could
adopt. This failure then led to the classification of a variety of works that
are basically exegetical or interpretive under diverse generic rubrics, thus
placing in | distinct pigeonholes material which should have been brought
under a common analytical compass.

A further deterrent to scholarly interest in Jewish biblical interpreta-
tion in late antiquity was the fact that the form of biblical commentary
with which we are most familiar and which is most recognizable as com-
mentary, i.e., the lemmatized type which cites a biblical text and sup-
plies a comment upon it, appeared to be lacking from Jewish antiquity.
To be sure, such a form existed in Philo and, later on, in rabbinic midrash,
but each of those ancient sources had qualities which allowed them to
be further discounted or ignored. Philo fits the time frame, but his inter-
pretations of scripture from a philosophical perspective could easily be
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considered idiosyncratic and atypical because they are commentaries
written with a goal other than the explication, exegesis and interpretation
of the text in mind, namely Philo’s dressing the pentateuchal story in the
garb of Neoplatonism. Furthermore these philosophical works represent a
Diaspora perspective, differing geographically (Alexandria) and linguisti-
cally (Greek) from the primary objects of our investigation which happen
to be works written in Hebrew or in Aramaic in Eretz Yisrael.

The other corpus containing formal commentary, rabbinic literature,
had the obvious disadvantage of being later, and often in final form much
later, than the Second Temple period. Although it has much stronger links
than Philo to the earlier documents of biblical interpretation from this
period, as has been demonstrated by scholars ranging from Vermes to
Kugel, to choose but two significant voices,? rabbinic biblical exegesis in
commentary form nevertheless appeared to stand much more in isolation
from other early Jewish interpretation before the Qumran discoveries. In
this paper, I shall examine the definitions and descriptions of “rewritten
Bible” proffered by Vermes and several subsequent scholars, in order to
delineate | the variety of ways in which the term is currently employed
and to make some suggestions for how we might use it more clearly and
definitively in the future.®

2 Cf, for example, G. Vermes, Scripture and Tradition in Judaism: Haggadic Studies (SPB
4; 2nd ed.; Leiden: Brill, 1973) and J.L. Kugel, In Potiphar’s House: The Interpretive Life of
Biblical Texts (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1990), The Bible as It Was (Cambridge:
Belknap Press, 1997), and Traditions of the Bible: A Guide to the Bible As It Was at the Start
of the Common Era (Cambridge: Harvard, 1998).

8 Although the thrust of my treatment in this essay will be the need to constrict the
usage of the term “rewritten Bible” in response to its expansive employment by many
scholars, I must note that, quite on the other hand, some scholars forbear to use the term
“rewritten Bible” at all because of the implications it appears to have regarding the canon-
icity and authority of the “Bible” during this period. Despite their concerns, I believe that
it is too useful an expression to give up provided that it is used with care. My working
assumption is that any composition that appears to be based on what we now call the
Bible and meets the criteria set out in this essay can be said to belong to the category
“rewritten Bible.” Whether or not the Bible that was being rewritten had the same textual
form or canonical shape as that decided upon in Judaism or Christianity is not the point
at issue. What is important is that the text being “rewritten” was sufficiently significant as
to be rewritten and interpreted in the rewriting. Whether the later work might also have
some significant (“biblical,” “canonical”) status does not at all affect its classification as
“rewritten Bible.” As can be observed later on in my discussion, I am fully aware of the
alternate term “parabiblical” which is often used interchangeably with “rewritten Bible,”
and believe that it can be employed profitably to delineate a group of works whose rela-
tionship to “Bible” is less close than that of “rewritten Bible.”
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Vermes saw that it was not the familiar commentary form alone which
embodied biblical commentary, and with this observation I arrive at the
focal point of this essay. The significant insight which perhaps generated
the term under discussion in this essay was the observation that much
early biblical interpretation achieved its goal by rewriting the biblical
story rather than by writing lemmatized commentaries. The works which
Vermes had available and used in his categorization of “rewritten Bible”
must of course form the basis for any discussion of the subsequent devel-
opment of the spectrum defined by the term. Vermes’s brief description
and characterization of these works is well worth citing. Having examined
the late medieval Sefer HaYashar, and arguing that, because it contains |
pre-rabbinic interpretive traditions, its late date of composition should not
preclude students of early Jewish exegesis from studying it, he writes,

This examination of the Yashar story fully illustrates what is meant by the
term “rewritten Bible.” In order to anticipate questions, and to solve problems
in advance, the midrashist inserts haggadic development into the biblical
narrative—an exegetical process which is probably as ancient as scrip-
tural interpretation itself. The Palestinian Targum and Jewish Antiquities,
Ps.-Philo and Jubilees, and the recently discovered ‘Genesis Apocryphon'.. .,
each in their own way show how the Bible was rewritten about a millenium
[sic] before the redaction of Sefer ha-Yashar.#

4 Vermes, Scripture and Tradition, 95. Sefer ha-Yashar is a medieval Jewish rewritten
Bible which tells the biblical story overlaid with midrashim, i.e., it fits the most rigorous
definition of “rewritten Bible.” It is interesting that Vermes did not see fit to include in his
list the biblical book of Chronicles, certainly an example of rewritten Bible by his defini-
tion. P.S. Alexander, “Retelling the Old Testament,” in It is Written: Scripture Citing Scrip-
ture: Essays in Honour of Barnabas Lindars, SSF (ed. D.A. Carson and H.G.M. Williamson;
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 99—121 (99), furnishes a longer list of works
which he believes that Vermes has categorized as “rewritten Bible” based on the section
“Biblical Midrash” in the revised Schiirer (E. Schiirer, G. Vermes, and F. Millar, The History
of the Jewish People in the Time of Jesus Christ [175 B.C.—A.D. 135] [Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
1986, I11.1.308). It includes 4QAmram, 4QTQohat, 4QVisSam, and the Martyrdom of Isaiah.
My reading of Vermes'’s remarks there sees a distinction between those works and the ones
he calls “rewritten Bible.” Alexander’s article is one of the few attempts to confront the
issue of the genre of “rewritten Bible” head-on, and it appears to have been motivated by
a frustration similar to mine with the lack of clarity in the general scholarly employment
of the term. I shall return to some significant specifics in Alexander’s discussion during
the course of my analysis.
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I should stress the key terms “haggadic development” and “biblical narra-
tive” in Vermes'’s description or definition. Let us survey rapidly the para-
digmatic members of this genre according to Vermes’s classification.

Josephus, in the first century CE, retells in detail in Jewish Antiquities
1-11 virtually the whole of the narrative of the Hebrew Bible and is prob-
ably the most extensive example of this genre of biblical “commentary”
(please note the quotation marks around that last word). He introduces
material that solves real or perceived exegetical difficulties, sometimes
giving an | ideological twist to the narrative. Material perceived as “offen-
sive,” in a like fashion, may be omitted or de-emphasized. Pseudo-Philo
retells, with extensive “midrashic” additions, parts of the biblical narra-
tive from Genesis to Samuel, although the choice to include details of
particular portions of the biblical account and not others may strike us
as idiosyncratic, to say the least. Jubilees covers Gen 1 through Exod 12,
retelling the biblical story with the addition of “midrashic” details to the
narrative and, of equal if not more significance, with the insertion of bibli-
cal laws whose commandment and/or observance has been retrojected to
the period of the patriarchs. Some of the additional material is exegetical,
while a good deal of it seems to be ideologically motivated. The Genesis
Apocryphon, one of the original seven scrolls from Cave 1, contains within
its fragmentary surviving 22 columns narrative material belonging to the
stories of Lamech, Noah, and Abraham, some of it perhaps close enough
to the biblical text to merit the appellation targum, some responding to
exegetical stimuli within the biblical text and more analogous to rabbinic
midrash, and some apparently constituting freely composed additions.

These works have in common their recapitulation of the narrative (and
it is clear that Vermes focuses on biblical stories) of the whole or a large
part of the biblical story. We might note that the Palestinian Targum
(which to Vermes means Neofiti, Fragment Targum, Geniza fragments
and pseudo-Jonathan) and Josephus contain rewriting of large amounts of
legal material as well, although I do not know whether Vermes anywhere
explicitly includes texts which are primarily legal in his term “rewritten
Bible.” This may become a significant issue when dealing with such texts
as 1QT, the Temple Scroll. All of these treatments share a certain scope
and comprehensiveness, and it is both of these features, I think, which
impelled Vermes to confer upon them the term “rewritten Bible.” It is fur-
thermore the disregard of these features in a variety of ways which has led
to the overuse of the nomenclature “rewritten Bible” and its concomitant
vitiation as identifying a specific form or genre.
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I should actually begin my own demurral from Vermes's initial grouping
on the grounds of his inclusion of the Palestinian targum in the category |
“rewritten Bible,” for almost any translation which is not hyperliteral could
merit such an appellation. Indeed, most subsequent lists of works which
should be subsumed under the classification “Rewritten Bible” do not
include the Palestinian targumim.® Although it is tempting to suggest that
a translation into Aramaic like that of pseudo-Jonathan contains enough
non-biblical material supplementary to its translation that it might be
considered rewritten Bible, I believe that we should exclude ab initio two
groups of texts from the category “Rewritten Bible” (and it is here that
I suspect that not all of my audience at the presentation of this paper
agreed): (1) biblical texts (however we shall define them; I assert, if it is
[or was intended to be] a biblical text, then it is not rewritten Bible), and
(2) biblical translations. In the case of biblical texts, of course, matters of
canon and audience may play a role. One group’s rewritten Bible could
very well be another’s biblical text!

In my view, in order to achieve greater methodological precision in our
work on the ways in which the Bible is transmitted, translated, retold and
interpreted in early Judaism, our classifications must be as sharply drawn
as we can make them. Only after marking that which distinguishes liter-
ary forms from one another can we proceed to compare those features in
divergent genres which appear to draw them together. Subsequent schol-
arship, however, did not maintain the somewhat rigorous “definition” or
“description” of “rewritten Bible” which I believe Vermes intended, and
I should like to examine (roughly in chronological sequence) a range of
discussions of the issue of “rewritten Bible” in order to clarify my difficul-
ties with the current state of the question.® The reuse or redefinition | of

5 Perhaps the only exception is George J. Brooke, who, in the last sentence of the
entry “Rewritten Bible” in the Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L.H. Schiffman and
J.C. VanderKam; New York: Oxford University Press, 2000) 2.780b, writes “Once both the
form and the content of the biblical books were fixed in Hebrew, ‘rewritten Bible’ contin-
ued only in the Targums.”

6 Philip Alexander’s article referred to above (n. 4) is the one detailed attempt to lay
down standards for inclusion under the rubric “rewritten Bible,” rather than merely to
list works which belong to the category without specifying why. His goal, like mine, was
“to advance the definition of the rewritten Bible type of text—to establish criteria for
admission to, or exclusion from the genre” (99), although his goal was not to examine
the proliferation of works which have been subsumed under this genre due to imprecise
definition. At the conclusion of his discussion, which is based on jubilees, Genesis Apoc-
ryphon, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum, and Jewish Antiquities, he answers the question
“Does our analysis of these four texts justify the conclusion that they represent a literary
genre?” with “an emphatic yes” (116). Alexander then proceeds to give a detailed list of
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the term “rewritten Bible” has moved in two radically different directions,
as we shall see.

DANIEL J. HARRINGTON (1986) AND GEORGE W.E. NICKELSBURG (1984)

First of all, two of the standard summaries of Second Temple Jewish litera-
ture, published at about the same time, offer lists of rewritten Bible texts
that do not coincide with each other, but have in common their diver-
gence from Vermes in both theory and practice. Daniel Harrington lists as
the most important examples of rewritten Bible, in addition to Vermes’s
four non-targumic examples, the Assumption of Moses and the Temple
Scroll.” He concedes that “the restriction to Palestinian writings taking
the flow of the biblical narrative as their structural principle is admittedly
artificial, since there is a good deal of possible biblical interpretation in 7
Enoch, the other Qumran writings, 4 Ezra, 2 Baruch, etc. Some of the writ-
ings of Philo of Alexandria could conceivably be included...”® “By way
of postscript,” he notes subsequently, “three short narratives that might
qualify as examples of rewritten Bible: Paralipomena of Jeremiah, Life of
Adam and Eve/Apocalypse of Moses, and Ascension of Isaiah. Though these
documents are less obviously keyed to the structure and flow | of the bibli-
cal narrative than the other works treated here, they are in considerable
debt to it.”®

I am struck by Harrington’s focus on narrative, on the one hand, which
seems faithful to Vermes’s original classification, and by his inclusion of
the Temple Scroll, on the other, since it is not a narrative, and can there-
fore be included under the rubric “rewritten Bible” only if we expand its
boundaries from those implied by Vermes’s initial remarks and seconded
by Harrington’s title. What is more problematic, however (and I believe
that Harrington’s assumptions are not at all atypical of the way in which
scholarship had begun and has continued to employ the term “rewritten
Bible”), is his implication that the inclusion of biblical interpretation in a
work could make it automatically eligible for inclusion under our rubric if

the characteristics of the genre “rewritten Bible” with which I am largely in agreement
(116-118). I shall return again briefly to Alexander’s essay when I discuss the case of the
Temple Scroll later in this article.

7 DJ. Harrington, “The Bible Rewritten (Narratives),” in Early Judaism and Its Modern
Interpreters (ed. R.A. Kraft and G.W.E. Nickelsburg; Atlanta: Scholars, 1986), 239—247.

8 Harrington, 239.

9 Harrington, 246.
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we did not adopt the artificial structural principle that it must follow the
flow of the biblical narrative. I believe that all rewritten Bible is biblical
interpretation, but not all biblical interpretation needs to be subsumed,
or should be subsumed, under the classification “rewritten Bible.” Even
the inclusion of the Assumption of Moses, which is based on a very brief
segment of Deuteronomy (31-34) and is a narrative of future history, not
really a rewriting of biblical material, is questionable if we adopt a strict
sense of “rewritten Bible.”

Harrington seems fully cognizant of the issues which I am raising, and
perhaps actually answers the questions which I have posed in a very
important passing comment. In my view, although his response makes
a very important point about Second Temple Jewish literary activity, it
does not satisfy my need for more precise nomenclature of literary forms.
He writes,

In fact, it seems better to view rewriting the Bible as a kind of activ-
ity or process than to see it as a distinctive literary genre of Palestinian
Judaism. ... while taking most of their content from the Bible, Jubilees and
Assumption of Moses are formally revelations or apocalypses.... In conclu-
sion, it is tempting to place all these | books, as well as others, under the
broad literary genre of “rewritten Bible,” but unfortunately the diversity and
complexity of the materials will not allow it.10

Pace Harrington, when “rewritten Bible” becomes a process rather than a
genre, much of the value of Vermes’s tight descriptive classification has
been lost.!

10" Harrington, 243

11 Betsy Halpern-Amaru, Rewriting the Bible: Land and Covenant in Postbiblical Jewish
Literature (Valley Forge: Trinity Press International, 1994), 4, summarizes nicely the diver-
gent ways in which scholars employ the term “rewritten Bible,” “loosely as a designation
for a type of literary technique, process or activity,“ or “as a designation for a specific genre
of literature.” She identifies, 130, nn. 7-8, those positions with Harrington and Nickelsburg,
on the one side, and Alexander on the other. In her descriptive definition of the genre, she,
too, emphasizes the narrative nature of the text. Kugel, In Potiphar’s House, 264, adds to
Vermes’s list the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, Joseph and Aseneth and Paraleipom-
ena leremiou as “present[ing] a great deal of biblical interpretation...retell[ing] biblical
stories with the ‘interpretations’ included in the retelling.” This he calls “Retold Bible,” a
term clearly modeled on Vermes’s. While focusing on the narrative aspect of the term,
Kugel seems willing to include works which do not contain much actual retelling of the
Bible, but rather use the Bible as a springboard for the tale that they tell, which happens
to include some biblical interpretation in the retelling. In my terms, although the genre
of these documents is not “rewritten Bible,” rewriting of the Bible plays an important role
in them.
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George Nickelsburg divided his discussion of narrative literature pro-
duced by the post-exilic Jewish community into two parts, “Stories of
Biblical and Early Post-Biblical Times” and “The Bible Rewritten and
Expanded.”? Omitting the targumim and Josephus (which are incorpo-
rated under other rubrics within the volume Jewish Writings of the Second
Temple Period which contains these essays), Nickelsburg includes, in addi-
tion to Vermes’s other examples, 1 Enoch, Adam and Eve, Philo the Epic
Poet, | Theodotus the Epic Poet, Ezekiel the Tragedian, David’s Composi-
tions (a brief piece of 1QPs#), and several works belonging to the Apocry-
pha which supplement biblical material, such as the Additions to Esther
and Daniel, and Baruch. It is clear that for Nickelsburg, as well, “rewritten
Bible” is not a literary genre, since he writes,

It is clear that these writings employ a variety of genres: running para-
phrases of longer and shorter parts of the Bible, often with lengthy expan-
sions (Jubilees, Genesis Apocryphon, Biblical Antiquities); narrative blocks
in a non-narrative genre (stories about the flood in the apocalypse or tes-
tament known as 1 Enoch); a narrative roughly shaped by a non-narrative
genre (the quasi-testamentary Apocalypse of Moses); poetic presentations
of biblical stories in epic and dramatic form (Philo the Elder, Theodotus,
Ezekiel the Tragedian).1®

If “rewritten Bible” is itself not a genre, what is it? Can it be defined or
described in a meaningful and useful fashion?

Since both Harrington and Nickelsburg are open about the fact that
“rewritten Bible” has much more scope as a term for them than it had for
Vermes, I cannot fault their use of the term merely on the grounds that
they have modified its meaning. I do, however, suggest that the freer use
of the term “rewritten Bible” has not aided in focusing scholarly atten-
tion on the unifying vs. divergent traits of some of these early interpretive
works. Note further that in our analysis to this point the only substantial
Qumran work to have been added to Vermes’s list was 1QT, the Temple
Scroll, so that these discussions do not respond to my earlier remarks
about the importance of Qumran in our evaluation of the development of

12 G.W.E. Nickelsburg, “Stories of Biblical and Post-Biblical Times” and “The Bible
Rewritten and Expanded” in Jewish Writings of the Second Temple Period (ed. M.E. Stone;
Assen/Philadelphia: Van Gorcum/Fortress, 1984), 33-87 and 89-156, respectively. I note
that two of the works which Harrington suggests for inclusion in his postscript, Ascen-
sion of Isaiah and Paralipomena of Jeremiah, are included by Nickelsburg in the former
category, not the latter.

13 Nickelsburg, 89-9o. He discusses the apocryphal supplements to biblical books sepa-
rately from the “rewritten” material.
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early biblical interpretation. Harrington’s and Nickelsburg’s analyses are
largely concentrated on works surviving in Greek and Latin (or daughter
translations) which have some loose connection with the Bible.

The Qumran discoveries, and particularly works published in the
last decade and a half (after the publications by Harrington and Nick-
elsburg), have expanded the range of what some scholars have referred
to as “rewritten Bible.” The texts which have been loosely described as |
“parabiblical,” another term that is too unspecific in my view but may pro-
vide us with a useful replacement for “rewritten Bible” in the broad sense,
now occupy four volumes in the series Discoveries in the Judean Desert.!*
A broad variety of texts exemplifying many ways of interpreting, relat-
ing to, and touching upon the Hebrew Bible are included. The titles that
they have been given, however, are very often not sufficiently informative
regarding their content, form or scope.’® They are called by names such
as “pseudo-Jubilees,” “Paraphrase of Genesis-Exodus,” “Exposition on the
Patriarchs,” “Commentary on Genesis,” “Admonition Based on the Flood,”
and, of course, “Reworked Pentateuch.” Many of these have been given
the nomenclature “rewritten Bible” by one scholar or another and have
thus been introduced into the genre whose parameters we are examining
in this essay.

EMANUEL Tov (1994)

Emanuel Tov, in an essay published in 1994 (which is a long time ago
given the increased speed of Qumran scholarship in the late 1990s), turned
his attention to biblical texts from Qumran which have been reworked,
expanded or rephrased.’ In presenting the genre question front and cen-
ter at the outset of his discussion, Tov sets out his working definition,
which I believe diverges radically not only from that of Vermes but also |

14 H. Attridge et al.,, eds., Qumran Cave 4, VIII: Parabiblical Texts, Part 1 (DJD 13; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1994); M. Broshi et al., eds., Qumran Cave 4, XIV: Parabiblical Texts, Part 2 (DJD
19; Oxford: Clarendon, 1995); G. Brooke et al., eds., Qumran Cave 4, XVII: Parabiblical Texts,
Part 3 (DJD 12; Oxford: Clarendon, 1996); D. Dimant, ed., Qumran Cave 4, XXI: Parabiblical
Texts, Part 4: Pseudo-Prophetic Texts (DJD 30; Oxford: Clarendon, 2001).

15 Cf. my discussion of these issues in “Contours of Genesis Interpretation” (above n. 1)
(below, 1.63-91).

16 E. Tov, “Biblical Texts as Reworked in Some Qumran Manuscripts with Special Atten-
tion to 4QRP and 4QparaGen-Exod,” in The Community of the Renewed Covenant: The Notre
Dame Symposium on the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. E. Ulrich and J.C. VanderKam; Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1994), 111-134.
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considerably from those of Harrington and Nickelsburg discussed above.
He writes,

In our terminology a distinction is made between reworking/rewriting which
involved a limited intervention in the biblical text, and rephrasing involving
a major intervention, often in such a way that the underlying biblical text
is hardly recognizable. Adding exegetical comments to the biblical text is a
form of rewriting.'”

Note that for Tov it is only “biblical texts” which are reworked, rewritten
and rephrased, and he thus explicitly excludes from his classification the
Genesis Apocryphon because it was written in Aramaic. Although my own
taxonomy might not agree with Tov’s on this point, I am pleased to note
that we are in agreement that manuscripts which are biblical texts cannot
be considered under any of these rubrics. Of course, as we suggested ear-
lier, one person’s reworked Bible text is another’s Bible. Tov is concerned
with compositions which are based on the Bible, providing “a running text
of one or more biblical books, with additions, omissions, rearrangements,
and/or changes. ... The organizing principle in our analysis is the degree
of closeness of the exegetical composition to the biblical text.”'8 It should
be clear that when Tov speaks of rewriting the Bible he means something
very different from what Vermes or Harrington or Nickelsburg described.
Tov begins his discussion with 4QReworked Pentateuch, five MSS which
he asserted were copies of the same “rewriting” of the Pentateuch. The
question whether 4QReworked Pentateuch should be considered rewrit-
ten Bible is indeed an interesting one (and I exclude from my own discus-
sion here 4Q158, since I believe that it is substantially different generically
from 4Q364-367). The answer is not immediately clear to me. Granting,
for the sake of argument, Tov’s assumption that 4QRP covered the entire
Pentateuch, and thus has the scope needed to be classified as rewritten
Bible, do the limited additions, omissions and slight changes, all charac-
teristics of these texts, really put them into this category? Note that | Tov
quite correctly in my view excludes from consideration as not being sig-
nificant to the classification of 4QRP those deviations from MT found in
4QRP which are of the sort that is found in the Samaritan Pentateuch.!®

17 Tov, 112. (The emphases are mine. MJB)

18 Tov, n3. Note the repeated references to “text” and “biblical text.”

19 Tov, 114. One could claim that those exegetical features in the Samaritan Pentateuch
should include it, too, in the category “rewritten Bible.” The fact that it is a canonical
biblical text for a particular social group should perhaps not exempt it from such classifi-
cation. Does the second of successive editions of a biblical text constitute rewritten Bible?
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If the slight differences from MT do move 4QRP into the category
“rewritten Bible,” then Tov has expanded Vermes’s definition in the direc-
tion opposite to that in which Harrington and Nickelsburg did. If we
include under this generic rubric a text like 4QRP which contains far less
“rewriting” than any of Vermes’s examples, then we have given up almost
completely on his “definition.” 4QRP does not often, as Vermes'’s defini-
tion demands, “in order to anticipate questions, and to solve problems
in advance...insert haggadic development into the biblical narrative.”
The few significant rearrangements in 4QRP, however, do seem to have
as their goal, in a limited fashion, the creation of a smoother biblical nar-
rative which is | also the aim of rewritten Bible and I can therefore much
more easily subsume 4QRP under the “classic” rewritten Bible than many
of Harrington’s and Nickelsburg’s examples which are based on very dif-
ferent guidelines. Rearrangement with the goal of interpretation is prob-
ably an earlier stage in the development of biblical “commentary” than
supplementation with the goal of interpretation.

The same may be said of the completely invented additions to the
pentateuchal text found in 4QRP, like the Song of Miriam in 4Q365, and
the expanded dialogue surrounding Gen 28:6 in 4Q364.2° These are much
more analogous to the type of rewriting we see in jubilees or in the Gen-
esis Apocryphon, and can be suitably included according to my under-
standing of Vermes’s criteria. I am still uncertain myself, however, of the

Does the initial text have to be “canonical” before its reworking falls into this category? I
think that it does, and perhaps the second “edition” of Jeremiah would not fall into this
category, because there may have been no sense that it was a revision of a canonical text.
On the other hand, E.C. Ulrich maintains that “it is possible that yet a third edition [other
than MT and SP] of the Pentateuch was circulating within Judaism in the late Second
Temple period. It is arguable that the so-called ‘4QRP’ (4Q364-367 plus 4Q158) is mis-
labeled and should be seen as simply another edition of the Pentateuch” (“The Qumran
Biblical Scrolls: The Scriptures of Late Second Temple Judaism,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls in
Their Historical Context [ed. T.H. Lim et al,; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2000], 76. See also M.
Segal, “4QReworked Pentateuch or 4QPentateuch?” in The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years After
Their Discovery 1947-1997 [ed. L.H. Schiffman, E. Tov, and J.C. VanderKam; Jerusalem: IES
and The Shrine of the Book, Israel Museum, 2000], 391-399). Ulrich is of the opinion that
the variants between MT and SP are “exactly the types of variants occurring between the
MT and ‘4QRP’.” In “What Has Happened to the Laws? The Treatment of Legal Material
in 4QReworked Pentateuch,” DSD 15 (2008): 24—49 (below 2.476-497), I show that, at least
from the perspective of the way in which specifically legal material is handled, 4QRP goes
well beyond the method and guidelines of SP, making it very unlikely that it, too, is to be
considered as an edition of the Pentateuch.

20 The material referring to the Wood and Oil Festivals in 4Q365 23 412 is of a legal
nature, and therefore does not match Vermes’ initial guidelines. It would succeed or fail
the test of inclusion in the genre roughly on the same grounds as the Temple Scroll.
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genre of 4QRP as a whole, and feel virtually trapped between the Scylla
of calling it a biblical text and the Charybdis of referring to it as a biblical
commentary form of “rewritten Bible.” I am comfortable with asserting
that it is not a biblical text, but believe that further work on it is necessary
before deciding in which generic pigeonhole it belongs. On the spectrum
of types of rewriting the Pentateuch, it stands closer to the biblical text
than any other.2!

On the other hand, since I, too, have referred to the Temple Scroll in
some of my earlier work as legal rewritten Bible, I should stress here that
such a classification also expands Vermes’s category in a direction unin-
tended (by him), as I intimated above. Certainly, as Tov has indicated,
parts of the | Temple Scroll are even closer to the biblical text than 4QRP
is, while other parts contain an amalgamation of different pentateuchal
treatments of the same laws. Those treatments, I believe, are the legal
equivalent of what narrative rewritten Bible does according to Vermes.
But there are also portions of the Temple Scroll which are completely
independent of the Pentateuch, the sort of completely independent sec-
tion which has caused scholars arbitrarily to separate 4Q365a, which oth-
erwise appears to be a piece of 4Q365 Reworked Pentateuch, from 4Q365,
if the latter is to be classified as Reworked Pentateuch. In other words,
for them Reworked Pentateuch can only be, quite literally, “reworked
Pentateuch,” and anything which goes beyond the mere reworking of the
Pentateuch, adding completely new material, cannot be subsumed under
the heading Reworked Pentateuch. My difficulty with that position should
be obvious.?2 Since Tov’s terminology depends on the way in which the
reworked text handles the biblical text, he might come to different con-
clusions regarding Temple Scroll than I would, since my employment of
the term “rewritten” is not dependent on the literal dependence of the
new composition on the Bible. I shall return to a brief discussion of uQT
at the conclusion of this essay.

21 White Crawford, in an email communication of 4 October 2002, formulated the
dilemma of 4QRP as follows, “4QRP sits in a gray area between ‘biblical’ (for want of a
better term) and ‘rewritten Bible.’ It is neither fish nor fowl. I am also very puzzled as to
what its audience thought of it.” The last observation is similar to one which has bothered
me for a long time; why bother to rewrite a biblical text only to make the sorts of limited
changes which RP makes from the “Pentateuch?” I am thus puzzled also by what its author
intended with it.

22 Brooke, “Rewritten Bible,” 778b, formulates the difficulty well, “whether this is the
correct editorial judgment remains to be seen, since it seems to be based on certain
assumptions concerning how close the RP should be to the biblical base text.”
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It is interesting that Tov’s spectrum moves from 4QRP and uQT to
reworkings which he describes as “paraphrasing, evidenced in the com-
positions in different gradations of intensity.”?2 He does not intend to
include in this category works which are often referred to as “paraphrases”
such the Palestinian targumim, the Greek translations of Esther and Dan-
iel, Josephus, the Genesis Apocryphon and the book of jubilees, in other
words, the very works which Vermes included under his initial rubric
“rewritten Bible.” Vermes’s definition is no longer operative at all for Tov
since the latter is avowedly concerned only with “works which either
follow the | sequence of the biblical text or rearrange that text in some
way.”?* I do not believe that the definitions of “rewritten Bible” furnished
by Tov and Vermes are even remotely compatible, and we need to choose
between them simply for the purposes of clarity. As may already be evi-
dent, I believe that Vermes’s classification is functionally more useful.

Furthermore, since I believe that Vermes’s classification is the one
which is of major value for our understanding of the forms of early Jew-
ish biblical interpretation, I think that it is essential to use it to distinguish
between works which are rewritten Bible (and if it had enough scope
4Qz225, “pseudo-Jubilees?,” might have qualified for inclusion) and those
which are commentary in form, such as 4Qz252. Tov’s analysis of 1994,
which does not discriminate between 4Q252 Commentary on Genesis A
and 4Q225 “pseudo-Jubilees,” thus blurs what I believe to be a significant
generic difference between those works.?>

GEORGE ]. BROOKE (2000)

In a more recent discussion, George J. Brooke, in the article “Rewritten
Bible” in the Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls employs the term for
“any representation of an authoritative scriptural text that implicitly
incorporates interpretive elements, large or small, in the retelling itself.”26

23 Tov, 116.

24 Ibid.

25 Tov, n7-18. On my distinction between rewritten Bible and commentary forms,
see “Contours of Genesis Interpretation at Qumran,” 82-84 (below 1.87-90). I also cannot
agree with Tov’s consideration of the possibility of texts like “pseudo-Ezekiel” being rewrit-
ten Bible. According to my view, which begins with Vermes’ classification, only narrative
and legal texts fit the category; it is difficult to think how a rewriting of a prophetic text
would accomplish the goals which Vermes sets out for the genre, even though I am willing
to include nQT as a fundamentally legal text which satisfies the definition.

26 Brooke, “Rewritten Bible,” 777.



HAS “REWRITTEN BIBLE” OUTLIVED ITS USEFULNESS? 53

He further highlights the difference between Vermes'’s generic definition
and Nickelsburg’s looser inclusion of a variety of genres under this rubric.2?
| Brooke himself accepts for his article a loose definition, but it is interest-
ing that in his opening words he writes of “retelling,” a term which is quite
suitable for Vermes’s description of narrative texts. Brooke stresses that in
rewritten Bible “the interpretation is never formally explicit,” a sentiment
with which I agree thoroughly, and one which highlights the difference
between rewritten Bible and commentary genres. He actually raises the
possibility that any inexactly copied biblical book produces a rewritten
Bible text, but concludes that “it can generally be said that Rewritten Bible
texts are those which follow closely their scriptural base text and which
clearly display an editorial intention that is other than or supplementary
to that of the text being altered.” I believe that I can subscribe to Brooke’s
definition, but not to his applications of it.

Brooke further classifies “rewritten Torah” in the Qumran corpus as
being of three types: (1) Reworked Pentateuchs, (2) Rewritten pentateuchal
narratives, and (3) Rewritten pentateuchal laws. In the second category,
Brooke includes, in addition to the Genesis Apocryphon, 4QExposition
on the Patriarchs (4Q464), other texts called Apocryphon of Moses and
pseudo- Moses (2Q21 and 4Q375-376), Jubilees and pseudo-Jubilees, and
the Enoch material. They do not all relate to the pentateuchal narrative
in the same way, with the same scope or with the same goals. Brooke is
quite candid in asserting that “Not all of these were deliberate attempts to
rewrite the biblical narrative; sometimes a short biblical passage is used as
a springboard for an extensive work of another kind.” In my view, that last
half-sentence vitiates the effectiveness of the category “rewritten Bible.”
Once again, a legitimate looser employment of terminology makes it less
meaningful and useful from a descriptive perspective.

Brooke’s discussion of rewritten prophetic texts gathers together mate-
rial of disparate natures, once again demonstrating what is in my view the
danger of casting the definitional net too broadly. He suggests that MT
Joshua might be considered rewritten Bible if 4QJosh? is more original
than MT. According to both Tov’s view and my own, by Brooke’s defini-
tion we should refer to the Samaritan Pentateuch as rewritten Bible. The
fragmentary remains of material related to the former prophets which
| Brooke gathers can perhaps be said to fit his loose characterization of
“Rewritten Bible,” but they may not place a priority on the retelling of the

27 1bid., 777-778.
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biblical story, a feature which I believe is paramount when the biblical
text being “rewritten” is a narrative. If the “Apocryphon of Joshua” is a
single work represented by 4Q123, 4Q378-379, 4Q522, 5Q9 and Mas 11, as
Tov has suggested, then it is quite suitable for inclusion under the rubric
“rewritten Bible” as I have defined it, and it would then represent one of
the new Qumran contributions to this classification.?® Vis-a-vis the latter
prophets, Brooke’s definition includes the so-called apocrypha of Jeremiah
and pseudo-Ezekiel texts edited by Dimant under the rubric “rewritten
Bible”; it should be clear now that my employment of the term cannot
be so inclusive as to encompass without further rigorous definition texts
whose goal is not to explicate prophetic material but to supplement it in
some other fashion.

One of Brooke’s concluding remarks characterizes magnificently the
position regarding “rewritten Bible” which I find unemployable,

Rewritten Bible texts come in almost as many genres as can be found in
the biblical books themselves. Rewritten Bible is a label that is suitable for
more than just narrative retellings of biblical stories. It is a general umbrella
term describing the particular kind of intertextual activity that always gives
priority to one text over another.??

If this description were to be accepted, we would turn “rewritten Bible”
from a narrowly defined genre into an excessively vague all-encompass-
ing term. We would have given up a fairly accurate definition of a single
genre (for which we should now have to find a satisfactory substitute) in
exchange for what is in my view a far less valuable overarching label. |

SIDNIE WHITE CRAWFORD (1999 AND 2000)

Sidnie White Crawford has devoted two recent essays to “The ‘Rewritten’
Bible at Qumran.”3? She, too, is sensitive to the varying definitions of

28 E. Tov, “The Rewritten Book of Joshua as Found at Qumran and at Masada,” in Bibli-
cal 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, 12-14 May, 1996 (ed. M.E. Stone and E.G. Chazon;
STDJ 28; Leiden: Brill, 1998), 233—256.

29 Brooke, “Rewritten Bible,” 780b.

30 Sidnie White Crawford, “The ‘Rewritten’ Bible at Qumran: A Look at Three Texts,”
Erlsr 26 (1999) [F.M. Cross Festschrift]: 1*~8* and “The Rewritten Bible at Qumran,” in
The Hebrew Bible and Qumran (ed. ].H. Charlesworth; N. Richland Hills, TX: BIBAL, 2000),
173-195. References are to the former, unless specified otherwise.
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“rewritten Bible” which have been applied to the Qumran corpus and
writes,

This grouping has been rather loosely defined, but the criteria for member-
ship in this category include a close attachment, either through narrative or
themes, to some book contained in the present Jewish canon of Scripture,
and some type of reworking, whether through rearrangement, conflation, or
supplementation of the present canonical biblical text.3!

The texts which she examines are 4QRP, 1QT, and Jubilees, all of which
I have considered as possible candidates for inclusion under the “rewrit-
ten Bible” rubric with which I am working following in the footsteps of
Vermes, but at least one of which, Jubilees, does not fit Tov’s criteria as
discussed above. White Crawford asserts, “All three are closely attached
to the text of the Pentateuch, or Torah, and all three contain a more or
less extensive reworking of the present canonical text of the Pentateuch.”32
She explicitly excludes from consideration, as I would, “works such as
Pseudo-Ezekiel or Pseudo-Daniel...since, although thematically related
to a biblical text...they do not reuse the actual biblical text.”33 |

In addition, White Crawford raises the issue of how to define what is
biblical at Qumran in light of the pluriformity of biblical texts, and how
that question has further impact on the description of the genre “rewritten
Bible.” The lion’s share of her discussion pertains to 4QRP. After presenting
the argument in favor of Ulrich’s contention that 4QRP is merely another
edition of the Pentateuch (at the far end of a continuum of pentateuchal
texts from “shorter, unexpanded texts such as 4QDeuts”) rather than a
“changed Pentateuch” or “a Pentateuch plus additions,”3* she counters
with the claim that “the scribal intervention in the text of 4QRP is drastic
enough to call its divine authority in the Community that preserved it
into question.” Since 4QRP adds material which is not merely taken from

81 White Crawford, 1*. In “The Rewritten Bible at Qumran,” 174, she distinguishes
“rewritten Bible” “from the ‘parabiblical’ texts, which may be tied to some person, event,
or pericope in the present canonical text, but do not actually reuse extensively the biblical
text.” Her examples of the latter category include many of the works which we should also
not include under the rubric “rewritten Bible.”

32 Tbid.

33 Ibid.

3% White Crawford, 2%, referring 6* n. 11 to E. Ulrich, “The Qumran Scrolls and the
Biblical Text,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Fifty Years After Their Discovery (ed. L.H. Schiff-
man, E. Tov and ].C. VanderKam,; Israel Exploration Society and Shrine of the Book, Israel
Museum: Jerusalem, 2000), 51-59. Cf. also n. 19 above.
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elsewhere in the biblical text, but is completely new, it forfeits its claim to
be authoritative and hence “biblical.”3> White Crawford concludes that

4QRP was perceived not as a biblical text, but as a commentary, an inner-
biblical commentary on the text of the Torah. 4QRP took a relatively
stabilized base text, in this case probably the already expansionist proto-
Samaritan text, and inserted its comments and interpretations, particularly
its new material, with no clear separation between text and comment.3%

If her basic analysis is accepted (although I cannot accept her implication
that there is inner-biblical commentary in a text which is not biblical),
then those texts of 4QRP which manifest the qualities she indicates can
be considered rewritten Bible according to several sets of criteria. We may
still debate the question whether there is enough new material for this
appellation to be appropriate, or, to put it differently, “how different from
the biblical original need a text be before we call it ‘rewritten Bible’?”

| It is interesting that White Crawford takes it for granted that jubi-
lees and Temple Scroll are rewritten Bible, with the former, “an extensive
reworking of Genesis 1-Exodus 12,” doubtless authoritative at Qumran,
and the latter, “a reworking of parts of the biblical text from Exodus
through Deuteronomy with a clear theology,” perhaps not.3” She does not
consider whether the virtually completely legal nature of 1QT precludes
its being rewritten Bible in some sense; the definition of “rewritten Bible”
with which she is working, while not as loose as some we have seen, cer-
tainly would allow for the Temple Scroll to be included as rewritten Bible
generically.

MICHAEL SEGAL (2005)

In an essay entitled “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,”3® Michael Segal
approaches the genre “rewritten Bible” with the intention of distinguish-
ing between works belonging to that genre and those which are “only”
revisions of the biblical text, and which can therefore still be described

35 White Crawford’s argument is actually considerably more complex than my sum-
mary.

36 White Crawford, 4*—5%.

87 Ibid. 5*.

38 M. Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,” in Biblical Interpretation at Qumran
(ed. M. Henze; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), 10—28. I thank Dr. Segal for sharing this
essay with me in advance of its publication and allowing me to integrate it into my analy-
sis. He also responded to an earlier version of my critique via email in order to clarify
points of agreement and disagreement between us.
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as “Bible.”3® His goal is to “identify those characteristics that distinguish
‘Rewritten’ biblical compositions from biblical manuscripts themselves.”40
He selects for his analysis works which “closely follow the biblical text,
but introduce changes into their source,” including Chronicles, the Tem-
ple Scroll, Jubilees, the Genesis Apocryphon, Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities
and pseudo-Philo’s LAB.#! All these are revisions of earlier works whose
goal is the transformation of the message of the earlier work into his |
own; “the rewritten texts ask the reader to accept the authority of their
sources, but to understand those sources according to the rewritten text’s
interpretation.”?

Segal’s mission to distinguish revised biblical texts from rewritten Bible
impels him to ask a variety of questions which may be enlightening to
our inquiry. “If the category ‘Bible’ also includes the editions produced
as a result of a process of continual scribal intervention into the biblical
text, and further literary development of the compositions,” what is the
meaning of the term ‘Rewritten Bible'?43 “Was the division between these
two genres, as used by modern scholars, recognized in antiquity?"4* Segal
focuses on the boundary between “biblical” and “non-biblical,” and thus
is concerned with the same end of the spectrum of “rewritten Bible” as
is Emanuel Tov, as opposed to Daniel Harrington and George Nickels-
burg who extend the employment of the term in the opposite direction to
include many items which could never be confused with the biblical text.*5
Because of Segal’s emphasis on the end of the spectrum closest to the bib-
lical text, works like Enoch and the Assumption of Moses never even enter
into consideration for the rubric “rewritten Bible.” Furthermore, unlike
Tov, Segal excludes even 4QReworked Pentateuch as well from the rubric
“rewritten Bible” because he believes that it more properly belongs to the
category of “revised biblical text.”#6 It is not necessarily that Segal’s spec-
trum of “rewritten Bible” in general is very narrow, but that only that end

39 Examples of “revised Bible,” according to Segal, are the MT version of Jeremiah, the
Samaritan Pentateuch and 4QReworked Pentateuch.

40 Segal, 17.

41 Segal, 11. Note that this is Vermes’s original list with the addition of Chronicles, which
Vermes may not have considered because of its canonical nature, the Temple Scroll which
was not available to him, and the omission of the Palestinian Targum.

42 Segal, 12.

43 Segal, 16.

44 Tbid.

45 In an email of 21 November 2002, he wrote, “the texts on the ‘rewritten’ side of the
boundary are only one category of ‘rewritten Bible’ texts.”

46 He compares 4QRP with the MT (2nd) edition of Jeremiah where the textual frame-
work of LXX is preserved, albeit rearranged, and is expanded by new material.
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of the spectrum which is closest to “revised Bible” is under investigation.
For Segal,

the phenomenon of rewriting assumes that readers can identify the source
text underlying the revision; otherwise the author/rewriter could just have
easily composed a completely new work. The dependence upon bibli-
cal compositions in the process of creating new works is a product of the
author’s desire to impute | authority to his work; by associating his composi-
tion with the holiest of texts, the new work was also granted the same sense
of authority.4

Segal records a number of external criteria which revised Bible and rewrit-
ten Bible share, and argues that, despite the overlap in those areas, the
two genres can be distinguished by internal criteria. One external charac-
teristic which Segal demands of this type of “rewritten Bible” is that, like
“revised Bible,” it must be in the same language as the original which is
being rewritten. This criterion excludes from consideration in his discus-
sion (although not necessarily from inclusion in the genre) at least two of
Vermes' original paradigm, the Genesis Apocryphon and Josephus’ Jewish
Antiquities 1-11 (as well as, of course, the Aramaic targumim, which never
enter into consideration for Segal).

Segal’s internal criteria which “define a rewritten composition as a new
work, and not merely as a further literary edition of the source,”#® include
(among others) a scope which need not match exactly that of the biblical
text being rewritten and therefore creates a new literary unit, a new nar-
rative frame, a different narrative voice, the presence of expansion as well
as abridgment in relation to the original, and a tendentious editorial layer.
The first of those criteria is a sufficient, but not necessary, condition for
exclusion of a work from being considered “revised Bible;” if the scope of
the rewritten work differs from that of the biblical “original,” it cannot be
considered a “revision” of that biblical book. Thus the scopes of Jubilees,
Chronicles, and Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum do not correspond exactly
to that of “any one biblical book or to any collection of works,” although
Segal agrees that there could be a rewritten Bible which adhered closely to
the scope of a single biblical book, for example, a sort of book of Jubilees
whose ending would coincide with that of the book of Genesis.*?

47 Segal, 11.
48 Segal, 20.
49 Segal, 21.
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The stipulation that rewritten Bible requires a new narrative frame and
a new narrator is reasonable (providing that we recall Segal’s insistence
on excluding Reworked Pentateuch from this category), as is the observa-
tion that we should find in rewritten Bible both expansion and abridg-
ment side-by-side. The composer of a rewritten Bible selects what parts
of the story to include, to omit, to expand and to contract. It is debatable,
however, | whether “rewritten Bible” must have a “tendentious ideological
layer” which distinguishes the rewritten work from the biblical original.
The fact that rewriting of the Bible was carried out in the Second Temple
period largely to convey ideological messages should not make ideological
novelty a necessary condition for inclusion in the genre.

Segal’s final criterion for the recognition of “rewritten Bible” is that it
may contain explicit references to the source composition, such as the
reference in Jubilees to the “first law.”5? This feature, of course, cannot
occur in a biblical manuscript. Once again, Segal’s principles indicate that
he is focused on distinguishing “revised Bible” from “rewritten Bible.” He
does not claim that such back-referencing of the biblical original needs to
be demanded of all “rewritten Bible” texts in order to be included under
this generic rubric.

Even though his goal is to draw a line between “revised Bible” and “rewrit-
ten Bible,” at one end of a generic spectrum, several of Segal’s criteria are
useful in drawing a line at the other end of the spectrum as well, between
works which rewrite the Bible and those which are more loosely parabibli-
cal and whose relationship with the Bible is much more tenuous. We are
both engaged in attempting to restrict the range of the term “rewritten
Bible,” but whereas I am interested in delimiting both ends of the potential
spectrum, Segal’s parameters operate only on one end of it. As far as the
boundary at that end is concerned, we are largely in agreement.

THE TEMPLE SCROLL: A BRIEF EXCURSUS

The Temple Scroll presents, in my view, a unique dilemma regarding its
possible classification under the rubric “rewritten Bible.”>! On the one
hand, it does not respond to Vermes'’s criteria, cited above, which we are

50 Segal, 26.

51 My perspective on the Temple Scroll and the category “rewritten Bible” was sharp-
ened by a series of perceptive questions posed by Mr. Philip Green in a Spring 2002 course
in Early Jewish Biblical Interpretation at Yeshiva College.
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inclined to accept for this genre, “In order to anticipate questions, and to
solve problems in advance, the midrashist inserts haggadic development
into the | biblical narrative.” The Temple Scroll does not contain narrative,
and, as such, might be ab initio disqualified from entry into this category.
All of Vermes’s other examples of the genre are fundamentally narrative
works, and thus the Temple Scroll is unlike them in this very significant
regard.

But to exclude the Temple Scroll a priori from membership in the class
“rewritten Bible” on these grounds is to ignore a variety of other charac-
teristics it manifests. In fact, consideration of the candidacy of the Temple
Scroll for this genre should allow us to make modifications in its defini-
tion in a way which is still faithful to Vermes’s initial guidelines (and we
should recall that Vermes had nothing like nQT available to him at the
time he developed his definition). What makes the Temple Scroll look like
rewritten Bible is, quite simply, the fact that it is a rewriting of portions
of the Pentateuch, albeit legal, and not narrative ones. This fact allows it
to be classified as “rewritten Bible” in all of the diverse systems of clas-
sification which we have discussed with the exception of Nickelsburg’s.52
In fact, because its language and style are so closely modeled on that of
the Pentateuch, it is more formally similar to the Pentateuch than any of
the works in Vermes’s initial classification (with the possible exception
of parts of jubilees). Thus we are pulled in one direction by the absence
of narrative material in the Temple Scroll, and in the other by its very
close dependence on scriptural language. If we revise Vermes's criteria
minimally to include | legal texts, we shall observe that the juxtaposition
of laws on similar topics, the clarification of missing details in the laws,
and the resolution of implicit contradictions within the laws function in
the same fashion in legal contexts as rearrangements, harmonizations,
and interpretive additions have in narratives. It is too strict, therefore,

52 Nickelsburg, 89, writes, “the order of our treatment reflects developing ways of retell-
ing the events of biblical history,” and the Temple Scroll is thus automatically excluded.
But we should remember that the volume in which Nickelsburg’s essay appears includes
an essay by Devorah Dimant on Qumran sectarian literature in which, 526-530, we find
a discussion of the Temple Scroll. Some of Alexander’s nine rather strict criteria (116-118)
for inclusion in the genre “rewritten Bible” might also exclude Temple Scroll, which is not
narrative, might be intended to replace the Bible, and does not follow the biblical text in
order. But since Alexander was deriving his criteria from the four paradigmatic examples,
Jubilees, Genesis Apocryphon, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum, and Jewish Antiquities, he
perforce could not have arrived at a generic description which would have included Tem-
ple Scroll. In our last brief conversation on this question (November 2003), Alexander did
not adopt a firm position on the inclusion of Temple Scroll under this generic rubric.
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in my opinion, to limit the employment of the term “rewritten Bible” to
narratives, and I believe that the Temple Scroll and any other texts of
its ilk which may be discovered need to be included under this rubric in
the future.

CONCLUSION

So, in the end, is the term “Rewritten Bible” still a productive category?
In short, I do not believe that the term in Vermes’s sense has outlived its
usefulness, but rather that it still furnishes a valuable classificatory device,
provided that we employ it in a disciplined fashion. It is necessary to dis-
tinguish between the process “rewriting the Bible” and the genre “rewrit-
ten Bible”; the former, unlike the latter, is not a literary classification. Most
important, I believe that we must all “be on the same page” in the employ-
ment of the term “rewritten Bible,” keeping in mind that the more specific
the implications of the term, the more valuable it is as a measuring device.
The looser the definition, the less precisely it classifies those items under
its rubric. It is not sufficient, in my opinion, merely to be aware of how
different scholars employ the term with different nuances.

My own preference, it should be clear, is for a Vermes-like narrowness
in the employment of the term, demanding comprehensive or broad scope
rewriting of narrative and/or legal material with commentary woven into
the fabric implicitly, but perhaps not merely a biblical text with some
superimposed exegesis. For one end of the range, Segal has furnished
some productive guidelines in the way in which we limit our classifica-
tion. But the overall contribution of the Qumran texts to this genre is
thus more limited than some scholars have led us to believe, although the
caves have furnished us with the first exemplar of legal rewritten Bible,
the Temple Scroll. Some of the 4QRP manuscripts, if, as I believe, they
do not as a group | represent a single text, will qualify for the title, while
others might not.>® The “Apocryphon of Joshua” may preserve fragmen-
tary remains of another narrative example. The result of re-adopting this
nomenclature will be the restoration of “rewritten Bible” to its proper

53 4Qu58 appears to include enough non-biblical textual material not to be considered
“revised Bible,” to borrow Segal’s terminology. Regarding the other exemplars of Reworked
Pentateuch, one of the key questions which needs to be answered is that regarding scope.
If they did not cover the entire Pentateuch, but omitted either legal or narrative mate-
rial, then those changes would be sufficient for me to consider them under the rubric
“rewritten Bible.”
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place as a subcategory of biblical interpretation in antiquity, one way of
the ancient author’s putting forth his reading of the Bible.

What then do we lose by returning to this narrow utilization of the term
“rewritten Bible”? We shall no longer be able to use it to describe 7 Enoch
or the Life of Adam and Eve, or the Qumran Apocryphon of Jeremiah or
pseudo-Ezekiel. I believe that that loss is far outweighed by the more pre-
cise meaning which the term will then maintain. There is then, of course,
a concomitant need to find both broad and narrow typologies which work
for other kinds of texts, such as finding more appropriate names for the
fragmentary remains of documents from Qumran, and refining the cat-
egories which we use when we speak of the many ways in which the Bible
was handled by Jewish writers in the Second Temple period. I believe that
the term “parabiblical” employed by White Crawford (above n. 31) in con-
trast to “rewritten Bible” may be the appropriate category for many of
these works which are more loosely connected to the Bible. If, on the
other hand, we were to give up the category “rewritten Bible” as a genre
by using it in the looser sense employed by many scholars, then we shall
simply have to find another generic term to replace its narrow usage, an
exercise which I do not believe to be worth the effort.



CHAPTER THREE

CONTOURS OF GENESIS INTERPRETATION AT QUMRAN:
CONTENTS, CONTEXT, AND NOMENCLATURE

It is an oft-stated truism that the world of Qumran (like so much of the
rest of the world of Second Temple Judaism) was bibliocentric in many
ways. My goal in this essay is to examine from a number of perspectives
the treatments of material from the book of Genesis that are found in the
so-called Qumran library.! I shall not be concerned with mere allusions
to Genesis in most cases, nor with stylistic imitation of the language of
that biblical book. The term “contours” in my title is meant to empha-
size that my primary concern is for the outlines and boundaries of those
works that comment on or discuss Genesis and their contents (regard-
less of genre), and not for the details of the contents or their exegetical
method.? I shall examine the type | and scope of the Qumran works in
which Genesis is interpreted or employed, demonstrating the range of
works from Qumran that treat the book of Genesis in some way, whether
they focus on Genesis, use Genesis, or mention Genesis narrative mate-
rial, attempting to define the nature of each commentary or use. I shall
then view the data from a different perspective and survey the distribu-
tion of the specific material from Genesis that appears in these Qumran
texts, with an eye to determining which stories from Genesis seem to be
particularly significant to the authors of these texts. Finally, by approach-
ing the Qumran material in this somewhat unusual fashion, I hope to be
able to focus attention on the issue of the nomenclature and taxonomy of

1 Tshall refer to “Qumran” interpretations and library conventionally, even though it is
quite clear that not everything found at Qumran was produced there and that uniformity
and harmony should not be expected ab initio. This study is limited, more or less, to texts
already published, although I do not believe that the picture will change substantially in
light of unpublished material.

2 For a more general survey, see my “‘Pentateuchal Interpretation at Qumran,” in
The Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty Years: A Comprehensive Assessment (ed. P.W. Flint and
J.C. VanderKam; Leiden/Boston/Koéln: Brill, 1998), 1.128-159 (above 1.11—-38). Genesis mate-
rial is treated on 135-41 and 145-54 (18-22 and 26—34). A more narrowly focused study
which has recently appeared is E. Eshel, “Hermeneutical Approaches to Genesis in the
Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Book of Genesis in Jewish and Oriental Christian Interpretation:
A Collection of Essays (ed. J. Frishman and L. Van Rompay; Traditio Exegetica Graeca 5;
Louvain: Peeters, 1997), 1-12.
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the Qumran documents—what they are named and the genres to which
they are assigned. This is an issue familiar to most students of the Dead
Sea Scrolls, but not one that has attracted much public attention. By inte-
grating the results of these diverse approaches to the same data, we may
hope to be able to gain insight into the varying shapes of early biblical
commentary, on the one hand, and into the role that portions of Genesis
may have played in the thought of the Qumran group, on the other.

The texts from Qumran in which Genesis is interpreted or otherwise
serves as the raw material for the late Second Temple author run the
gamut of literary genres found at Qumran. The largest scale works stretch
beyond the boundaries of Genesis and belong to the category “rewrit-
ten (or retold) Bible,” whether of the Reworked Pentateuch type, which
consists of a rewriting of the Pentateuch with some rearrangement and
minimal exegetical or explanatory supplementation, or the Jubilees-type,
wherein the biblical work has been heavily revamped and recast as well as
enlarged by a multitude of exegetical and theological expansions. I exclude
Jubilees from consideration in my discussion for a number of reasons,
primarily because it includes virtually all of Genesis and thus does not
respond, prima facie, to my query regarding selectivity, but also because
its very bulk would overshadow the rest of my treatment. I shall com-
ment briefly, on the other hand, about the Reworked Pentateuch material
not only because it is more manageable but also because its selectivity in
expansion, as contrasted with jubilees’ more extensive augmentation of
the biblical text, aids me in posing one of my fundamental questions.

The Reworked Pentateuch texts, of which fragments of four or five
manuscripts survive, “contained,” according to their editor, | Emanuel Tov,
“a running text of the Pentateuch interspersed with exegetical additions
and omissions. The greater part of the preserved fragments follows the
biblical text closely, but many small exegetical elements are added, while
other elements are omitted, or, in other cases, their sequence altered.” If,
as Tov believes, these documents are not “biblical” texts, then they con-
stitute one end of the commentary spectrum, where commentary is virtu-
ally indistinguishable from original text, where “rewritten Bible” is barely
rewritten.* If they are “biblical” texts, on the other hand, their position

8 E. Tov, “Reworked Pentateuch,” in H. Attridge et al., Qumran Cave 4, VIII: Parabiblical
Texts, Part 1, (DJD XIII; Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 191.

4 T enclose the term “biblical” in quotation marks because it is difficult for us to tell
what constituted a biblical text for the Second Temple writer, scribe, or copyist. For some
useful categorization in this area, see J.E. Sanderson, “Editorial and Scribal Processes in the
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is at the end of the biblical spectrum that stands closest to commentary.
Tov has written further, “It is not easy to define the different gradations
of reworking, rewriting and rephrasing. In fact, as we shall see, several
rewritten Bible texts found at Qumran are sui generis.”> The RP docu-
ments are certainly unusual, and no one has yet suggested a satisfactory
reason for their creation.

In terms of Genesis interpretation, or even supplementation, at Qumran,
there is little to interest us in the manuscripts of Reworked Pentateuch,
with the exception of an expansion in 4Q364 3 ii 1-6, which adds material
to Rebecca’s remarks to Jacob on his departure and Isaac’s consolation of
her (around Gen. 28:6).5 Very little other focus on Isaac material is evident
in the texts I am examining, in contrast with the prominence of Isaac in
the rewritten Bible of Jubilees. As far as can be discerned from the surviv-
ing remains, however, the author of RP was not concerned with interpret-
ing or embellishing the narratives of Genesis in shaping RP, regardless of
the purpose of its composition.

| Whether, as Tov claims, 4Q158, initially published by Allegro as “Biblical
Paraphrase: Genesis, Exodus,” is another exemplar of RP text or not (and
I tend to think that it is not), 4Q158 1-2 1-13 contains biblical text deriv-
ing from Gen. 32:25-32, the pericope of Jacob and “the man,” plus expan-
sion, followed (1-2 14-16) by material from Exod. 4:27-28.7 The rest of the
text in the manuscript appears to consist of rewritten Exodus material. I
believe that, as has been suggested by others, the material from Genesis
has been introduced as commentary on the incident of Moses’ confronta-
tion with God, or the angel, at the inn, where he, like Jacob, escapes from
danger (Exod. 4:25-26). The location of the Genesis narrative, in this case,

Late Second Temple Period as Exhibited in the Text of Exodus,” in An Exodus Scroll from
Qumran: 4QpaleoExod™ and the Samaritan Tradition (Atlanta: Scholars, 1986), 261-306.

5 E. Tov, “Biblical Texts as Reworked in Some Qumran Manuscripts with Special Atten-
tion to 4QRP and 4QParaGenExod,” in Community of the Renewed Covenant: The Notre
Dame Symposium on the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. E. Ulrich and ]. VanderKam; Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1994), 113. Michael Segal, “4QReworked Pentateuch or
4QPentateuch?” in The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years after Their Discovery (ed. L.H. Schiff-
man, E. Tov and ].C. VanderKam; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 2000), 39199, has
argued against the identity of 4Q364—367 (and 4Qi158), claiming that the former are fun-
damentally biblical texts of different sorts.

6 Text in DJD XIII, 206—207.

7 JM. Allegro ed., Qumran Cave 4, I (4Q158-4Q186) (DJD V; Oxford: Clarendon, 1968),
1-2.
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is within Exodus, and its employment, strictly speaking, is as commentary
or illumination on the Exodus pericope.?

More narrowly limited to Genesis than Jubilees and RP are works found
at Qumran such as 1 Enoch, the Aramaic Levi Document, and the Genesis
Apocryphon, each of which contains Genesis interpretation, in some sense,
and thus could be grist for our mill. The former two are rather divorced
from the biblical narrative, although they might be said to indicate the
particular interests that authors (whether Qumranic or pre-Qumranic)
had in the antediluvian period and in the figure of Levi and the priest-
hood. James VanderKam has surveyed the nature of the biblical interpre-
tation in 1 Enoch, indicating that the different elements that make up the
composite book of Enoch have different degrees of relationship with the
Hebrew Bible.? It is obvious that a great deal of the material in Enoch is
connected closely or loosely with Gen. 5:21-6:4, Enoch’s life and the story
of the fall of the Watchers. Some references to Noah and the Flood (aside
from the story of his birth, which is told in great detail in 106-107) extend
the coverage of the work a bit further into Genesis.1° Beyond this, | the
“Animal Apocalypse” within the Book of Dreams (85—-90) presents through
animal imagery the history of the biblical and postbiblical periods, and
in 85-89:14 we have the story of Genesis. Finally, in the Book of the
Parables (unattested at Qumran), in addition to the ever-present fallen
angels, there are references to the Flood and the sign of the rainbow (but
without Noah; 54:7-55:2), and to the Flood (and Noah) in 65-67. Enoch
does not retell the biblical tales so much as use them as the framework
or springboard for the parts of its narratives that are not directly related
to the Bible but that fill in gaps in the biblical narrative. As such, Enoch,

8 It is only 4Q158 3 that poses a real problem to this analysis, as it contains a reference
to Jacob in a context that is unclear but appears not to belong to Genesis material intro-
duced into Exodus. For a fuller study of 4Q158, see M. Segal, “Biblical Exegesis in 4Qi158:
Techniques and Genre,” Textus 19 (1998): 45—62.

9 J.C. VanderKam, “Biblical Interpretation in 1 Enoch and Jubilees” in The Pseude-
pigrapha and Early Biblical Interpretation (ed. J.H. Charlesworth and C.A. Evans; JSPSup
14; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993), 95-117. Our focus is narrower than his, as
we are concerned only with Genesis, while VanderKam is interested in Enoch’s use and
interpretation of all of Hebrew Scripture.

10" For the birth of Noah, a topic that gets a good amount of attention in the literature of
this period, see VanderKam, 112—13, and his “The Birth of Noah,” in Intertestamental Essays
in Honour of Jozef Tadeusz Milik (ed. Z.J. Kapera; Krakow: Enigma Press, 1992), 213—31. For
an extensive discussion of the Noah material from Qumran, see my “Noah and the Flood
at Qumran,” in The Provo International Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls: New Texts, Refor-
mulated Issues and Technological Innovations (ed. E. Ulrich and D. Parry; STD] 30; Leiden/
Boston/Kéln, 1999), 199—231 (below 1.291-322).
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in addition to being technically pre-Qumranic, is not particularly suitable
for this investigation.!!

Aramaic Levi, like Enoch, is related only loosely to the biblical text, and
most of its contents cannot be said to be the products of exegesis or inter-
pretation. This document does not even serve as Enoch does to flesh out
the biblical story, as most of it is not even tenuously linked to the text.
Although it might be said to reflect, in some sense, interpretation of Gen-
esis, I consider it too far afield for my treatment. The fact that it highlights
Levi, his accomplishments, and the levitical priesthood, however, may be
taken, together with some of | the other material under examination, to
be an indication of the interests of Qumran authors.

The Genesis Apocryphon, on the other hand, which, in its extant por-
tions, is an Aramaic retelling, sometimes with elaborate embellishment,
of the narratives of Genesis from Chapter 5 to Chapter 15, has much bet-
ter credentials than 1 Enoch or Aramaic Levi for inclusion in my survey.1?
Based on Genesis and jubilees (or jubilees-like traditions), 1QapGen
interprets as well as expands, using a variety of exegetical devices in its

11 There is another body of literature related to Enoch that is found at Qumran but
whose relationship to the biblical text is not close enough for us to consider it at all within
this framework, and that is the Noah literature. See F. Garcia Martinez, “4QMessAr and
the Book of Noah” in Qumran and Apocalyptic: Studies on the Aramaic Texts from Qumran
(STDJ 9; Leiden: Brill, 1992), 1-44, esp. 40—43, “Noachic Materials at Qumran,” and D. Dim-
ant, “Noah in Early Jewish Literature,” in Biblical Figures Outside the Bible (ed. M.E. Stone
and T. Bergren; Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 1998), 123-150. Texts such as 1Q19,
4Q534-536, and 6Q8 are said to belong to this lost work, but what characterizes them is,
I believe, their independence from the biblical narrative. Even the descriptions of Noah’s
birth in texts such as 1 Enoch and 1Q1g, which, it could be argued, are generated, loosely
speaking, by the Bible, which interrupts its genealogical list to furnish the etymology of
his name, cannot be said to be interpretation of the Bible, and the same appears true of
the predictions of his future, which we see in 4Q534, if indeed it is a work about Noah. As
I stress in the final section of “Noah and the Flood at Qumran,” 226—231 (below, 318—322),
subtitled “Was There a ‘Book of Noah’ at Qumran?” the stories about Noah’s birth belonged
to the story of Enoch through Lamech for the ancient writer, and, other than the Genesis
Apocryphon, I do not think that we have a work that describes Noah'’s birth as well as the
rest of his life, so that if there existed a “Book of Noah” at Qumran, it was not a compre-
hensive biography.

12 There is no way to be certain how far beyond that boundary the text progressed.
M. Morgenstern, in “A New Clue to the Length of the Genesis Apocryphon,” JJS 47 (1996):
345-47, has argued that since the surviving sheets that contain columns 5-22 are marked
with the consecutive letters of the Hebrew alphabet, peh, sade, and gof, and since peh is
the seventeenth letter of the Hebrew alphabet, there must have been fifteen or sixteen
sheets preceding the one on which column 1 is preserved. This would provide for a loss at
the beginning of the Apocryphon of more than seventy columns, a length greater than that
of any surviving Qumran manuscript. This suggestion, however, has yet to be evaluated
thoroughly, and, at present, must be considered unproven.
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retelling: harmonizing, rearranging, as well as expansions and insertions
to enhance the smoothness and coherence of the narrative.!® The Genesis
Apocryphon, while adding to and expanding the biblical narrative, does
not appear to reduce its scope by omitting major sections of Genesis as
far as I can tell. It thus belongs to the “rewritten Bible” sort of commen-
tary that, because of its consecutive, nonselective, nature, does not lend
itself to discussion of the major issues in which I am interested. Because
of its fragmentary nature, it is also difficult to evaluate its precise scope,
a frequent obstacle in analyzing the Qumran documents.'* Of particular
interest to my purpose here is the fact that the surviving text of the Apoc-
ryphon deals almost exclusively with the period from Noah to Abraham,
a range that coincides strikingly with the Genesis material that is promi-
nent in the much less comprehensive texts to which I now turn.

Moving away from works whose remains indicate that they had sub-
stantial scope, I turn to a selection of Qumran texts whose remains | are
very fragmentary—documents that, with rare exception, have no title
pages, beginnings, or endings.’® These texts engender questions of both
scope and genre, and thus contribute to the problem of nomenclature to
which I alluded earlier. The sometimes grandiose names given by schol-
arly editors to these works frequently imply that they possess greater liter-
ary scope than they actually do. Acknowledging the fragmentary nature
of so many of these documents, we must also beware of making presup-
positions that impel us to draw conclusions from a text that is not there.
In stating the scope of the texts that appeared in these manuscripts, it is
better to err on the side of caution and to describe manuscripts as much
as possible in terms of what they do contain rather than in terms of what
they might have contained.

Furthermore, even when the contents are clear, there is the additional
problem of generic definition. The disparate names that have been given

13 On these exegetical devices within the Genesis Apocryphon, see my “Re-Arrange-
ment, Anticipation and Harmonization as Exegetical Features in the Genesis Apocry-
phon,” Dead Sea Discoveries 3, no. 1 (Jonas C. Greenfield Memorial Issue) (1996): 37-57
(below, 1175-194).

14 Even after the publication of the readable material from previously illegible col-
umns in J.C. Greenfield and E. Qimron, “The Genesis Apocryphon Col. XII,” in Studies in
Qumran Aramaic (ed. Takamitsu Muraoka; AbrNSup 3; Leuven: Peeters, 1992), 70—77, and
M. Morgenstern, et al.,, “The Hitherto Unpublished Columns of the Genesis Apocryphon,”
Abr-Nahrain 33 (1995): 30-52, I do not think that my characterization of the fundamental
nature of the Apocryphon needs to be changed.

15 It is works like these that cause me to emphasize to my students that we too fre-
quently deal with the “Dead Sea Fragments” and not the Dead Sea Scrolls.
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to these texts since their discovery often appear to have neatly pigeon-
holed them, but such classification has tended to dissuade investigators
from comparing texts whose interpretation would benefit from com-
parative study. Of works that touch on Genesis, we have those labeled
“pesher,” “pseudo-Jubilees,” “commentaries,” “paraphrase,” “admonition,”
“exposition,” and so on. It appears that we should describe many of these
works as points along a generic spectrum of works associated with the
Bible rather than as clearly definable, independent types. By grouping
the material under discussion not on the basis of specific manuscripts or
genres but by identifying the contents that a variety of texts have in com-
mon, I hope to overcome dichotomization by nomenclature, which is, as
has become apparent, somewhat artificial.

We first examine a group of fragmentary texts whose primary focus
appears to be Genesis alone. The first collection of these texts has been
classified as “pseudo-Jubilees” on the grounds that (in the words of their
editor, James C. VanderKam) “the texts employ language that is familiar
and to some extent characteristic of Jubilees, but the documents them-
selves are not actual copies of Jubilees.”® But this kind of description
does not satisty fully, as it does not characterize the genre or extent of
the documents under consideration. Their link | with Jubilees on linguistic
grounds alone does not aid us in interpreting them, except by doing us
the disservice of pre-classifying them together with jubilees and perhaps
thereby prejudicing our analysis. Jubilees is a long narrative work; these
texts, as far as we can tell from their contents, are not. They appear to flow
at a very different pace, or very different paces, from Jubilees, and their
unequal treatments of a variety of sections in Genesis evince principles
of selectivity and arrangement that are critical to our investigation of the
Genesis stories at Qumran. Omission and compression of details or other
data, as well as any other type of choice, give us insight into the method
of the author/compiler(s) of works such as these.

Fragment 2 of 4Q225 is clearly located in the Genesis narrative, appar-
ently beginning with a reference to the penalty of karet, in my opinion
introduced as the punishment for failure to observe the commandment of
circumcision (Gen. 17:14), followed by a statement that someone remained

» o« ” o« » o«

16 James C. VanderKam, “4Q225 (Pseudo-Jubilees?),” in H. Attridge et al, Qumran
Cave 4, VIII: Parabiblical Texts, Part 1 (DJD XIII; Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 142. I thank Pro-
fessor VanderKam for sharing this material with me in advance of its publication, and for
several productive conversations regarding our mutual interest in the Genesis material at
Qumran.
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in Haran for twenty years.'” Abraham addresses God with a somewhat
modified version of Gen. 15:2—3,'® and God replies in three and one-
half lines that represent a version of Gen. 15:5-6 exegetically expanded
under the influence of Gen. 13:16. From the beginning of Gen. 15, the text
leaps to the birth of Isaac (Gen. 21), summarizing it most briefly and mov-
ing on to the account of the Aqedah (Gen. 22).

It is clear that a full retelling of the biblical story is not the goal of the
author of 4Q225.19 If my interpretation of the first line is correct, the refer-
ence to circumcision (Gen. 17) has been shifted to a position before this
passage (Gen. 15), and there is clearly no reference to Hagar and Ishmael
(Gen. 16) at all. Only a bare outline of the connecting portion links the
material parallel to Gen. 15 with that parallel to Gen. 22. The omission of
the Hagar-Ishmael story indicates that not all portions of the narrative
were of equal significance to the author of 4Q225, and that his goal is
not to summarize the whole of Genesis. Simultaneously, the effect of the
juxtaposition of God’s promise of numerous children to Abraham with
the demand to sacrifice Isaac is to highlight the apparent contradiction or
inconsistency | between the two passages, leading the reader to focus on a
problem that, although implicit in the biblical text, has been stressed here
by stripping away the intervening, and interfering, passages.

The conclusion of the Agedah, of course, has Abraham passing the test,
although there are some serious textual difficulties in the reconstruction
of the actual details of 2 ii 8-10. The narrative then skips without a break to
the births of Jacob and Levi (11-12) and the life spans of all the patriarchs
in the context of the NNVYWNN W, “the Prince of Mastemah,” and 5y"93,
“Belial” (13-14). The stories of Genesis in and of themselves are of no inter-
est to the composer of this text. We see how a name like “pseudo-Jubilees”
is thus both appropriate and inappropriate for this sort of document; the
involvement of Anvwn and YY" indicates a similar theological frame-
work for both works, but the selective nature of the retelling in 4Q225

17 See VanderKam’s commentary (148) for discussion of this point. I cannot accept
his conclusion that this line, surrounded by circumcision (in my view) and the Abra-
hamic covenant and Aqedah, refers to Jacob’s stay in Haran. Compare further my com-
ments in “4Q252: From Re-Written Bible to Biblical Commentary,” JJS 45 (1994): 13, n. 43
(below, 1.108).

18 23w represents MR W of 15:3 as noted by VanderKam (148), but the rest of i 3—4
derives from 15:2.

19 If we were to compare 4Q225 with Jubilees, we note that 4Q225 skips from Jubilees
14:7 to 16:14 and from there to 17:5.
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is so different generically from Jubilees that I believe that this difference
overrides the ideological similarity.

Fragment 1 of 4Q225, however, makes the problem more complicated.
In VanderKam'’s edition, it contains an apparently clear reference to Abra-
ham’s circumcision, which is not only troublesome to me because of my
understanding of 2 i 1 but has its own contextual difficulty because the fol-
lowing line reads “and God sold them,” followed, after a vacat, by a direct
address to Moses in language that recalls Jub. 1:29. I do not believe that
the restoration 511 (“he circumcised”) is certain, and without it the refer-
ence in 1 4 DATAR OY NN023, literally, “was cut with Abraham,” refers to
the Covenant between the Pieces, which is quite appropriately followed
by a reference to the enslavement in Egypt (compare Gen. 15:13).2° This
is the most Jubilees-like fragment of this document, but still it does not
justify, in my view, referring to the entire text as pseudo-Jubilees either in
sequence or in scope.?!

Turning to 4Q226, pseudo-Jubilees?, only fragment 7 is clearly located
in Genesis, and it overlaps linguistically with 4Q225 2 ii, although
VanderKam’s comments on the latter text indicate that there does not
seem to be room for the inclusion of all of the text of 4Q226 in the space
of 4Q225. We find, once again, the faithfulness of | Abraham (07728 X¥N1
1MR1), God’s blessing, and the generations Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Levi,
with whom the term ["w]5w 17, “th[ird] generation,” is associated. All
this occurs within four lines. The fifth line refers to the three patriarchs by
name, and the sixth speaks of the “holy angels.” The presence of the same
subject matter in both 4Q225 and 226—which, although having mate-
rial in common, are not the same text—points further to these shared
themes as being significant for the authors of each, and, by extension, to
the group(s) to which they belonged. But that is all that connects this text
with Genesis in the surviving fragments, and there is at present no way to
determine its context.?2

20 Compare also 2 i 5-8 and 4Q252 ii 1-12. According to VanderKam (144), “the traces
[of 5nm] are difficult,” and Milik’s proposal differed from the final edition. Is it possible
that the words omR X2", “he smote them,” in 13 refer to Abraham’s smiting of the four
kings (Gen. 14), which takes place immediately before the covenant (Gen. 15) in the bibli-
cal text?

21 The reference to MITA MY in 1 1 also might serve to locate it in the milieu of
works where the sin of fornication is emphasized, like jubilees and some other Qumran
writings.

22 Fragment 11 1, according to VanderKam (168), reads r" fwnnd, and he notes that
the only occurrence of this word in the Bible is at Gen. 30:37 17297 qwnn, but there is no
further context in the fragment.
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The remaining six fragments of 4Q226 concentrate on post-Genesis bib-
lical narrative. The use of 12wWn “week” (1 5), NN 5ari “this jubilee” (1 6),
and ©'921, “jubilees” (2 3), furnishes a chronological focus for the text
similar to that of Jubilees. But, although jubilees itself, from 46:11 through
50, moves beyond the end of Genesis, it appears that 4Q226 extends its
story even beyond the conclusion of jubilees, which ends with the Exodus.
Fragments 3 and 4 seem to address Moses and inform him that Joshua,
and not Moses himself, will lead the Israelites across the Jordan. Fragment
6 can easily be read into such a framework as well. What might the scope
and structure of this document have been? We should be wary of attempt-
ing to reconstruct a whole text that stretches across the Pentateuch out
of fragments that merely include the Aqedah, on the one hand, as well
as references to Moses’ not crossing the Jordan, on the other. We stress
once again the selectivity of the texts that contain Genesis material. The
coincidental repetition of a pericope that appeared in 4Q225 should also
make us consider very carefully just how “randomly” accidental preserva-
tion has transmitted texts to us.

The third pseudo-Jubilees text (4Q227) contains only two fragments,
the first containing a reference to Moses and the second to Enoch. The lat-
ter contains references to DMW DAY WY, “six jubilees of years,” and the
0, “Watchers,” and also refers to astronomical and calendrical writing
by Enoch. VanderKam writes, “The contents of the fragment show close
similarities with Jub. 4:17-23.”2% But in light of the first fragment, which
seems to have little to do with Jubilees, are the references to Enoch, the
calendar, and the Watchers enough to call this work “pseudo-Jubilees”?
Can we have any idea of what kind of material or how much appeared
between the | fragments? Once again, the grand titles of these two frag-
ments belie the very limited nature of their contents.

These pseudo-Jubilees texts thus serve as a good introduction to our
problems of scope, genre, and nomenclature. We should ask, not for the
last time, whether it might be appropriate to use the term “commentary”
somewhat loosely for some of these documents from Qumran. Because
I believe that the term “Rewritten Bible” should be restricted to works
of substantial scope (and the question of how substantial is debatable)
and that abbreviated or selective Rewritten Bible is the first step toward
recognizable biblical commentary, the term “commentary” begins to be
appropriate as soon as we move away from Rewritten Bible.

23 DJD XIII, 172.
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When we turn from the texts that have been called pseudo-Jubilees to
the three that were once termed “pesharim on Genesis” (4Q252-54) and
are now four (4Q252-254a), referred to with the more mundane name
“commentaries on Genesis,” the problem of nomenclature again intersects
with that of genre.2* Such a neutral term as “commentary” may be too
nonspecific and nondescriptive as well, although I have no better solu-
tion to offer. Commentary on Genesis A, 4Q252, the best preserved of this
group, appears to be a complex text derived from a variety of sources;
some of its remarks are in the form of lemma + comment, some are just
comment, and others resemble Rewritten Bible.25 The generic problem
evident in the case of the pseudo-Jubilees texts has not been solved for
these documents either, and we should ask in advance whether a more
comprehensive terminology would be more efficient.

| Even if we add the subject matter of the fragmentary remains of 4Q252
to the better-preserved material, we find elements only of Gen. 6-9, 11,
15, 16(?), 18, 22, 28, 35, and 49.26 However we evaluate the document, it
seems clear that its goal is not to retell the biblical narrative. As a result,
the first and most substantial portion of the text, i 1-ii 5, Noah and the
Flood, is somewhat misleading, because it appears to be just such a
retelling. A closer examination indicates that the concern of the author
is to clarify certain apparent difficulties in the biblical text and to omit
whatever details of the biblical story are not germane to his concerns.?”

24 These commentaries have now all been published by George J. Brooke in G. Brooke
et al., Qumran Cave 4, XVII: Parabiblical Texts, Part 3 (DJD XXII; Oxford: Clarendon, 1996),
185—212, 217-36, as “4QCommentary on Genesis A-D.” Fragment 4 of 4Q253, which is
largely a citation of Mal. 3:16-18, has been designated 4Q253a “4QCommentary on Mala-
chi” by Brooke and has been published ibid., 213-15. I thank Professor Brooke for sharing
his work on the Genesis Commentaries with me at the prepublication stage.

25 The nature and genre of 4Q252 have been the subject of a productive debate between
George J. Brooke and myself. See Professor Brooke’s articles, “The Genre of 4Q252: From
Poetry to Pesher,” DSD 1 (1994): 160—79; “The Thematic Content of 4Q252,” JQR 85 (1994—
95): 33—59; and “4Q252 as Early Jewish Commentary,” RevQ 17 (1996) [J.T. Milik Festschrift]:
385—401. Compare my treatments, “4Q252: From Re-Written Bible to Biblical Commentary,”
JIS 45 (1994): 1-27 (below, 1.92—125), and “4Q252: Method and Context, Genre and Sources.
A Response to George J. Brooke,” JQR 85 (1994-95): 61-79 (below, 1133-150). The positions
taken in that dialogue have ramifications for the characterization of 4Q252 adopted here,
although I have attempted to use in this discussion a perspective that is not uniquely
dependent on my own analysis of 4Q252. I am inclined now to modify some of my earlier
positions in light of Brooke’s most recent treatment in the Milik Festschrift.

26 The manuscript has twenty-two lines in the well-preserved first column, and no
more than fourteen in any other one, so that we must admit that there may have been a
limited amount of other matter in the lacunae.

27 Compare my remarks, JJS, 7—9 (below, 99-103).
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The skipping from passage to passage without connecting details indi-
cates that coherent narrative is not the purpose of the text. We go from
a lengthy summary of the Flood to Noah’s curse on Canaan to Abraham’s
leaving Ur for Haran and then Canaan. The particular details of stories,
rather than the stories themselves, concern its compiler.

Covenant (Gen. 15), the prayer for Sodom (Gen. 18), the Aqedah (Gen. 22),
and the blessing of Jacob by Isaac (?) (Gen. 28). The Aqgedah follows the
prayer directly, without a significant space in the text, demonstrating
again that in this text, as in 4Q225, there seems to be no concept of sto-
ryline or consequence. The appearance of the Aqedah in three of the first
four texts examined may indeed reveal the significance of this episode
to the authors or compilers at Qumran, but that must be the limit of our
conclusion at present.

The remaining fragments of 4Q252 provide very brief comments on the
lineage and history of Amaleq, the interpretation of Jacob’s blessings of
Reuben and Judah (with enough room for Simeon and Levi in the gap),
and a few words from the blessings of Asher and Naphtali. The various
pericopes covered in the manuscript differ in the amount of space allotted
to each one, and it is difficult to establish their relative importance or the
organizing principles of the composer or collector. Thus the destruction
of Sodom seems to be under discussion for five and one-half lines of col-
umn iii, and the Aqedah for perhaps three. Not only is the intent of this
document not to retell or interpret the whole story of Genesis, but even
within the incidents that it does include, the narration or retelling does
not seem to be a particular goal of the author. This commentary can be
paradigmatic for our survey in a further way: Because we can reconstruct
the six | (first) columns of the text, we can demonstrate, in this case at
least, that it could not have covered much more of Genesis than we have
described. Thus it should serve as a caution against the assignment of
expansive names and the assertion of great scope in the reconstruction
of other works.

Commentary on Genesis B consists of only four fragments, and it is
even less clear than in the case of 4Q252 how it was assigned its former
title as pGen®.28 We see, once again, that the assignment of titles to frag-
mentary works in the early days of Qumran scholarship was at times not

28 In addition to Brooke’s publication in the D]D series, see his article “4Q253: A Prelim-
inary Edition,” /SS 40 (1995): 227—29. It should be noted that Brooke’s fragments 4 and 3 are
fragments 3 and 4, respectively, in B.Z. Wacholder and M.G. Abegg, A Preliminary Edition of
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done with great concern for the perspective of the entire corpus. There
does not seem to be even one verse from Genesis actually quoted in the
text: Fragment 1 refers to 7201 (1 3) and perhaps to Noah (1 4); fragment
2 seems to deal with rules for sacrifice. If we are to associate them, might
fragments 1 and 2 be linked to Noah’s offering after the Flood??® There
is no way to tell which stories of Genesis, if any, were important in this
“pesher.” If the passage regarding sacrifice in quasi-legal language refers
to the Noah story, then it could easily have led to its classification as
“pseudo-Jubilees” rather than a “pesher” (or even a “commentary”), with
the striking similarity of this text to Jubilees being specifically the melding
of law and narrative.

When we search 4Q254, Commentary on Genesis C, for allusions to
the tales of Genesis, we find that fragment 1 cites the same verse from
Gen. 9:24—25 about Noah’s awakening as did 4Q252 ii 5-6, while frag-
ments 5, 6, and 7 cite and interpret portions of the blessings of Issachar,
Dan, and Joseph (with the single word *7122 of fragment g possibly being
from that of Simeon and Levi, although Brooke suggests a location earlier
in Genesis). Both 4Q252 and 254 thus have sections on Jacob’s blessing his
sons, but there is no overlap of sons between the documents. Brooke sug-
gests that fragment 3, which contains the words 1n, “his donkey,” and
perhaps 12p71, “your seed,” belongs to the wider context of the sacrifice of
Isaac, noting that the same pericope leaves an extract in 4Q252 as well. It
is most difficult, in my view, to ascertain the context based on those frag-
mentary lines, and although it | is possible that Brooke has pointed us in
the right direction, a legal context for these lines is not to be excluded.

Some of the readable fragments of 4Q254, however, seem unconnected
with Genesis. The commentary, whose former generic identification as
“pesher” could perhaps have been accepted based on pesher-type language
such as IR IR, “that which it says” (11, 10 2), is not interested in Gene-
sis material alone. Fragment 4 clearly refers to the 77%"11 *12 1w, “the two
sons of oil,” of Zech. 414, with a comment on it referring to T[1]'n "WiR,
“the men of the community.” Once again, we find the use of material from
the Genesis narratives in a work that is not itself generically a narrative.
When we evaluate the Genesis contexts of the readable material, we find

the Unpublished Dead Sea Scrolls: The Hebrew and Aramaic Texts from Cave 4 (Washington
D.C.: Dead Sea Scroll Research Council/Biblical Archaeology Society, 1992), 2.217.

29 Brooke, DJD XXII, 212, writes of fragment 2, “The fragment as a whole echoes with
cultic terms, but it is not possible to locate it more precisely in relation to the tradition,
though it would not be inappropriate to associate it with Jacob.”
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fragments referring to Noah and to Jacob’s blessings. In this work, which
is clearly not a narrative or commentary as far as we can tell, what is
the organizing principle? To extend the term “pesher” or “commentary”
simply because there is a combination of biblical and nonbiblical text is
neither helpful nor advisable. Perhaps it would be better to describe some
of these texts as “works that refer to Genesis.”

Three fragments originally identified as belonging to another pesher,
then assigned to 4Q254, have been reclassified by Brooke as 4Q254a (Com-
mentary on Genesis D). These contain data on the Flood narrative, but in
a peculiar order, as there appears to be a reference to the dove (1311)
before the dimensions of the Ark (fragments 1-2).3° Fragment 3 refers to
Noah’s exit from the Ark and to the raven, which is omitted in 4Q252. It
is of course impossible to evaluate a text from three fragments, but when
we find a fourth reference in the four so-called Commentaries on Genesis
to the Flood story, can it be mere coincidence, or are we to conclude that
this Genesis narrative was more popular or significant than others for the
authors of these texts?

A bit more perplexing are 4Q180-181, a pair of documents whose rela-
tionship to each other has been the subject of some dispute, particu-
larly between ].T. Milik and D. Dimant. There is no doubt, however, that
the focus of these works, at least of 4Q180, which is often referred to as
the “pesher on the periods,” is on a series of narratives from Genesis. The
debate centers only on which stories are referred to and the purpose for
which they are gathered. Milik believes that the focal point of these texts
(which he holds to be two copies of the same text) is the theme of angelic
intervention, while | Dimant, who denies their identity, believes that it
is the exposition of the periods or ages of primeval history.3! The more
substantial of the two texts, 4Q180, makes its Qumran provenance clear
from its first word, W3, through its use of Qumran terminology like PP,

30 Tsuggest, with great diffidence, that the reference to the dove before the actual Flood
story is an anticipation of Noah’s sending it out to seek dry land later on, as the dove is
referred to with a definite article at its first appearance in Gen. 8:8.

31 Originally published by J.M. Allegro, ALUOS 4 (1962—63): 3—5, and DJD V, 77-8o,
which must of course be corrected by J. Strugnell, “Notes en marge du volume V des Dis-
coveries in the Judaean Desert of Jordan,” RevQ 7 (1970): 252—55; J.T. Milik, “Milki-sedeq
et Milki-resa‘ dans les anciens écrits juifs et chrétiens,” JJS 23 (1972): 109-124; idem, The
Books of Enoch (Oxford: Clarendon, 1976), 248-53; D. Dimant, “The ‘Pesher on the Periods’
(4Q180) and 4Q184,” Israel Oriental Studies 9 (1979): 77-102. In my discussion I shall follow
the most recent discussion by Dimant and allude to Milik’s analysis when relevant. Unfor-
tunately, restorations play a significant role in the debate.
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“period,” and 770, “rule,” and deterministic ideology like "2 OX72 DIV3,
[0 ]m5wa “before He created them, He prepared [their] tasks.”

As far as its relationship to Genesis, 4Q180 1 4-—5 speaks of the birth
of Isaac at the end of ten generations beginning with Shem (Dimant),32
and 1 7-8, the “pesher on Azazel,” paraphrases Gen. 6:4.33 The order
thus appears not to be strictly chronological. Abram’s change of name to
Abraham (Gen. 17:3—5) is paraphrased in 2—4 i 3—5. The following column
alludes to Mount Zion and Lot (2—4 ii 1-3) and, after a vacat, identifies the
three men who visited Abraham as angels (2—4 ii 3—4; Gen. 18), proceeding
without a break into a fairly close version of Gen. 18:20—21. Dimant and
Milik agree that 5-6 1—4 refer to the distance from Beersheba to Mount
Zion (= Mount Moriah/Jerusalem) but disagree both about its place in
the Abraham narrative and regarding the reference to Pharaoh in line 5.3+
Milik referred it to Sarah’s perils at the hands of Pharaoh and Abimelech,
while Dimant, insisting on chronological sequence in the manuscript,
believes that it “should better be understood as alluding to an episode
other than the one in Gen. XIL."3

Amid these references to and commentary on the narrative of Genesis,
there is interspersed other material that probably belongs to | the “pesher”
or interpretive portion of the text. But the material in 4Q180 goes far
beyond what we expect, based on the models of the other Qumran
pesharim, not to mention the Genesis commentaries discussed earlier,
and Dimant is certainly correct to point out that “we may have here a
different type of Pesher which expounds subject-matters other than bib-
lical texts.”3¢ The theological expansions in this material are typical of
Qumran theological writing in both themes and language. Both for Milik
and for Dimant, it is clear that the biblical material was assembled for the
larger purpose of the work and not to retell the story of Genesis or even to
interpret it. Especially if we adopt Dimant’s approach rather than Milik’s,

82 T follow the reconstruction of Dimant (80), but the restoration and interpretation of
this section is fraught with difficulty. The one thing of which we can be sure is that we
have a reference to Isaac before the one to the fallen angels.

33 pmax onb 1[5M] [DTRA Maa HR IR WK DORHAM SR 5V qwa1]. 4Qi81 2 1-2
reads: [N132 HR 182 WK D2aRHAM SRy TR AWy nR] prwe 700 Tv] o[Anany]
[o°]ma3 annb [1]75 oIRA. It is the near identity of the reconstructed texts that leads
Milik to claim that both manuscripts are copies of the same work.

34 T tend to agree with Milik that the passage belongs to the context of the Aqedah
(a popular theme, as we have seen, at Qumran) rather than Dimant’s vaguer geographical
perspective.

35 Dimant, 86.

36 Dimant, 92.
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although both are difficult, we understand the concern of this document
with chronology in light of the importance of that theme in Qumran and
in Second Temple literature on the whole. How should our knowledge of
this thematic concern affect our naming of the text? Can this text serve
as a model for our assignment of names and generic description to any of
the documents we discussed earlier?

A very fragmentary text published in 1992 by M.E. Stone and E. Eshel,
An Exposition on the Patriarchs, focuses, of course, on the book of Gen-
esis.3” The order of my discussion of the text is that of the editors, but
a caveat suggested by them must be kept in mind: “We have arranged
the fragments by biblical chronology. Because of the character of the
document... it is not certain that in fact the fragments did occur in this
order.”3® Fragments 1 and 3 clearly deal with Abraham; the first relates
him to Haran, and the second, in its first column, associates him with
“the holy tongue,” citing a passage from Zeph. 3:9.3° Fragment 3 ii refers to
the Covenant, and apparently quotes Gen. 1518 (3 ii 3—4). From a generic
standpoint, 4Q464, like a | number of other texts I have discussed, writes
about its biblical figures narratively, with dialogue omitted virtually com-
pletely. This type of writing has the effect of speeding up the action in the
narrative because dialogue tends to retard it. The citation of Gen. 1518
here is introduced with the formula 98 IWK3, “just as it says,” which
establishes the relationship of the Exposition with canonical Scripture.

Fragment 5 reflects either the Noachic Flood or the destruction of
Sodom and Gomorrah,*° and fragment 6 clearly portrays the Aqedah,

37 M.E. Stone and E. Eshel, “An Exposition on the Patriarchs (4Q464) and Two Other
Documents (4Q4642 and 4Q464°),” Le-Muséon 105 (1992): 243-64; “464. 4QExposition on
the Patriarchs,” in M. Broshi et al., Qumran Cave 4, XIV: Parabiblical Texts, Part 2 (DJD XIX;
Oxford: Clarendon, 1995), 215-30.

38 Stone and Eshel, “Exposition,” 245; DJD XIX, 215-17. They properly raise the generic
question regarding this text, stressing the presence of vacats, which might have structural
functions. “The occurrence of the word peser and the citation of a biblical verse following
a formulaic introduction in fragment 3, as well as the possible similar citation in fragment
7, line 3, seem to run against the idea that this is a simple narrative apocryphon of some
sort.” This observation might also be applied to some of the pseudo-Jubilees and Com-
mentary on Genesis texts discussed earlier.

39 On this text, see Eshel and Stone’s further discussion in Tarbiz 62 (1993): 169—77 and
DJD, XIX, 219—21.

40 Stone and Eshel in the editio princeps prefer Sodom and Gomorrah but seem to
change their minds in the comments on the official publication, DJD XIX, 224—25. The
emphasis on destruction by water sufficed to convince me that the context is the Noah
story, as water plays no role in descriptions of Sodom and Gomorrah, and the editors in
DJD have made an even stronger case.
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including the citation of the celestial command to Abraham not to sac-
rifice his son. This is the fourth or fifth appearance of the Agedah in
the literary sources we are examining, and the third citation of this very
verse.! Fragments 7 and 8 belong to the Jacob narrative, with as many
as six incidents in his life alluded to in eight lines (one of them a vacat!),
according to the editors. They suggest that we have here a listing of events
in Jacob’s life such as is found in the Testament of Levi.*? Regardless, it is
the most compressed retelling we have seen, omitting everything in the
biblical narrative except the barest details of a very limited selection out
of Gen. 25-34. Fragment 10 contains a single word on each of two con-
secutive lines, MW, “ox” or “wall,” and 17172n, “they sold him.” The latter
plausibly comes from a Joseph context, as noted by the editors, while the
former might as well.43

These limited, rather small fragments of 4Q464 contain a greater range
of Genesis stories than any of the other texts I am discussing in this
essay (and all of the identifiable pieces conform to the working title of
the document). The surviving text is about the patriarchs, and not their
predecessors, an observation I stress in light of the substantial Enoch-
Watchers-Noah material we find in many other Qumran texts. The distri-
bution of the fragments of this text coheres far better than those of any
pseudo-Jubilees or Commentary on Genesis and perhaps | should help us
to see the others as less comprehensive and inclusive, and ultimately as
belonging to different genres.

Paraphrase of Genesis and Exodus is the official title assigned to 4Q422,
published by Tov and Elgvin in DJD XIII, presumably because it relates,
in its own language, stories from those two pentateuchal books.** In
actuality, however, the two first columns (out of three reconstructed by
Elgvin and Tov) contain limited material from the end of the stories of
Creation and the Garden of Eden (Gen. 1-3) and the Flood (Gen. 6-8). The
other column describes the plagues of Egypt. Even granted the vagaries
of random preservation of manuscripts in the Qumran caves, we must be

41 There are references to the Agedah in 4Q225, 4Q226, 4Q252, and perhaps 4Qi8o.
Phrases from Gen. 22:12 are quoted also at 4Q225 2 ii 8-9 and 4Q252 iii 7—9.

42 Stone and Eshel, “Exposition,” 257, and DJD XIX, 226-27, referring to T. Lev. 12:5.

43 Compare Gen. 49:22 MWW 59 and the well-known midrashic reading of Gen. 49:6
MW 1pY. I have discussed the relationship of several points in 4Q464 to other sources
of ancient Jewish exegesis in “Three Notes on 4Q464” (Hebrew), Tarbiz 65 (1996): 29—-32
(translated below 1.286-290).

44 T. Elgvin and E. Tov, “Paraphrase of Genesis and Exodus,” in H. Attridge et al., Qum-
ran Cave 4, VIII: Parabiblical Texts, Part 1 (DJD XIII; Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 417—41.
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extremely diffident in using terminology that implies great scope to this
text. We must first judge the text by its own dimensions and only then
posit a hypothetical range for it.

The summary description of creation in 4Q422 i, like the rest of this text,
has overtones of psalmodic wisdom, perhaps undermining even further
the classification “paraphrase.” Would we use such phraseology regarding
Psalms 78, 105, or 106? The narrative is told in its limited fashion, one sus-
pects, toward an objective beyond the story line, perhaps to indicate that
man’s disobedience of God’s commands goes back to the very first genera-
tion of humanity, and that the sin-punishment cycle had already begun
then. The focus on Noah in column ii comes as no surprise to us after we
have seen a variety of references to his tale in the documents examined
to this point. It is obvious that the story of Noah and Noah himself were
of interest and significance to the circles that produced the literature of
Qumran and its kin.*> The persistent preservation of references to Noah
is not likely to be random.

In both of the columns that Elgvin has reconstructed, it is clear that
the genre is not even selectively Rewritten Bible, and that the term “para-
phrase” is thus perhaps misleading. Column i juxtaposes sharply God’s
entitling man to eat the produce of the earth except for the tree of knowl-
edge together with Adam’s eating from the tree, described as an act of for-
getfulness done with evil intention. The picture (admittedly fragmentary)
is generic; the narrative is about God—“He made; He made; He gave him
dominion”"—it does not seem to focus on specific human individuals. In
column ii, as well, | although a large part appears to be a recapitulation of
the biblical narrative in biblical language, there are significant additions,
primarily in the column’s second half, which indicate that a Tendenz is
present. If my understanding of ii 9 17185 wan, “he offered before Him,”
is correct, we have another reference to Noah’s sacrifice after the Flood
(compare 4Q253 3 ii 2), which precedes the allusion to the rainbow and
the preservation of astronomical order, as it does in Genesis.*6

Significant for my discussion is the fact that the reconstructed remains
of 4Q422 are basically limited to Creation and man’s disobedience, the
Flood, and, in the portion not discussed in this essay, the beginning of

45 1QapGen, 1Q19, 4Q252—254a, and 4Q370, in addition to the substantial Enochic litera-
ture found at Qumran, See my discussion in “Noah and the Flood at Qumran.”

46 If Elgvin’s filling the lacuna in line 12 with 5[p xnb mmxn ] 15 or »1p[n]
®]IRY 0NV is correct, we might have some sort of reference to calendrical reckoning or
the like.
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Exodus through the plagues.*” It does not appear from the surviving mate-
rial that this manuscript contained a “paraphrase” of Genesis and Exodus,
but rather accounts of particular biblical pericopae, condensed or expanded
according to the objectives of the author. In what way does this text differ
from some of the other texts I have discussed to this point? Once there is a
process of selection, compression, and omission, our obligation to under-
stand the thought process and focus of the composer/compiler becomes
greater, and it should force us to be as limiting as possible in naming texts
and in hypothesizing about their possible range. In the instance of 4Q422,
the “wisdom” or didactic aspect of the retelling should be quite clear, and
in fact, Elgvin and Chazon have pointed out lines of contact among this
document and others with such very different kinds of title as 4Q504
(Dibre Ham®), the newly published sapiential works [4QInstruction], and
the very fragmentary 4QMeditation on Creation texts.

Let us turn to texts that cannot in any way be described as retellings of
or commentaries on Genesis. C.A. Newsom, the editor of 4Q370, describes
it as An Admonition Based on the Flood, because its first column summa-
rizes the biblical deluge, while the second “does not contain more nar-
rative but rather homiletical or admonitory remarks.”#® The cataclysmic
occurrence as punishment for mankind’s sins is stressed by the author
(i 3-5), and its effect on all living creatures, including ©'[Ma]sn, “the
mighty ones,” is given a | thumbnail sketch (i 5-6). The establishment of
the covenant of the rainbow and the promise of no future flood concludes
the last coherent section (i 7-8).

Newsom points perceptively to the significance of Noah's absence from
the text, drawing from it the conclusion regarding genre that 4Q370 is
unlikely to be a Noachic testament.*® Noah’s absence also differentiates
4Q370 from 4Q422, for example, where Noah is present and acts, despite
other similarities between these documents. The interest/perspective
(although not the point of view) of 4Q370 is also on the divine, focusing
on God’s actions before and after man’s sin. To cite Newsom once again,
“The selection and omission of detail suggests that the author is inter-
ested in the flood as a story of disobedience and punishment rather than,

47 The single reconstructed Exodus column contains references to the midwives, Moses
(at the bush?), and a poetic-sounding list of nine plagues.

48 C.A. Newsom, “4Q370: An Admonition Based on the Flood,” RevQ 13 (1988): 23. The
text has now been published by her in M. Broshi et al., Qumran Cave 4, XIV: Parabiblical
Texts, Part 2 (DJD XIX; Oxford: Clarendon, 1995), 85-97.

49 Newsom, “Admonition,” 29; DJD XIX, 85.
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e.g., a story of the deliverance of the righteous.”>° The tone of 4Q370, on
the other hand, is reminiscent of that of 4Q422 i, where man manifests
ingratitude to divine blessing by sinning. The uses of the story of man’s
first disobedience in 4Q422 and of the Flood in 4Q370 are similar and may
point to a loose generic connection between them, but the didacticism of
the two retellings does not appear to be identical.

Another non-narrative context in which the Genesis material makes
an appearance at Qumran is in the liturgical texts known as Dibre
Hamme’orot®! In 4Q504 8 + 9 1-22, the prayer is clearly based on the
story of the creation of man in Genesis 1 and 2, and his disobedience in
Genesis 3, followed by fragmentary allusions to the Flood. Chazon sug-
gests that those fragmentary references to the Flood story were also devel-
oped along the “sin-punishment” theme. She has drawn attention to the
similarities between the contents of this text and of 4Q422, which also
describes man’s creation, disobedience, and the Flood, as well as those of
4Q423 2, a sapiential text that alludes to man’s placement in and expul-
sion from Eden.52 The use of the Genesis | material in these texts, as well

50 Newsom, “Admonition,” 35; DJD XIX, 88.

51 M. Baillet, Qumran Grotte 4, IIl (4Q482-4Q520) (DJD VII; Oxford: Clarendon, 1982),
162—64. This passage was drawn to my attention in connection with this essay by Esther
Chazon in the summer of 1994. I am indebted to Dr. Chazon both for the reference and
for her sharing with me in prepublication form her article “The Creation and Fall of Adam
in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Book of Genesis in Jewish and Oriental Christian Interpreta-
tion: A Collection of Essays (ed. ]. Frishman and L. Van Rompay; Traditio Exegetica Greeca
5; Louvain: Peeters, 1997), 13—24.

52 Chazon, 17, points out that both 4Q422 and 4Q504 follow the Flood with the narra-
tive of the Exodus, and suggests that this strengthens the links between them but stresses
that “Other than the lesson drawn from the historical examples, there is no further over-
lap in the Flood and Exodus passages.” Slightly differing texts of 4Q423 2 1-6 are pre-
sented in T. Elgvin, “Admonition Texts from Qumran Cave 4,” in Methods of Investigation
of the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Khirbet Qumran Site: Present Realities and Future Prospects
(ed. M.O. Wise, N. Golb, JJ. Collins, and D.G. Pardee; Annals of the New York Academy
of Sciences 722; New York: New York Academy of Sciences, 1994), 188, and Wacholder
and Abegg, 2.166. [The DJD edition of 4Q423 was subsequently published by Elgvin in
Qumran Cave 4, XXIV: Sapiential Texts Part 2. 4QInstruction (Mtsar Lé-Meévin): 4Qq15ff- (ed.
J. Strugnell and D.J. Harrington, S.J.; DJD 34; Oxford: Clarendon, 1999), 505-533. In it, the
numeration of fragments 1 and 2 is reversed from that in early editions.] Elgvin (188), fol-
lowed by Chazon, calls this text “a paraphrase on Gen ch. 3 and admonition for human
life.” Chazon, 18, calls it “a piece of wisdom instruction and admonition based upon the
Eden story.” I choose, however, to exclude it from my discussion of Genesis interpretation
at Qumran because I think that, whereas it is stylistically dependent on Gen. 3, it does
not appear to do more with the biblical original. It is thus unlike 4Q370, for example,
which tells the tale of the Flood and then appears to use it in a moralistic message. As far
as we can tell, there is no attempt in 4Q423 to say “do not do as Adam did, for if you do
you will be punished.” Instead, the reader is addressed in language borrowed from God’s
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as in 4Q370, points toward a plausible category of wisdom retellings of
elements of the Genesis narratives. It might be of special interest that,
as Chazon writes, “according to the reconstruction of Dibre Hamme’orot
proposed by Puech, Stegemann and myself, the Eden and Flood reminis-
cences were closely followed by a passage recounting the Exodus from
Egypt.”53 Although Dibre Hamme’orot is, as Chazon describes it, a series of
“communal petitions motivated by historical reminiscences which prog-
ress chronologically during the course of the week,”>* it appears to omit
the remainder of Genesis from its historical survey. None of the incidents
in the lives of the patriarchs seems to have furnished material for the com-
poser of these prayers. |

A fragmentary Aramaic text, surviving in two or three manuscripts,
seems to have references to some of the stories of Genesis.5® 4Q243 9 1
has the single word T1M5, “to Enoch,” while 4Q243 10 2—3 contains the
words “[up] on the tower...[to] examine the building.” The latter phrase
appears to be interpretation of Gen. 11:5, God’s descent to view the tower
of Babel. Fragment 12 seems to refer to the four hundred years of the Egyp-
tian exile. Because it refers also to their “coming from the midst...[ ]
their crossing the river Jordan,” I suggest that this passage comes from
an account or a retelling of the prophecy to Abraham at the Covenant
between the Pieces (Gen. 15:13-18), wherein the length of the exile, the
successful Exodus, and the grant of the land of Canaan are all found.56

punishment of Adam; he is the “Adam” of the passage. Whether there is an interpretation
of biblical Adam’s sin hidden in the lacunae cannot be known. It appears that John Col-
lins’s understanding of this passage approaches my own: “The garden is a metaphor for life,
and the situation of Adam is that of Everyman.... In view of the fragmentary state of the
text we cannot be sure why the garden will produce thorns and thistles, or whether it will
only do so in some circumstances. It seems clear, however, that Adam’s authority over the
garden is generalized, and taken to apply to Everyman, the implied addressee of the text”
(“Wisdom, Apocalypticism and the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in ‘Jedes Ding hat seine Zeit...": Stu-
dien zur israelitischen und altorientalischen Weisheit Diethelm Michel zum 65. Geburtstag,
[ed. A.A. Diesel et al.; Berlin and New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1996], 26—27).

53 Chazon; 16; compare E.G. Chazon, “4QDIBHAM: Liturgy or Literature?” RevQ 15
(1992): 449. In a communication of 27 August 1996, Chazon indicates that, at least accord-
ing to Stegemann’s reconstruction, there is actually room for more Genesis material before
the Exodus references. In this context, as often, our conclusions must be tempered by the
large lacunae in the text.

54 Chazon, 14.

55 Two of the manuscripts, 4Q243-244 (4Qpseudo-Daniel A, B ar), overlap with each
other; there is no evidence that 4Q245 (4Qpseudo-Daniel C ar) belongs to the same text.
Partially published by J.T. Milik in RB 63 (1956): 41—415, they have now been fully edited
by J. Collins and P. Flint in DJD XXII, 95-164.

56 In their selection of material from this text, J.A. Fitzmyer and D.J. Harrington
(A Manual of Palestinian Aramaic Texts [Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1978], 4) followed

78



79

84 CHAPTER THREE

Fragment 8 of 4Q244 clearly refers to Noah’s descent from Mount Lubar
after the Flood, with a one-word allusion to “a city.” Fragment g has as its
only legible words “the tower [whose he]ight.” The remainder of the frag-
ments of these manuscripts seem to have no bearing on Genesis, and the
appearance of the name Daniel, and probably of Nebuchadnezzar as well,
might be seen to place the Genesis material at a distant point in history
from the perspective of the bulk of the work.57

Legal material occasionally contains reference to the Genesis narratives
as well. In 4Q265, which recently received preliminary | publication by
Joseph M. Baumgarten, we find an incident from Genesis being introduced
into a document that is fundamentally a legal text.58 The creation of Adam
and Eve, and God’s subsequently introducing them into the Garden of
Eden, becomes the link by which the laws of purification following child-
birth are connected. The details of Lev. 12:1-6 are related to the respective
periods of purification that Adam and Eve had to undergo before entry
into the Garden. The actual biblical details are minimal, but, as Baumgar-
ten points out, the concept of Eden as sanctuary seems to underlie this
association. It is instructive, perhaps, to contrast the relationship between
law and narrative in 4Q265 with that in Jubilees. In Jubilees, the narrative

Milik and juxtaposed fragments 11 and 12 so that the word “Egypt” follows the words “from
the midst of.” In a preliminary presentation of some of this material at the SBL Annual
Meeting in 1989, Peter Flint maintained that reconstruction, but in the DJD edition, 149,
this placement is rejected on the grounds that 4Q243 11 3 “ruler in the land” refers to Joseph
and belongs to an earlier stage of the narrative. My suggestion that this passage be read
as predictive, rather than historical, leans heavily on the imperfect tense of the verb in 12
2, understood as a future both by the editors and by Fitzmyer and Harrington; F. Garcia
Martinez, “4Qpseudo Daniel Aramaic and the Pseudo-Danielic Literature,” Qumran and
Apocalyptic: Studies on the Aramaic Texts from Qumran (STD] 9; Leiden: Brill, 1992), 139,
renders somewhat surprisingly “he .. .brought them out.”

57 Fitzmyer and Harrington (192) describe the fragments of 4Qpseudo-Daniel which
they publish as dealing “with (A) the flood and the tower of Babel, (B) the exodus from
Egypt, (C) Israel’s sin and the exile, (D) the first of the four kingdoms, (E) the Hellenistic
era, and (F) the eschatological era.” If my suggestion is correct, their (A) and (B) both
belong to Genesis. Collins and Flint, 138-151, divide it into “Court Setting,” “Primaeval His-
tory,” “From the Patriarchs to the Exile,” “The Hellenistic Era,” and “The Eschatological
Period.” The second and part of the third belong to Genesis.

58 J.M. Baumgarten, “Purification after Childbirth and the Sacred Garden in 4Q265 and
Jubilees,” in New Qumran Texts and Studies: Proceedings of the First Meeting of the Interna-
tional Organization for Qumran Studies, Paris 1992 (ed. G.J. Brooke with F. Garcia Martinez;
STD]J 15; Leiden: Brill, 1994), 3-10. [The DJD edition of 4Q265 is ]. Baumgarten, “265. 4QMis-
cellaneous Rules,” in Qumran Cave 4, XXV: Halakhic Texts (ed. J. Baumgarten et al.; DJD 35;
Oxford: Clarendon, 1999), 57-78.] I thank Professor Baumgarten for calling this text to my
attention when I presented an earlier version of this paper to a group of Qumran scholars
at the Institute for Advanced Studies of the Hebrew University in July 1994.
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furnishes the reason for the introduction of the laws, whereas in 4Q265,
the narrative seems to be introduced to furnish an etiology for the law.

Two summaries of a portion of the Genesis narrative, which differ
from all those I mentioned earlier, also occur in texts that are at least
partly legal. In the “Admonition” of CD, surveying the history of human
obedience and disobedience,? the text mentions in quick succession the
Watchers who fell (0w *"; 2:17-18); their (?) children who perished
in the Flood (2:19—21); the sons of Noah who went astray (3:1); Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob, of whom God approved (3:2—4); and the sons of Jacob
who went astray (3:4-5).5° There is no story told regarding any of them,
and the reading audience was presumed competent enough to recognize
the allusions to Scripture. The result is an inferential use of Genesis mate-
rial, demonstrating God’s favor or disfavor as the result of obedience or
disobedience already in hoary antiquity.

A very similar theme seems to underlie fragments 1—3 of 5Q13, “Une
Reégle de la Secte.”®! Fragment 1 6—7 contains the phrase | *32n nnaN2
o["5]R, “You chose from the sons of g[od]s,” and n*¥Y MY, “and You
favored Noah”; fragment 2 5-8 reads; nnpI[1]7 2Py HN[ Jomnara
TARY % M an[ 10 h R[] 58 nva3; fragment 3 contains one read-
able word, 71, “Enoch.” The rest of the fragments of this document are
of a legal nature, leading the editors, quite plausibly, to characterize this
text as resembling CD in having a historical preface to its legal prescrip-
tions. In 5Q13, however, as opposed to CD, the allusions to the Genesis
narratives seem to be distributed a bit more broadly. We are furnished,
it appears, with a theological reading of the history from Enoch and the
“sons of gods” through Noah, Abraham, Jacob, and Levi. This is exactly
the group of characters we might have predicted would make its appear-
ance in a Qumran text of this kind. These are the figures from Genesis
who are central to Qumranic biblical historiography and who have turned
up repeatedly in our survey of these texts. Schiffman indeed suggests

59 The section begins (2:14-15) "Wpna Pan> mxh 0y A% H wnw oaa anp
5& and concludes (312ff ) with a transition to more proximate history, from the standpoint
of the sectarian author.

60 Dimant (97) actually compares this passage in CD to the “Pesher on the Periods” in
terms of its scope and emphases.

61 M. Baillet, ].T. Milik, and R. de Vaux, eds., Les “Petite Grottes” de Qumran: Explora-
tion de la falaise, Les grottes 2Q, 3Q, 5Q, 6Q, 7Q a 10Q, Le rouleau de cuivre (DJD III; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1962), 181-83. This text has recently appeared in a new edition by L.H. Schiffman
in J.H. Charlesworth et al., The Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Texts with
English Translations, vol. 1, Rule of the Community and Related Documents (Tiibingen and
Louisville: J.C.B. Mohr and Westminster John Knox Press, 1994), 132—43.
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that “a retrospective review of the relationship of God to the biblical
heroes. .. may have been connected with the confession” that was part of
the annual ritual of the sect.62

For the sake of completeness, I shall refer to a group of texts whose
given names might have implied that they were appropriate for our inves-
tigation of Qumran references to Genesis narratives, but that are not. The
text entitled by its editors, Prayer of Enosh (4Q369), which has in 11 9-10
a listing of Mahalalel, Jared, and Enoch as the fifth, sixth, and seventh
generations, respectively, seems unrelated in any other surviving frag-
ment, including 1 ii, which is not too distant, to any Genesis-like material.53
It is possible that the third-person referents in 1 ii 1-11 could refer to a
figure from Genesis, but no character seems appropriate to the context.
Called “Narrative C,” 4Q462, which has references to the sons of Noah by
name (2), to Jacob (3, 6, and probably 1), and Israel (4), cannot be said
to be using the narratives of Genesis.5 In 4Q458 we find bare references
to Judah | and Reuben in fragment 14, but no context at all.5> Finally, I
tend to agree with my co-editor of 4Q372, Eileen Schuller, that the Joseph
referred to there is not the patriarch but the tribe, and there is no need to
try to see a Genesis context in that text.66

What preliminary conclusions, if any, can we draw after this initial sur-
vey of the Genesis narrative material at Qumran? It is quite clear that the
stories of Genesis that were popular and utilized at Qumran constitute
only a small portion of the narratives of the biblical book. This appears to
be true regardless of the genre of the sectarian text. The heavy emphasis

62 Schiffman, 133.

63 H. Attridge and J. Strugnell, eds., “369. 4QPrayer of Enosh,” in H. Attridge et al.,
Qumran Cave 4, VIII: Parabiblical Texts, Part 1 (DJD XIII; Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 353-62;
for fragment 1, see 354—59. J.L. Kugel recently presented a convincing reading of 4Q369
which detaches it from a Genesis context. See now J. Kugel, “4Q369 ‘Prayer of Enosh’ and
Ancient Biblical Interpretation,” DSD 5 (1998): 119-148.

64 First published by M.S. Smith, “4Q462 (Narrative), Frg. 1: A Preliminary Edition,”
RevQ 15 (1991): 55-77, and then in “462. 4QNarrative C,” in M. Broshi et al., Qumran Cave
4, XIV: Parabiblical Texts, Part 2 (DJD XIX; Oxford: Clarendon, 1995), 195—209. Smith (205)
characterizes the text as announcing “the imminent restoration of the people of God.”
There is nothing in it that would point to the names being associated with the stories of
Genesis.

65 Text in Wacholder-Abegg, 2.2091. [DJD edition: E. Larson, “458. 4QNarrative A,” in
Qumran Cave 4, XXVI: Miscellanea, Part I (ed. P. Alexander et al.; DJD 36; Oxford: Claren-
don, 2000), 353—368.]

66 “4Qs72 1 is not an exegetical reflection on Genesis, but rather a text in which the
figure of Joseph stands for the northern tribes” (“4Q372 1: A Text about Joseph,” RevQ 14
[1990]: 368).
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of most of the texts, almost regardless of type, is on the material from the
Creation and the Garden of Eden, Enoch, the Watchers, and the Flood
through the Covenant with Abraham and the Aqedah. It is by now obvi-
ous that Noah and Abraham are the characters most frequently alluded
to, and that the Flood and the Aqedah are the most commonly cited inci-
dents. Can it be mere random selection that preserved very few fragments
dealing with subsequent Genesis material? Or were the antediluvian and
earliest patriarchal periods particularly attractive, interesting, or signifi-
cant to the authors of these texts for some unexpressed reason? I believe
that the latter is the correct answer, and that the pattern of the material
from Qumran conforms to what we should expect based on other Sec-
ond Temple literature. We should therefore be very reluctant to view the
remains of these documents as if they survive from works of great scope,
both in terms of the breadth of the biblical book covered and in terms of
the number of pericopes any given document included.

What stories from Genesis are virtually ignored in these Qumran texts?
Creation and the Garden of Eden appear only in the liturgical, didactic,
or legal material and are alluded to more than retold; Cain and Abel are
omitted; the Tower of Babel appears only in pseudo-Daniel. Isaac exists
only for the Aqedah (except for the allusion to his blessing of Jacob in
RP and perhaps in 4Q252); contrast this with the expanded role of Isaac
in Jubilees over and above the pentateuchal | story. The Jacob narratives
play no role other than references to his birth followed by that of Levi
in 4Q225-226 and 5Q13, and the blessings of his children in 4Q252 and
4Q254. Exceptional once again is 4Qi158, perhaps Reworked Pentateuch,
perhaps commentary, with its story of his fight with “the man.” Strik-
ingly, there is no Joseph material.57 The very fragmentary “Exposition” of
4Q464 is the noticeable exception to this entire characterization, for it
has several allusions to Jacob’s life and probably to Joseph also. Its scope,
although summary in details, has a broader range than that of the other
texts. There is a fullness about it, even in its schematic form and very
fragmentary state, which contrasts with the delimited Genesis material in
the other texts. Clearly, then, homogeneity in this regard is not a feature
of the Qumran library.

When we consider the scope and detail of the retellings found in these
various works, it becomes clear that, once we move away from longer

67 1 exclude the very fragmentary material from Masada published by Talmon in Erez
Israel 20.

82



83

88 CHAPTER THREE

works of the Rewritten Bible such as Genesis Apocryphon, the telling of
the story per se is rarely the motivating factor behind the choice of the
topic. A notable exception seems to be 4Q225, pseudo-Jubilees?, which
does provide narrative with dialogue, although it is possible that we can-
not sense the narrative breadth of other works because of their very frag-
mentary nature.5® Although its focus seems to be didactic, 4Q422, at least
in column 2, also appears to relate the narrative in greater detail than
most of the other works under our investigation. Thus 4Q370, which per-
haps has certain generic connections with 4Q422, tells its story in much
sketchier terms. Of course, we should not expect much in the way of con-
secutive narrative from works that have been categorized as “commen-
tary” or “pesher.” The allusions to Genesis history in CD and 5Q13 are more
schematic even than those in 4Q464, as the argument is buttressed by a
mere summary (at least in CD where we have a coherent text).

Treatment of the same subject matter does not necessarily link texts.
The Flood is treated in all four of the “Genesis commentaries” and works
like 4Q370, 4Q422, and perhaps 4Q504, but the former group addresses the
material via commentary or selectively rewritten Bible or whatever else
we may call it, while the latter one belongs to a didactic or wisdom genre.
Nevertheless, it may very well have been the importance, to the authors of
these works, of the biblical story of the Flood that raised it to prominence
in both groups. Distributions, on | the other hand, can at times give us rea-
son to wonder: All of the so-called Genesis commentaries have references
to Noah or the Flood, yet none of the pseudo-Jubilees material does in the
surviving fragments. Why? Is this a product of the nature of the works and
interests of their authors or the vagaries of preservation?

Why, then, do these texts tell or allude to the stories of Genesis? Prob-
ably the clearest grouping among these texts in terms of their employ-
ment of Genesis material consists of 4Q370, 4Q422, and 4Q504 which
seem to be fragments of texts of a didactic, wisdom nature and use some
of the same narrative sources in their presentations. CD and 5Q13, which
recount a series of biblical events more rapidly and in less detail, might
be adjudged to have similar triggers. Primeval history, or history through
the patriarchs, is held up as example, depicting the sin-punishment or
observance-reward cycle, or both. The story or the list is recounted not

68 4Q226 7, which seems to overlap with 4Q225, might be such a text, and I can imag-
ine that if we had more of 4Q243—244 (pseudo-Daniel) some coherent narrative might
appear.
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for itself but for the lesson it contains. The introduction of the story of
the Garden of Eden in order to furnish an etiology for a biblical law in
4Q265 also leaves us no doubt as to the function of the tale. It is likely
that the purpose of the retelling in 4Q18o0 still eludes us, although we have
the choice of the options presented by Milik and Dimant. It appears that
in some sense, the story line is part of the theological, “pesher” reading of
the text, but the fragmentary remains prevent us from saying any more
than that. What is very clear is that, as a commentary on Genesis, it has
nothing in common with the four texts we now label “Commentary on
Genesis A-D.”

It is more difficult to characterize the function of the Genesis narra-
tive in the three pseudo-Jubilees and four Genesis commentary texts. To
be sure, 4Q252 is undoubtedly a commentary, and I have discussed else-
where the sorts of problems it chooses to confront. On the other hand, the
three pseudo-Jubilees texts appear to be narratives, not commentaries,
and their choice of language, if it does not fully justify the title “pseudo-
Jubilees,” does put them into the larger family of Second Temple texts to
which Jubilees belongs. My objection to the term “pseudo-Jubilees” is that
it makes the link specifically with Jubilees (and among these texts as well)
too strong. Among the “commentaries,” 4Q254a could as easily be denoted
a narrative as a commentary, while 4Q253 and 4Q254 do not lend them-
selves as easily to classification; they seem not to be narrative, but they are
certainly not as clearly commentary as is 4Q252. These seven texts seem
to stand between 4Q370 and 4Q422, on the one hand, and the examples of
Rewritten Bible on the other. They seem more intimately connected with
the Bible than the former, but lack the scope of the latter. Their selectivity
combined with their fragmentary state makes it that much more difficult
to specify the function of the Genesis narratives within them.

| This shared intermediate status leads me to some tentative remarks
on what the pseudo-Jubilees/Genesis commentary texts have in common.
An examination of this group of texts may offer us some insight into the
development and shape of early biblical commentary by virtue of their
generic variety, despite their divergent nomenclature and our overall
problem of taxonomy. They have in common a movement away from
the large-scale Rewritten Bible commentary exemplified by Jubilees, the
Reworked Pentateuch, and the Genesis Apocryphon. As I remarked earlier,
the genre of commentary begins when the author/commentator becomes
selective, and when every detail of the original no longer demands inclu-
sion. The further away these texts deviate from the shape of the bibli-
cal text, as do 4Q252 and its relatives, the more easily we can recognize
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them as the beginning of commentary. On the other hand, the more they
resemble the biblical text in shape, even though they tell only part of the
story (even when the narrative includes exegetical supplementation, as
in 4Q225), the easier it is for us to give them names that do not acknowl-
edge their fundamental nature as proto-commentaries. These documents
represent two ways of treating the biblical text without resorting to the
cumbersome form of the Rewritten Bible.6® These texts constitute two, or
perhaps seven, pieces of the small puzzle that is biblical interpretation at
Qumran, and of the larger one that is the development of ancient biblical
interpretation. It will take further discoveries and further analysis to fill in
the rest of the missing pieces.

Finally, as we look back over what I have called the contours of Genesis
interpretation at Qumran, we see that the metaphorical surface is not a
smooth one, and the boundaries between adjoining areas are not clearly
demarcated. The outlines change as we change the lens through which we
are looking—that is, depending on the spectrum along which we arrange
the Qumran material. We can orient the texts by their position vis-a-vis
Genesis, ranging from works whose focus is on Genesis (like Rewritten
Bible) to those that are not focused on Genesis per se but introduce it
substantively for some purpose (like 4Q370 or 4Q422, to varying degrees)
to those that merely allude to Genesis in passing (like CD), with a vari-
ety of points in between; we can examine a formal or generic spectrum,
which ranges from narrative in the shape of the canonical text to com-
mentary to liturgy to wisdom; | we can align the Qumran works accord-
ing to their overall scope, ranging from single incidents to surveys of all
Genesis; we can differentiate them by the subtlety of the retelling, ranging
from allusive references to elaborate supplementation; we can discrimi-
nate among the functions of the references to Genesis, from explanatory
(4Q252; Genesis Apocryphon) to didactic (4Q370) to tendentiously theo-
logical (4Q180[?]).

At the same time, we have discerned in the Genesis material at Qum-
ran those segments that were attractive to the authors of the various doc-
uments I have examined and those that were regularly ignored in retelling
and commentary. We have seen the ways in which the very same portions

69 The development I suggest is theoretical and is not meant to suggest a chronology
of the texts I have analyzed. I do not claim that those of our actual texts that are closer to
the shape of the biblical text are earlier than the ones that look more like commentaries.
The form that I think developed earlier in theory might have continued to be used side by
side with the ones that developed later.
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of Genesis were handled in different ways by the Qumran authors. In the
final analysis, then, variety and diversity characterize the Qumran treat-
ments of Genesis, perhaps illustrating, by the many uses to which Scripture
was put, one aspect of the non-uniform nature of the Qumran “library”
even within this fairly narrow selection of material. We have learned to be
wary of the taxonomy imposed on these documents by the early scholars
of Qumran and to think in terms of a nomenclature that is more flexible,
thereby allowing us to compare and contrast documents whose “official”
names would tend to dichotomize them. Having recognized and outlined
some of the similarities and differences among this large and somewhat
amorphous group of Qumran works referring to Genesis, an analogous
method should be applied to our analysis of other similar collections of
texts in the hope that, by ignoring the artificial distinctions imposed by
nomenclature, we can obtain a better, more integrated picture, not only
of Qumran interpretation of Genesis but of Qumran biblical exegesis as
a whole.



CHAPTER FOUR

4Q252: FROM RE-WRITTEN BIBLE TO BIBLICAL COMMENTARY*!

I. INTRODUCTION: SIMPLE-SENSE INTERPRETATION IN ANTIQUITY

The Hebrew Bible has always presented to its readers and interpreters a
broad spectrum of exegetical problems of varying degrees of difficulty.
The canonical form of Scripture demands interpretation of linguistic
difficulties, of real or perceived gaps in the text, of contradictory legal
or narrative material, and of archaic or anachronistic ideas or customs.?
Simple-sense (or sensus literalis or peshat or ad litteram) exegesis focuses
on issues generated by difficulties in language, grammar, context, issues

* This article was written before the publication of the DJD edition by George J. Brooke
in “4Q Commentaries on Genesis A-D,” in G. Brooke et al. eds., Qumran Cave 4.XVII: Para-
biblical Texts, Part 3 (DJD 22; Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996), 185—236 (185-207). Although
its revision does not involve full replacement of references by those in DJD, the text of the
more recent edition has been checked, and appropriate corrections made.

1 4Q252 was the subject of the following publications before the publication of this
essay: J.M. Allegro, “Further Messianic References,” /BL 75 (1956): 174—76 (column v);
H. Stegemann, “Weitere Stiicke von 4QpPsalmsy, von 4Qpatriarchal Blessings und Hinweis
auf eine unedierte Handschrift aus Hohle 4Q mit Exzerpten aus dem Deuteronomium,”
RevQ 6 (1967-69): 21—217; B.Z. Wacholder and M.G. Abegg, A Preliminary Edition of the
Unpublished Dead Sea Scrolls: The Hebrew and Aramaic Texts from Cave Four: Fascicle Two
(Washington, D.C.: Biblical Archaeology Society, 1992) (hereafter PE), 212-15; R.H. Eisen-
man and ].M. Robinson, A Facsimile Edition of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Washington, D.C.: Bibli-
cal Archaeology Society, 1991) (hereafter FE) (particularly Plates 1289 and 1375); T.H. Lim,
“The Chronology of the Flood Story in a Qumran Text (4Q252),” JIS 43 (1992): 288—298
(columns i-ii); RH. Eisenman and M. Wise, The Dead Sea Scrolls Uncovered (Rockport:
Element, 1992), “14. A Genesis Florilegium,” 77-89 (hereafter Eisenman-Wise). (The Spring
1993 issue of JJS which includes a number of articles touching on 4Q252 arrived too late for
me to refer to them in my discussion.) Dr Brooke, who is now the official editor of this text
in the DJD series, was most forthcoming in conversations about it and in his willingness
to furnish me with genuine open access to the material. In addition to supplying me with
superior photocopies of the document, he carefully annotated an earlier draft of this arti-
cle. For all of this exemplary co-operation he has my sincere thanks. I am also grateful to
Professor James VanderKam of the University of Notre Dame for commenting on an earlier
draft, and to Ms Marilyn J. Lundberg, Project Director at the Ancient Biblical Manuscript
Center, Claremont, CA, for furnishing me with enhanced photographs of PAM 43.381, par-
ticularly the dark fragment, which contains the left side of several lines of column ii, and
which is almost completely unreadable in the other photographs available to me.

2 For this selection, cf. G. Vermes, “Bible and Midrash: Early Old Testament Exegesis,”
Post-Biblical Jewish Studies (Leiden: Brill, 1975), 62.



4Q252: FROM RE-WRITTEN BIBLE TO BIBLICAL COMMENTARY 93

which could confront any (rationalist) reader of a given text (as opposed
to those which would affect only an ideologically oriented reader) and
then attempts to solve them more or less within the parameters and
boundaries of the biblical text alone.> When | we evaluate a commentary
which aims at performing such interpretation, the goals of the interpreter
are what we must consider, not the quality of his exegesis. The issue is
not whether his interpretation is right or not according to the canons of
modern exegesis, but only whether it attempts to solve exegetical difficul-
ties solely within the parameters of the text or texts under consideration,
without the superimposition or introduction of external considerations,
such as ideology, pre-conceived historical patterns, etc.

Biblical commentary on the Hebrew Bible in the ancient world begins,
of course, with the ancient versions.# All translations are perforce com-
mentaries, because they must respond to obscurities and ambiguities in
the original language text by clarifying them in the target language. In gen-
eral, the readings of translations are attempts at simple-sense readings.5

3 R. Loewe, “The ‘Plain’ Meaning of Scripture in Early Jewish Exegesis,” Papers of the
Institute for Jewish Studies London (ed. J.G. Weiss; Jerusalem: Magnes, 1964), I, 141-42,
writes sharply, “That only is to be regarded as plain, straightforward, or simple exegesis
which corresponds to the totality of the meaning(s) intended by the writer; any further
significance(s), however emotionally charged, discovered in his message by readers in
the light of subsequent events, lie beyond the purview of ‘plain’ exegesis.” Vermes, ibid.
and “Interpretation, History of: B. At Qumran and in the Targums,” IDB Supplement (ed.
K. Crim et al.; Nashville: Abingdon, 1976), 440, stresses that “ancient Jewish Bible interpre-
tation had a dual purpose: on the one hand, it aimed at rendering the message of the text
intelligible, coherent, and acceptable (pure exegesis); on the other, it sought to discover
in Scripture answers to nonbiblical questions by searching for hidden general principles
which could be applied to new situations and fresh problems (applied exegesis).” Whereas
“pure” exegesis and “simple-sense” exegesis coincide, to a certain degree, Vermes allows
“pure” exegesis to range further than I would allow simple-sense exegesis. James Kugel, In
Potiphar’s House: The Interpretive Life of Biblical Texts (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco,
1990), in his concluding, programmatic, discussion of early biblical interpretation, adopts
a position which might be viewed as intermediate between that of Vermes and that of
Loewe. He writes, 247: “Most of the narrative expansions found in rabbinic midrash and
other early texts have as their point of departure some peculiarity in the biblical text itself.
That is to say, these expansions, whatever other motives and concerns may be evidenced
in them, are formally a kind of biblical exegesis.” But when asking, 248, whether these
narrative expansions constitute “pure” exegesis, deriving “solely from the efforts of early
exegetes to explain the meaning of biblical passages,” his answer is: “Hardly. The early
exegete (s an expositor with an axe to grind [emphasis in the original].” My own position,
argued in the course of this essay, is that even an ideologically biased exegete can produce
simple-sense exegesis, and that this is what we shall discover in 4Q252.

4 Inner biblical interpretation, as depicted in M. Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in
Ancient Israel (Oxford: Clarendon, 1985) is, of course, not in commentary form.

5 There are, of course, “midrashic” renditions in the targumim, and occasionally in LXX,
which we would exclude from “simple-sense”. Loewe, 142, is unwilling to include the early
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The other ancient literary form which frequently contains simple-sense
interpretations is the one which is generally called, following Vermes,
“rewritten Bible.” Such works as Jubilees or the Genesis Apocryphon often
present inferential simple-sense interpretation to their reader who is
aware of the scriptural text. For whenever a narrative retelling chooses
between two options in re-reading the original, or smooths out an awk-
ward construction, or harmonizes an apparent contradiction, it performs
exegesis.5 In his brief survey, Vermes furnishes | examples from the Gen-
esis Apocryphon of clarifying and embellishing additions and apologetical
transpositions, concluding that their “aim is expository, not historical or
theological.””

Commentaries differ from translations and rewritten narratives in
several ways: they are not bound to the words and sentences of a text
as translations are; they are not as closely attached to the narrative or
other coherent structure of the original as rewritten Bible is; they need
not remark on the entire text, but must deal only with such passages as
are problematical or particularly interesting to the commentator, and may
pass selectively from one passage to another, as if not conscious of that
which is being omitted.® The systematic commentary form is, indeed,
rather rare in antiquity, with the two obvious surviving commentary
types being the allegorical writings of Philo and the pesharim of Qumran.®

versions in his search for “the plain meaning of Scripture” because “we cannot properly
say whether the translators had convinced themselves that they were invariably express-
ing the primary meaning of their original as closely as they might, or were consciously
rendering the words in accordance with that sense which, in their opinion, conveyed the
ultimate value of the text.”

6 G. Vermes, “Biblical Interpretation at Qumran,” Eretz Israel 20 (ed. A. Bentor, et al;
1989), 187%, refers to their retelling as seeking “to incorporate various explanatory devices
into the biblical narrative with a view to clarifying, embellishing, completing or updating
it.” It could be argued that embellishing and updating are not, strictly speaking, exegesis,
but the other two categories belong to the basic level of reading the biblical text. Kugel,
in the remarks cited above (n. 3) and throughout the cited book, has attempted to dem-
onstrate how many motifs in rabbinic and other retellings of the biblical narrative relate
to formal exegetical stimuli.

7 Ibid., 187%-188*. On. 190%, nn. 19, Vermes supplies a substantial list of earlier treat-
ments of Qumran biblical exegesis as a whole which should be consulted for comprehen-
siveness. I should add to his list D. Patte, Early Jewish Hermeneutic In Palestine (SBLDS
22; Missoula: Scholars, 1975), 209-314, and E. Slomovic, “Toward an Understanding of the
Exegesis in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” RevQ 7 (1969—71): 3-15.

8 Omissions also exist in “rewritten Bible” and may be significant by their absence. The
omission of a passage in a commentary frequently points in the opposite direction, lack
of interest or importance.

9 Kugel makes the same observation, 264, but, since he is not concerned solely with
“simple-sense” commentary, does not stress how both of them differ significantly from
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Neither of them is concerned to present in a methodological fashion the
simple-sense interpretation of a biblical text and the difficulties which it
presents to its reader. Philo’s primary goal, for example, is an exposition
of an allegorical reading beyond the simple sense of the text, so that any
simple-sense interpretation which his commentaries may be said to con-
tain are almost incidental.

Vermes has written, “The exegesis of individual books [at Qumran] may
be subdivided into two groups: 1) the REWRITTEN BIBLE type, or a para-
phrastic retelling of the text of Scripture, and 2) the QUMRAN PESHER.”?
Simple-sense interpretation at Qumran has heretofore been limited to
the first group and to the presence in certain halakhic works at Qum-
ran of several forms of reading which might be categorized as simple-
sense interpretation, whether by grouping, harmonizing, adding to or
recasting texts.I! But these halakhic works, too, do not take the form of
commentary.

When we turn to the commentaries found at Qumran, primarily the
pesharim of various sorts, we see that their exegesis does not strive at
all to achieve a contextual and literal understanding of the biblical text,
but rather its historical or eschatological actualization.!> They seek “to

that type. He also includes rabbinic midrash readily as the first “sustained straightforward
commentaries to follow Philo and the pesharim.” In my view, the latter compilations, in
addition to being of somewhat later date, are only occasionally “sustained straightforward
commentaries” on the biblical text. The commentary portions, some of which do address
simple-sense issues and should not be ignored as sources of “pure” exegesis in antiquity,
are interspersed among homiletical remarks, aggadic stories about biblical figures, and
tales about various sages.

10 Vermes, “Biblical Interpretation at Qumran,” ibid.

I Vermes, ibid., 185*-187*.

12 The relationship of the pesher to the biblical text, and the process of achieving that
relationship, has been the subject of much discussion. For example, I. Frohlich, “Le Genre
Littéraire des Pesharim de Qumran,” RevQ 12 (1986): 385, makes the rather bold assertion:
“Le pesher n’est pas un commentaire; il est une sorte d’identification.” E. Slomovic writes,
4, “The commentator of the Scrolls attempts to find in the Biblical text a basis for his theol-
ogy and a statement of the principles underlying historical events. Just as the rabbis in the
Talmud and Midrash, the exegete of the Scrolls applies hermeneutics to the text in order
to find therein confirmation for his ideas and oftentimes disregards the peshat for the sake
of the derash.” On the other hand, GJ. Brooke has stressed the fact that “there is nothing
in the pesher that cannot be derived somehow from the scriptural text, either directly,
or through the proper appreciation of the exegetical technique being used, or through
appreciation of other related biblical passages which may have informed the author’s
choice of words” (“The Kittim in the Qumran Pesharim,” Images of Empire [ed. L. Alex-
ander; JSOTSup 122; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1991], 144). Brooke’s remarks are
a useful corrective to excessively zealous historical reconstructions of the pesharim, but
his assertion does not make them into simple-sense commentaries. While the comments
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associate a | biblical text, understood as prophecy with a contemporary
or near-contemporary event whenever possible...Hence the common
designation of the genre as fulfillment interpretation.”® Vermes breaks
pesher exegesis down further into cryptic historical, plain historical,
theological and neutral. The latter form, he claims, is “totally non-spe-
cific interpretation without any historical or doctrinal allusion...where
the commentator seems to have nothing to add.”* This rarely con-
fronted aspect of pesher-exegesis may contain the germ of simple-sense
interpretation.

II. 4Q252: A COMMENTARY ON THE COMMENTARY

The text to be discussed in this essay, 4Q252, a work formerly known
as 4QpGen?, but now [2012] designated “Commentary on Genesis A,”
is, in my view, generically and typologically different from any Qumran
text yet published, and represents the first steps taken in the direction
of non-esoteric and non-tendentious simple-sense expository biblical
commentary.’® The relatively well-preserved portions of this document

in the pesharim find their triggers in the biblical texts far more frequently than is usually
admitted, they are not intended to solve ordinary problems of exegesis in those texts.

13 Vermes, ibid., 188%-189*.

14 Vermes, ibid., 189*. George Brooke suggested in a comment on an earlier draft of this
section that “this is something of a false dichotomy, since it is clear that the interpreter has
some understanding of the text’s original content and structure which he does not com-
pletely ignore but builds on for historical and eschatological (often typological) actualiza-
tion.” It is true that the exegesis or eisegesis of the pesharim is not completely removed
from its structure and even its literal sense at times, but the goal of the commentary is cer-
tainly not to clarify or explicate that original sense. Loewe, 141, n. 1, is perhaps a bit more
extreme, writing, “even had their [the Dead Sea sect’s] interpretation been straightforward
rather than eschatological, the method by which it was achieved would have rendered
the description ‘plain’ exegesis scarcely apposite.” I believe that the commentary in 4Q252
might satisfy even Loewe’s demands on simple-sense interpretation.

15 T have adopted here this somewhat overstated description for heuristic purposes,
and, for simplicity’s sake, operate with the notion that there is one author for all of the
comments in the MS and examine the text as it stands without attempting to go behind it.
The question of the “sources” of 4Q252 will be touched upon later. 4Q252 is certainly not
a full-fledged commentary in its present form, since there are many problems in Genesis
which it does not address, and there are also portions of it which seem to respond to the
difficulties in the biblical text in the manner of rewritten Bible. It could also be called
“selectively rewritten Bible,” except for the fact that the very selectivity effectively removes
it from the class of retold narrative. We could designate it as “proto-commentary,” were it
not for the fact that the proliferation of such terminology is to be avoided. We shall later
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| consist of a series of exegetical remarks, some with lemmas, and some
without, situated sequentially and covering Genesis 6—49, but with no
overt principle governing its choice of passages on which to comment.!6
What is striking, at first glance, is the very un-pesher-like exegesis which
it contains.!” Both formally and conceptually, there is no text analogous
to it in antiquity. In this essay, we shall first attempt to examine and ana-
lyze the manuscript’s exegetical remarks in isolation from one another
with an eye toward substantiating these claims, proceed to discuss earlier
attempts at its classification, and, finally, return to the document to con-
firm our conclusions about its approach and genre.

consider whether such a fundamentally simple-sense commentary can be said to contain
tendentious or ideological interpretation.

16 Eisenman-Wise’s characterization of the text as a “Genesis Florilegium” because of
its non-continuous, selective, nature, is an attractive one, on a certain level, and I believe
that it is more suitable for the document than “pesher.” My only reservation is that “Flo-
rilegium” tends to be employed for a collection made with a particular goal in mind, and
I do not believe that 4Q252 is such a text, although Eisenman-Wise would claim that the
collection was made with ideological goals in mind. I agree with George Brooke (private
communication) that the more mundane “commentary” is probably the right descrip-
tive term at this point. Despite our reference to the text as “commentary” or “pesher,” it
appears that there are also portions of the text, like column iii 6-8 (the Aqedah), which
seem to be straight “rewritten Bible,” adapting the biblical text with no comments (Gen.
22:10-12). I should restore there as follows (after the readings in PE and A Preliminary
Concordance to the Hebrew and Aramaic Fragments from Qumran Caves II-X (printed from
index cards compiled by R.E. Brown, J.A. Fitzmyer, W.G. Oxtoby and ]. Teixidor; prepared
and arranged for printing by H.P. Richter; Gottingen, 1988; referred to hereafter as Prelimi-
nary Concordance or PC):

nown

on[wi g 0 TR PHR RPN 13 DR VINWH] 1T IR DANAR
[NR 71232 DR ANWN KD ANKR D98 KT 22 NPT A]NY MOKR M
[an]n noTme
And Abraham stretched out his hand [to slaughter his son and an angel of the Lord
cried out to him from the he]avens and said to him no[w I know that you are a
God-fearer, and that you did not withhold your son,] your only one from [me].
But in light of the fragmentary nature of the material, it is difficult to be certain what is
being included and what excluded in those passages for which the remains are limited.
We note that 4Q225 (called Pseudo-Jubilees?) 2 i 12—ii 9 (PE, 205; official publication by
J.C. VanderKam in H. Attridge et al., eds., Qumran Cave 4.VIII: Parabiblical Texts, Part1 [DJD
13; Oxford: Clarendon, 1994], 140-155) contains a paraphrase of the Aqedah whose last line
overlaps with, but differs from, the language of 4Q252. In our ongoing discussion we shall

focus on the commentary aspect of the document because therein lies its novelty.

17 Lim, 298, correctly notes that the use of the term “pesher” for this text or 4Q253 or
4Q254 is tenuous unless applied rather loosely.
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A. Column i 1-3 (Genesis 6:3)
The first column of the manuscript begins apparently in mid-sentence:!8

D ORI MY DY R M3 MY DWINWI KRN PaIR nw[a]
PRIV MW DMWPI ARA DR 100 09ph TR i T 8D nR
510 n

|...in the four hundred eightieth year of Noah’s life their time came to
Noah!® seeing that God had said, “my spirit shall not dwell forever in man,
and their days shall be determined at one hundred and twenty years until
the time of the waters of the flood.”

By locating this divine communication in the four hundred eightieth year
of Noah, and by adding the modifier 9an n PR T, 4Q252 takes a posi-
tion on the ancient dispute regarding the allusion in “one hundred twenty
years” (Gen. 6:3). According to our commentary, it does not refer to the
maximum life-span of man, but to the amount of time which is given to
man (usually to repent) before the flood.20 It is perhaps noteworthy that

18 The transcriptions in Wacholder-Abegg, PE, 213, have been checked wherever pos-
sible against the photocopies which Dr Brooke provided, the enhanced photographs of
PAM 43.381 from the Ancient Biblical Manuscript Center, the plates in FE and against PC
from which PE was reconstructed. In a number of cases, Dr Brooke suggested readings
based on his examination of the text which we accept, and in one or two cases we suggest
alternative readings.

19 Although it is not difficult to translate M35 o¥p 82 literally, the phrase is somewhat
hard to construe in context (beyond the standard Qumran difficulty with rendering Y as
“time” or “end”). Lim, 291, believes that the words correspond to 385 83 W31 53 pp of 6:13.
But there is no way in 6:13 for Noah to be the object of a preposition replacing %389 of MT.
Therefore, whereas it appears that the Qumran phrase certainly corresponds to that bibli-
cal text stylistically, its meaning cannot be closely related to the meaning of that verse. If
we take the vav of IR D'1HRI as explicative, “seeing that God had said .. .,” and the order
subject + verb as perhaps indicating the pluperfect, the rest of the comment explains what
Noah found out about man’s time/end from God. See Final Note.

20 [ife span of man: Genesis Rabbah 26:3 to Gen 6:3: DJw LW DAY KA 17 ROR
mn ohwa omhy nagpw, “But I shall bring upon them the diminution of years which
I have decreed regarding them in this world” (text according to the commentary of
J. Theodor and C. Albeck, eds., Midrash Bereshit Rabbah [Jerusalem: Wahrmann, 1965],
251-52). Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum 3; Josephus, Ant. Jud. I 75; as well as
C. Westermann, Genesis 1-1: A Commentary (tr. ].J. Scullion, S.J.; Minneapolis: Augsburg,
1984), 376, among the moderns. Time to repent: Targumim Ongelos, Neofiti, Fragment, and
pseudo-Jonathan; Mekhilta de-Rabbi Yishmael Shirta 5 (ed. H.S. Horovitz and I.A. Rabin;
Frankfurt, 1931), 133, (=J. Goldin, The Song at the Sea [New Haven: Yale, 1971], 147); Gen-
esis Rabbah 30:7; bSanh 108a; Avot deRabbi Nathan A 32. In some of these sources, the
exegesis is implicit, inferred from the fact that Noah spent the 120 years exhorting the rest
of the world to repent. Cf. also S.P. Brock, “Translating the Old Testament,” It is Written:
Scripture Citing Scripture, Essays in Honour of Barnabas Lindars, SSF (ed. D.A. Carlson and
H.G.M. Williamson; Cambridge: University Press, 1988), 93—94.
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although our document coincides with many other ancient sources in its
understanding of the one hundred and twenty years as the time remain-
ing until the flood, it stands out from almost all of them in not assigning
this span as a period within which mankind could repent. In fact, the
employment of 1211M, which in later Hebrew clearly takes on the sense
“to decide, render judgment,” in place of the biblical " might be said to
emphasize the nature of this decree as immutable as opposed to its being
an opportunity to repent.?! A “deterministic” statement of this sort would
not be surprising at Qumran.?2

This reading, which certainly seems preferable in the context of the bib-
lical verse, is adopted by 4Q252 despite the fact that it forces the biblical
verses out of chronological sequence, since in Gen. 5:32, Noah has already
been referred to as five hundred years old, and this remark is found in 6:3.
Although 4Q252 | is, as we shall see, quite sensitive to the chronological
sequence of Scripture, it is willing to highlight situations in its re-writing
or commentary where Scripture itself implies disorder. We shall observe
that this mode, which might be seen as analogous to the rabbis’ DTp13 'R
17N IMRAY, “there is no chronological order in Scripture,”?3 is attested
elsewhere in this document as well. It is apparently only implicit disorder
which is misleading, and hence difficult; when disorder is explicit, it is
untroubling.

B. Columns i 3-ii 5 (Genesis 7:1—8:15)

The lion’s share of column i and the first five lines of column ii are devoted
to a lengthy recapitulation of those verses in Genesis 7:11 through 8:s5,

21 For examples of 7NN with this meaning from talmudic and midrashic literature, cf.
M. Jastrow, A Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli and Yerushalmi, and the
Midrashic Literature, s.v., 513a-b, and E. Ben-Yehudah, A Complete Dictionary of Ancient
and Modern Hebrew (repr. New York: T. Yoseloff, 1960), s.v., III, 1822a. Many commentators
on Daniel 9:24 interpret the biblical hapax legomenon TNN1 with some reference to the
later rabbinic Hebrew usage.

22 The fact that the commentary chooses a simple-sense reading which coincides with
Qumran theology does not make the comment non-simple-sense.

28 E.g. Mekhilta Shirta 7; Sifre Numbers 64; Ecclesiastes Rabbah 1:2; bPesahim 6b; 32nd
rule of the 32 middot of R. Eliezer b. R. Yose ha-Gelili. For brief comment, see the remarks
of J. Goldin, Song at the Sea (above, n. 20), 174—76. This principle is utilized considerably
by later Jewish biblical commentators such as Rashi (e.g. in our passage, Gen 6:3) and Ibn
Ezra (cf. his remarks at Num. 16:1).
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which pertain to the chronology of the flood.2* The passage concludes
(ii 1-5) with:

WA wTIND oY WY ayawan
MW PRY NaNM jR M RY RN O NAW3A AN PAIRD AW
nyawa nawa TnNa AyanNt oww msn wibw onh anan
M Tnh nann g om [ ] weon nny| ]
nnmn

On the seventeenth day of the second month on Sunday, the earth dried;
upon that day Noah left the ark at the end of a whole year by days, three
hundred and sixty-four days, on Sunday, on the seventeenth], in [Noah’s]
six [hundred] and first year, Noah [left] the ark on the anniversary of a
full year.

In light of the importance which the solar calendar had at Qumran, one
could very easily presume that the goal of the author of this lengthy exege-
sis was to highlight the calendar which he espoused, showing how Noah'’s
stay in the ark was exactly the length of a solar year. Lim seems to follow
this approach, claiming, “The chronology in fragment 1 is striking in its
application [my italics, MJB] of the solar calendar to the flood story.”?5
But the chronological material in Genesis 7-8 has long vexed com-
mentators and exegetes, regardless of the calendrical system which they
employed.?6 It | has often been remarked that the chronology within the
biblical text, where the flood begins on 2/17 (Gen. 7:11) and ends on 2/27
(8:14), presents the reader with a full solar year of 364 days calculated on
the lunar calendar of 354 or 355 days.?” The Septuagint version begins the
flood ten days later, on 2/27, with the total stay in the ark being exactly
one calendar year. Enoch 106:15 refers to “a deluge and a great destruction

24 Since this passage has been discussed at some length by both Lim and Eisenman-
Wise, I shall not engage in a full analysis of all aspects of the text.

25 Lim, 295. Lim’s choice of language is reminiscent of Vermes’s term “applied exege-
sis” (“Bible and Midrash,” 62 and 8o ff.), if the goal of the exegete is to make the biblical
text conform to his calendrical preconceptions. My own preference in this passage, as will
become clear, is to treat it as “pure exegesis” despite its conveniently sectarian conclusion
because I choose to focus on the mode of interpretation rather than its results. Eisenman-
Wise, 78, employ more ambiguous phraseology, suggesting that the author “attempts to
set forth a proper chronology of the flood story, coming up with a 364-day calendar of the
Jubilees type”.

26 For a brief survey of some of the ancient sources on this issue, see J.P. Lewis, A Study
of the Interpretation of Noah and the Flood in Jewish and Christian Literature (Leiden: Brill,
1968), “Appendix C: The Chronology of the Flood,” 190—-92. Some of my remarks in the
remainder of this paragraph and the succeeding ones are derived from his data.

27 Cf. Lim, 294 and n. 22. See also R. de Vaux, Ancient Israel: Its Life and Institutions
(tr. J. McHugh; New York: McGraw-Hill, 1961), 188-189.
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for one year”. It appears, then, that the Qumran commentary’s analysis
of the chronology as reflecting a whole year is not at all surprising in the
context of other ancient sources.

If we begin with the notion that the passage as a whole presents difficul-
ties, we can follow the exegetical process of the author more clearly than
we would if we began with the presumption that he has a pre-existent
chronological schema which he must impose on the text. What is essen-
tial is to distinguish between the problem and the solution. The former is
common to almost any interpreter of our passage in Genesis; the latter,
while coinciding with the calendar of Qumran, shares the idea of a year-
long flood with a number of other sources.

Beginning with a text similar to MT of Gen. 7:11-12, the commentary
gives the date of the initial cataclysm and the length of its first segment
(2/17/600 and 40 days, ending on 3/26/600; i 4—7). Omitting the details of
the biblical narrative which are of no import to his problem or solution,
he has no need to include the forty days of 7:17, which he clearly would
have considered to be resumptive of the number in 7:12. The 150 days of
7:24 include the first 40 days for our commentator, because the date for
their end is 7/14/600 (i 8). Since he viewed the 150 days of 8:4 as resump-
tive of 7:24, the author of our text had to get the ark to the mountains of
Ararat on 7/17/600 as stated in his biblical text. He therefore contrives to
interpret “the waters grew less at the end of 150 days (8:3)" as preceding
the ark’s resting on 7/17/600 by the two days which he then introduces
into his account (i 9-10).28

The rest of the chronology is considerably simpler. Continuing with
10/1/600 (i 11) on the basis of Gen. 8:5 and adding to it the forty days of 8:6,
our text arrives at 11/10/600 (i 13-14).2° The dove is sent out on 11/17/600

28 Both Lim, 292 and n. 11, and Eisenman-Wise, 104, have already explained the chronol-
ogy in this fashion. It is striking, however, to compare their remarks on the 150 days. Lim,
n. 11, writes, “As 4Q252 demonstrates, the 150 days do not fit the five months of the solar
calendar any better than those of the lunar calendar.” Eisenman-Wise comment, “Note
that the dates given in the Biblical text work only on the basis of a calendar of 30 days
per month; they also allow the intercalation of two days between 17.2 and 14.7—precisely
the calendar of Jubilees and many Qumran texts.” (Should we really speak of the 31-day
third and sixth months as being “intercalated”? MJB) The author of the commentary did
not worry about months, but merely counted the days from one biblical date to the next
according to his own calendar and made the exegetical addition between 8:3 and 8:4.

29 T think that it is reasonable to assume that the sending forth of the raven, which,
for whatever reason, is lacking in our text, should be associated with this date (with
G.J. Wenham, Genesis 1-15 [Waco: Word, 1987], 180, cited by Lim, 293, n. 19). The T of i
15 reaching 11/24/600 and the D™ INR of i 18 reaching 12/1/600 imply that the first sending
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(implicit), 11/24/600 (i 16-17), and 12/1/600 (i 19), for none of which dates
| there is a chronological reference in the biblical text. One month later
(i 20), Noah opens the ark to see that the land is dry (1/1/601 = Gen. 813).
Finally, on 2/17/601 (ii 1-2 and, probably, 3—4 as well) Noah leaves the
ark. Since we have seen our commentator adhering fairly closely to an
MT-like text to this point, is it right to assume that he has here a different
Vorlage since MT has Noah leave on 2/27/601 (Gen. 8:14-16)? Lim assumes
that there is indeed a dispute between this text and MT, just as there is
between LXX and MT.3°

But Wise’s solution is here more elegant, since it both conforms to
Qumran practice and explains how the commentary continues to follow
MT. He writes:

The date of the Masoretic Text—which the author of the text almost cer-
tainly must have had in his scroll of Genesis—was read as a lunisolar date.
For Gen. 8:14 to be read this way, it was necessary to presuppose that the
flood began in the first year of a three-year cycle, at which point both
the solar and the lunisolar calendars agree on the date 17.2. After one year,
the two will disagree on the date: solar 17.2=lunisolar 27.2...Thus, only
if the flood ended in the second year of the cycle would it be possible to
understand Gen. 8:14 as the author did.3!

The issue is, once again, exegetical: how to make sense of the confusing
chronology of the flood? The solutions of our author are based on a calen-
dar with which he is familiar, but are not an attempt to coerce the biblical
text to conform with that calendrical scheme.

I should not, however, go as far as Eisenman-Wise in their characteriza-
tion of the author’s pursuit of his exegetical goal. They believe that “the
rest of the narrative is subordinated to this [chronology]. Colorful detail
like the size of the ark, the kinds of animals and the raven are discarded.”32
If 4Q252 were “standard rewritten Bible”, their remarks would be in place,
but it is not. As a selective biblical commentator, focused on the interpre-
tation of a difficult text, our author strips out those details of the narra-
tive because they are not part of the exegetical problem whose solution
he is attempting. The focus is on the chronology of the flood alone, so to

of the dove was on 11/17/600, and the previous Sunday, 11/10/600, would thus have been
available for the raven.

30 Lim, 294, has LXX and 4Q252 agreeing on the year-long flood vs. MT’s year and ten
days.

31 Eisenman-Wise, 105.

32 Eisenman-Wise, 79.
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speak of “subordination” or “discarding of details” is inappropriate. What
the author of the commentary has done is to write a chronological com-
mentary on the biblical text of the flood story, taking into account both
textual difficulties in the Bible and the calendar framework with which
he is familiar. Once again, the result may appear Qumranic, and perhaps
some of the impetus for the discussion as well, but its methods are not
uniquely sectarian.

C. Column ii 5-8 (Genesis 9:24—27)

After the discussion of the chronology of the flood, we read at 4Q252
ii 5-8: |

WY WK DR YT M PN
RI19T PRRY 77 OT7AY TAY PID IR AKRM 0PN 13 D
Naw DW HARAT .M 133 DR DR 773D 112 0K D DR AR YHp
1208 DANaRY N1 PR

“Noah woke from his sleep, and he knew what his younger son had done to
him. And he said, ‘Cursed be Canaan, a lowly slave shall he be to his breth-
ren.”” But he did not curse Ham, rather his son, for God had blessed the sons
of Noah. “And may He dwell in the tents of Shem,” the land which He gave
to Abraham His friend.33

This is a virtually undamaged lemma+comment. The commentary on
these two verses (Genesis 9:24—25) is structured like that of the pesharim,
but the interpretation of each of these citations follows immediately upon
its lemma, with no technical term (such as 59 1WA or TWR Ki7, to men-
tion but two which are found elsewhere at Qumran) standing between
text and comment. This is the sort of structure which is to be found in
rabbinic literature and more frequently in medieval Jewish biblical com-
mentary, and appears unlike that in most other Qumran commentaries.

83 Eisenman-Wise, 89, translate rather strangely, “And in the tents of Shem they will
dwell,” as if 122w, although their text (86; column 2 line 7) reads 12W™. Their rendition (as
well as that of George J. Brooke, “The Thematic Content of 4Q252,” JQR 85 [1994]: 42) con-
tinues, “He gave the land to Abraham His friend” (89). Their connection, if any, between
lemma and comment is not clear to me, and I believe that such a rendering would demand
1278 DANaRY PINA DX 103 or 127K DANARY 103 PIRA DRI Wacholder and Abegg, follow-
ing PC, read 121X (with implied doubt), presumably parsing it as a passive participle, but
Brooke writes (DJD 22, 199), “Though the manuscript is badly creased at this point there
is no ink to support reading 1217R, even if there might just have been space for it.” Lim’s
faulty 13 DX points in the same direction.

10



11

104 CHAPTER FOUR

In the first case, the implicit question is: why did Noah curse Canaan,
his grandson, rather than Ham his son who had actually offended him?3+
The answer which our commentary supplies is that Noah'’s curse could not
be superimposed upon the blessing which God had already proclaimed
for the children of Noah, including Ham (Gen. 9:1 &1 13 NR D719 7727
1"12). The reasoning is certainly plausible within the context of a straight-
forward reading of the biblical text, and is coherent with all the param-
eters of literal exegesis. What makes this example even more noteworthy,
however, is its remarkable coincidence with a rabbinic parallel found in
Genesis Rabbah 36:7:35

™ AN AT T PRANDDK .2727171'”3 DI RVIN DM "N P13 NIR KRN
1292 Dpna ﬂ'7t7|7 "R 1712 DXRY N3 DK o'HR T7aM 2Ndw 05 IR AT
37 IPID IR RN 13’55

| And he said, “Cursed be Canaan etc.,” Ham sins and Canaan is cursed?
[A dispute between] Rabbi Judah and Rabbi Nehemiah; Rabbi Judah says,
“Because it is written, ‘And God blessed Noah and his sons, and there is
no curse in the place of blessing, therefore, ‘And he said cursed be Canaan,
etc.””

Rabbi Judah seems to read Genesis in the very same way in which the
pesher did. Observe, however, the very different ways of formulating the
interpretation, the midrashic and the Qumranic. There is no need, of
course, to suggest a genetic relationship between these two documents,
since the exegesis is one which any careful and close reading of the simple
sense of the verses could have produced.3®

34 Eisenman-Wise write, 79, that there is “an inherent contradiction in the narrative as
it has come down to us, namely why God cursed Canaan, son of Ham,...". God does not
curse Canaan, either in the Hebrew Bible or in 4Q252; Noah does, and the issue is not the
retraction of a blessing, as Eisenman-Wise would have it. The answer does not show “that
people of this school of thought in the Qumran period (as opposed to some others) were
already doing elementary textual criticism”. It shows that they were performing biblical
exegesis, which is a very different matter.

35 Text according to J. Theodor and Ch. Albeck (above, n. 20), 340—41. Lim, 294 has also
noted the rabbinic parallel, and George Brooke pointed out to me some further patristic
parallels.

36 ‘When ancient sources coincide in allegorical, symbolic or other non-obvious and
non-literal readings of a biblical text, we are on reasonably sound footing in attributing
them, with G. Vermes, “The Qumran Interpretation of Scripture in its Historical Setting,”
Post-Biblical Jewish Studies, 46—47, to common traditions. Kugel, 266—67, has argued that
“evidence of shared exegetical motifs suggests the existence of precisely what we do not
have, an ancient Jewish Glossa Ordinaria.” Despite the fact that some of our discussion in
this essay would seem to add to his examples of exegesis shared between rabbinic and
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The second lemma, 112w oW "H1IRA), is a near-verbatim citation of
Genesis 9:27 (MT DW 5182 NawM), and its comment DANARY N3 PR
127K is an asyndetic relative clause which appears to stand in apposition
to and explain the poetic idiom DW *518.37 The language of the comment
is clearly based on II Chron. 20:7 72nRX DATAN 15 manny, where the
suffix of NINM refers to NRIA PIRA in the previous clause.3® The com-
mentary believes “the tents of Shem” to be “the land which He gave to his
friend Abraham,” presumably the | Land of Israel, and Abraham, of course,
is the most distinguished scion of Shem. Whereas it is not clear in the
biblical text whether the subject of 112" is God (the subject of the previ-
ous clause N9 YR N2) or Japheth (the proximate noun), once the
“tents” become the Land of Israel (as opposed to some edifice or other),
and Abraham is His friend, it is more likely that God is understood as the

early Christian interpreters and an exegetical document from Qumran, I believe that the
simple-sense nature of the readings makes such hypotheses tenuous. If documents were to
share such simple-sense readings, as well as others which are more likely to be attributable
to common sources, we might be able to venture, with some diffidence, a claim of com-
monality for the simple-sense examples as well.

87 For the construction and other examples of the construct governing independent
sentences, cf. Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar (ed. E. Kautzsch; tr. A.E. Cowley; Oxford: Clar-
endon, 1910), 422, f130d. The form of this citation, differing from MT, once again raises
the question about the Vorlage of the author of 4Q252. There seems to be no support in
the versions (LXX, Peshitta, Vulgate, Jewish targumim, Samaritan targum) or biblical MSS
for such a textual transposition, and it is therefore likely that it is a paraphrase of the text
which is the subject of comment. The idea that a paraphrase can be cited for comment is
a bit strange at first glance, and ought to be kept in mind as another unusual feature of
Qumran exegesis. See Final Note.

38 T had initially presumed that the allusion is to the well-known verse Isaiah 41:8, P71
2R DAI2R (vocalized as an active participle in MT), but Brooke (D]JD 22, 200) is certainly
correct that the reference to the land in 4Q252 and in II Chronicles makes that text much
more likely to be the source. Since 127X is written defectively in our commentary, as well
as in MT of the Isaiah and Chronicles passages, it could conceivably be parsed as an active
or a passive participle. Eisenman-Wise, 80, render ii 8 literally as “beloved [my italics, MJB]
of God,” claiming, “this is precisely [my italics, M]B] the language the Damascus Document
uses to describe Abraham.” But that text, CD 3:2, has a plene active reading '[‘7n K5 DANAR
bR MM INWA MR 9PN 13, “Abraham did not walk in it and was considered a lover
by his keeping God’s commandment.” It is worth noting that 4Q225 2 ii 10, in a line fol-
lowing a paraphrase of the Aqedah, has 237R 71" X9 (PE, 205). It is not unreasonable to
assume that the active participle there refers, in some way, to Abraham. Brooke, “Thematic
Content,” 44, is of the opinion that the author of our commentary is integrating into his
exegetical language a citation from an otherwise unknown epic poem. In my opinion, that
case is not yet sufficiently proven, although the idea is intriguing, and, if he is correct, my
remarks on paraphrase and exegesis in this passage will have to be seriously amended.

12
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subject by the commentary, and the interpretation of the verse is that He
will dwell in that land.3?

D. Column ii 810 (No lemma [Genesis 11:26-12:4])

Although the last two examples involved the form lemma+comment
(which is a possible framework for the opening lines of the fragment as
well), the commentary is not uniform in that regard. Both the previous
section (the flood chronology) and the following one are rewritings of the
biblical text with the exegesis built in to the flow of the narrative. Thus in
ii 8-10, the comment begins with a chronological statement:

INRYA AN W DPIIRT AR 12
W DAY wAM LW 0pa[w e BI]aR1 0 RN DYTWY RN
[Fan P2 e o]ww i pIR[ HR 07K AIKY NN N3 D7aR

Terah was one hundred and fo[r]ty years old when he left Ur Kasdim and
came to Haran, and Abra[m was se]venty years old. And Abram lived five
years in Haran. And sixty years after [Abram’s] leaving [for] the land of
Canaan [Terah died].*°

39 Here, too, there is a variety of opinions in rabbinic literature, with the anonymous
first view in Genesis Rabbah 36:8 claiming that the subject of {3W" is God, writing 7p a8
ow "HnRa KHR 7MW Arow PR DW HnRa 19wM 13 '8, “Nevertheless (despite D98 N
DD"7L, the Divine Presence resides only in the tents of Shem.” The second opinion, 92
ow *5A8 TINa NoYdw WMwha 0MARY 7R 2T P 'R 819p, “Bar Qappara says, ‘Words
of Torah will be spoken in the language of Japheth within the tents of Shem’,” has Japheth
as the subject. The targumim are likewise divided on the issue: In favor of God as the
subject are Ongelos and Neofiti, while Neofiti margin and pseudo-Jonathan imply that
Japheth is the subject. The parallel between the Qumran text and the rabbinic midrash is
not quite as striking as it was in the first instance, and, once again, the exegesis is quite
natural within a straightforward reading of the passage. It is of course valuable to note that
here the analysis chosen by the commentary coincides with the reading of Jubilees (7:12),
“and may the Lord dwell in the dwelling place of Shem” (tr. O.S. Wintermute in The Old
Testament Pseudepigrapha [ed. J.H. Charlesworth; Garden City: Doubleday, 1985], I, 69).
In light of the appearance of this interpretation in rabbinic literature as well, Brooke’s
emphasis (“Thematic Content,” 42) on the tendentious “anti-Japheth = anti-Greek” nature
of the reading in Jub. and 4Qz252 is perhaps overstated.

40 The emphases indicate reconstructions which differ from those in PE (Brooke in
DJD 22, 198, agrees with the first, but does not restore as I do in the latter two instances).
There is a difficulty in restoring the end of line 10 in any case. The text, but not the leather,
breaks off after "ww; I presume that the now uninscribed leather once had writing on it.
There is sufficient space remaining relative to line 9 for my suggested reading to fit. The
reading NR¥ ™K1 is not critical to my reconstruction, since there are cases even in Bibli-
cal Hebrew of 7m& before finite verbs (although usually with the sense “afterward” rather
than “after”); thus Job 42:7: 1998 58 1 90K 2PR DR 7HRA 01277 AR /7 93T N8 T,
“It happened after the Lord spoke these words to Job that the Lord spoke to Eliphaz.” If we
read R¥* MR, I should prefer to restore the lacuna following with 7N nn” rather than
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| This section reads like rewritten Bible of the Jubilees sort, but there is
little doubt that one goal of these lines is a response to a well-known prob-
lem in the verses at the end of Genesis 11 and the beginning of 12. Accord-
ing to MT, Terah begets Abram when he is 70 (11:26), and Abram arrives in
Canaan when he is 75 (12:4). Terah is thus 145 when Abram leaves Haran
for Canaan. Yet Terah’s death at age 205 is recorded in 11:32!* This text as
I have reconstructed it does not remove the difficulty from the biblical
text in the way in which SP does, but it rather disposes of it by highlight-
ing it (as we saw in i1 ff.). We are told explicitly that Terah’s death occurs
years later, after Abram has long been in Canaan.*? Once again, we see
that the author of 4Q252 is willing to explain the text straightforwardly
on the principle that events in the Torah are not always narrated chrono-
logically. The final comment, according to our emended reading, stresses
the out-of-order nature of the narrative. Once the disorder is highlighted,
then, in a sense, Scripture has drawn attention to it, and the mere absence
of chronological sequence itself is no problem.

The question is, once again, on the level of simple sense exegesis,
although the answer goes slightly beyond the boundaries of the text in
order to answer it. That addition is in the assertion of when Terah and
Abram went to Canaan, and, consequently, on the amount of time Abram
spent in Haran. The final comment, that Terah died 6o years after Abram

nn nn (cf. the sequence of tenses in the Job passage). Wise’s reconstruction, 8o and 89,
and understanding of 73w D'YaW {2 DIANI in line 9, agrees with mine.

41 The Samaritan Pentateuch, concerned for this sequential and chronological incon-
sistency, reads 145 years for the age of Terah at his death. Abram’s leaving for Canaan and
Terah’s death thus occur in the same year, the year in which they reach Haran, and there is
no further problem. Philo, de migr. Abr. 177, and Acts 7:4 likewise imply that Terah’s death
preceded Abram’s journey to Canaan (as noted already by Eisenman-Wise, 80). See further
the sources cited in the articles by Brock and Adler (below, n. 43). Eisenman-Wise fail to
point out that the “solutions” of SP and Philo-Acts are basically the same, writing that the
former “add[s] the number 75 after these two passages to denote Terah’s age at the time
of his death—thereby adding to the conundrum.” That number is not invented by SP, but
is based on Abram’s age when he leaves according to Gen. 12:4.

42 Eisenman-Wise, although having solved the difficult reading of line 9, do not see the
impact that this passage makes on the chronology of Abram’s life. 4Q252 does not think
that Gen. 12:4 records an event which happened after Gen 11:32 (as per Eisenman-Wise,
80). On the contrary, according to our reading the commentary highlights and empha-
sizes this out-of-order nature of the biblical text. What Eisenman-Wise, 8o, call the “key
piece of numerical data not found in the Bible, that Terah was 140 years of age when he
migrated to Haran, i.e. that he had lived 70 more years in Ur before migrating to Haran
[their emphasis],” has nothing to do with the resolution of the relationship between Gen.
11:32 and 12:4, since Abram’s age and Terah’s age are explicitly linked in the biblical text.
It pertains, rather, to the second chronological problem addressed by this section as we
shall show below.

13
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left, is the sense of the biblical text itself. But why does 4Q252 suggest that
Terah was 140 and Abram 70 when they left Ur Kasdim for Haran? Is the
number chosen at random or is it part of the interpretive framework of
the author?#3

| In addition to the chronological disorder vis-a-vis the death of Terah,
rabbinic exegesis sees in Abram’s age of 75 at 12:4 another crux, which
it solves in such a fashion as to correspond partially, coincidentally or
otherwise, with the Qumran text. The question begins with the years of
Egyptian servitude which are predicted to be 400 (Gen. 15:13), yet stated
to be 430 (Ex. 12:40—41). The classic rabbinic chronological reconcilia-
tion responding to this ostensible contradiction claims that the servitude
of the Israelites lasts 400 years counting from the birth of Isaac, when
Abraham was 100, and 430 years from some other point in Abraham’s life,
generally assumed to be the Covenant between the Pieces. This chronol-
ogy demands that the Covenant (Gen. 15) take place when Abram was 70,
before his leaving for Canaan (Gen. 12).44

It is not coincidence or happenstance, but conscious exegesis, then,
that the Qumran text chooses the age of seventy for Abram’s leaving Ur
Kasdim. Age seventy is chosen to locate the beginning of the wanderings

43 We should stress that the number in 4Q252 differs from the tradition found in Jubilees
12:15 which indicates that Abram and Terah lived in Haran for 14 years. For a discussion of
that and related traditions, see S.P. Brock, “Abraham and the Ravens: A Syriac Counterpart
to Jubilees n-12 and Its Implications,” J§/ 9 (1978): 135-152, and W. Adler, “Abraham and
the Burning of the Temple of Idols: Jubilees’ Traditions in Christian Chronography,” JQR 77
(1986-87): 95-117. 4Q225 (Pseudo Jubilees?) 2 i 2 (PE, 204; VanderKam, D]JD 13, 145) reads
m[w] o[*]wy 1na a[w*(3), “he lived in Haran for twenty years,” followed by a line imply-
ing Abraham’s addressing God, "7 81 "1377 17X DY oR z& DAI[aR RM]. If this read-
ing is correct, it apparently furnishes yet another chronology for Abram s stay in Haran. As
James VanderKam pointed out to me, it equates the length of Abram’s stay in Haran with
that of his grandson Jacob. The context, with the following line based on Gen. 15:2, makes
it fairly certain that the text is referring to Abraham and not to Jacob.

44 Midrash Seder Olam 1 (ed. D.B. Ratner [repr. New York: Tal Orot, 1966], 4-5; ed.
CJ. Milikowsky, “Seder Olam, A Rabbinic Chronography: Introduction, Text and Transla-
tion” [Ph.D. dissertation, Yale University, 1981], 210) reads (with insignificant differences
between the editions): “Abraham our patriarch was 7o years old when He spoke with him
between the pieces, as it states, ‘And it was at the end of 430 years, etc.’ [Exodus 12:41].
After He spoke with him, ke went down to Haran and spent there five years, as it states
‘And Abram was 75 years old when he left Haran’ [Gen 12:4].” This is the most common
rabbinic resolution of the contradiction. The two-trip-to-Canaan version of Abraham’s life
in rabbinic literature, geared to resolving the contradiction between Abraham’s age at the
Covenant and his age at leaving Haran for Canaan, seems to have nothing to do with the
two-trip-to-Canaan version in Christian sources which resorts to this device in order to
avoid a different conundrum, to allow Abraham to go to Canaan at the age specified at
Gen. 124, and still not to abandon his father Terah before he died. (Cf. the citation from
Barhebraeus quoted by Brock, “Ravens,” 143.)
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of Abram and his descendants thirty years before the birth of Isaac, and,
hence, 430 years before the Exodus. It appears that the five-year stay in
Haran, like that in Seder Olam and other rabbinic sources, is to cover
the gap between some event in Abram’s seventieth year (four hundred
and thirty years prior to the Exodus), however we understand it, and the
departure for Canaan in his seventy-fifth.45

| E. Column iv 1-3 (Genesis 36:12)

There are further examples of what we call literal, or simple-sense,
interpretation in this text in the lemma + comment form.*¢ At iv 1-3 the
commentary writes:

SINY [FIST WK KT .p5AY DR 1D Tom vwy 13 vheh wabe ann pann
D'WN INNA PHRY 31 IR ANAN YT RS TemS 15T TWRD

45 Rabbi Elijah b. Solomon Zalman of Vilna (1720-1797; known as HaGRA = Ha-Gaon
Rabbi Elijah or Vilna Gaon), in his notes to Seder Olam (Seder Olam Rabbah with com-
mentary and notes by. .. Elijah of Vilna [ed. M.D. Yerushalmi; ( Jerusalem: Gil, 1955)], 3)
rejects the two-trip-to-Canaan theory and the disorder of biblical chronology that goes
with it, claiming that the proper interpretation is: “as it states in the midrash that the thirty
years begin when He saved him from Ur Kasdim and from then began the sojourning, and
he went to Haran and stayed there five years and went to Erez Yisrael.” I have unfortu-
nately not been able to locate such a midrash, and H.Y.I. Gad, referring to this comment
of R. Elijah in his edition of the commentary of R. Yosef Bekhor Shor (twelfth-century
Franco-German exegete) to Genesis-Exodus (Jerusalem, 1956), 78, writes likewise, “and
I have not found the midrash”. But other than this unknown midrash, the Qumran text’s
implicit solution to the difficulty does not appear to the best of my knowledge before the
Middle Ages. J. Heinemann, “210 Years of Egyptian Exile: A Study in Midrashic Chronol-
ogy,” JJS 21 (1971): 21—22, does not know of the reading typified by the Qumran text and
the unavailable midrash. jubilees, as Heinemann calculates, 23, reckons 431 years from the
birth of Isaac to the Exodus. In the medieval period, R. Saadia Gaon (882-942) alludes to
a Qumran-type interpretation in his commentary on Gen. 15, as do Ibn Ezra (1092?-1167)
and Bekhor Shor on Ex. 12:40. (Atar Livneh, “How Many Years Did Abraham Remain in
Haran? Traditions on the Patriarch in Compositions from Qumran,” Meghillot 8—9 [2010]:
193—209 [Hebrew], has suggested that the chronology in 4Q225 [above n. 43], like that in
4Q252, is intended to resolve the 430—400 year conundrum by creating a starting point
thirty years before the Covenant.)

46 The passages at the end of column ii and on column iii move to Gen. 15 (the Cov-
enant), Gen. 18 (the prayer for Sodom), Gen. 22 (the Aqedah) and Gen. 28:4 (+eight lines),
but it is difficult to ascertain much of the interpretation or exegesis contained therein. One
brief observation can, however, be made. Although no complete line survives from column
iii, with Wise’s reconstruction of iii 5 being possible, it appears that the condemnation
of Sodom and Gomorrah by God in the face of Abraham’s prayer is phrased in language
reminiscent of the idolatrous city (Deut. 13:13-19). Thus iii 4 121" recalls 1316 INR DINN
13 WK 92 NN, i 5 1599w recalls 1317 7aN7 70 9K papn 155w 930X, and iii 6 oW
perhaps should be reconstructed after 1317 09 50 A, Whether it is merely the lan-
guage which is associative, or whether the author of 4Q252 felt that it was under the law of
the idolatrous city that Sodom was being condemned, cannot, of course, be determined.

15
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Timna was a concubine of Eliphaz son of Esau and she bore him Amalek
(Gen. 36:2). He is the one whom Saul sm[ote].#” As He spoke to Moses, “In
the end of days ‘you shall wipe out the memory of Amalek from under the
heavens’ (Deut. 25:19).”

This comment is slightly unusual, and there are at least two ways to
address it. Are we dealing with one remark or two? If the former, the vacat
after )XW ought to be disregarded, and, although the prooftext formula
makes sense, the allusion to “the end of days” is surprising.® If the latter,
we must view the allusion to Saul as purely historical, and the prooftext
formula does not make sense, since Saul’s action is unrelated to the end
of days.

Regardless of the answer to that question, we ask why the commenta-
tor saw fit to make a remark on Gen. 36:12 which has no immediately
apparent contextual significance. It is likely that the comment in the text
here is directed at the fact that Amalek does not play a role in the Hebrew
Bible until much later (Exodus 17), and that the detail of his birth appears
superfluous in Genesis. For the reader who is puzzled by this irrelevant
fact in the genealogy, the commentary points out that the scriptural refer-
ence here is anticipatory of Amalek’s later importance.*? It is interesting
that, in the context of that | later importance, the commentary omits any
allusion to Amalek’s attack on Israel in the wilderness (Exodus 17), and
that it construes Saul’s battle with them as a positive event, a victory, with
no hint of Saul’s failure to carry out God’s command via Samuel to eradi-
cate Amalek utterly.5°

47 Wacholder and Abegg restore [171]27, but I believe there is no demand for the suf-
fix (Wise, 87, and Brooke, DJD 22, 203, restore as I do). There is a space about four letters
wide in the MS at this point. The function of the space may possibly be to separate two
comments about Amalek, one regarding their historical defeat by Saul, and one pertaining
to the eschatological commandment to wipe them out.

48 The term 727 WK1 is rarely employed as a citation formula for a prooftext else-
where in Qumran literature (cf. CD 414 and 1915); the more common idioms are
2102 TWND and KR WK and the like. Here the emphasis appears to be on God’s speak-
ing to, i.e. commanding, Moses, and that may engender the unusual usage.

49 This sort of comment is often associated in the history of Jewish biblical interpreta-
tion with the medieval exegete Rabbi Samuel ben Meir (1080?-1160?, grandson of Rashi)
in light of his comments on Genesis 1:1. There Rashbam writes, “It is the style of Scripture
to anticipate and to clarify a matter which it does not need to for the sake of something
to be mentioned later in another place.”

50 Eisenman-Wise, 82, strain to discover illicit sexuality lurking beneath the commen-
tary throughout the text, including this passage, because “Column 4.1 distinctly designates
them [the Amalekites] as the issue of another questionable relationship with a concubine,
i.e. ‘fornication’ again.” We shall consider their overall reading after our analysis of the
entire document. But they write here:
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There is also an interesting implicit exegesis of Deuteronomy 2519
(which, however, may not be simple-sense) in this passage. MT there
states 113 TR /1 WK PRI 27300 TN D20 15 PRGN R mana e
DUReR o PORY 5T AR SRR Anwad nna 15 (“when the Lord your
God grants you rest from all your enemies roundabout in the land which
the Lord your God gives you as an inheritance to possess it, then shall
you wipe out the memory of Amalek from under the heavens”). The com-
mentary seems to replace the underlined temporal clause from Deuter-
onomy (“When ... roundabout”) with “at the end of days”, as if to imply
that full respite does not come until then. It may be that this exegesis is
intended to justify why Saul defeats the Amalekites but does not wipe
them out, seeing as there still are Amalekites surviving later on in the
Book of Samuel, and there is no other concerted attempt to eradicate
them subsequently.>!

4.2—3's almost word-for-word evocation of a speech of Moses from Exod. 17:14 shows
the modus operandi of the author, i.e. 1. he knows the entire Bible text (at least those
books mentioned above), and 2. he is doing Biblical commentary on or exegesis of it.
The addition of the eschatological phrase “the last days” in the same line, which our
text deliberately adds to the speech attributed to Moses in Exod. 17:14, is also instruc-
tive. Otherwise both speeches are identical.
The citation, which Eisenman and Wise attribute to Ex. 17:14 other than the eschatological
phrase, actually comes from Deut. 25:19 with the substitution of the eschatological idiom
for the biblical phrase as discussed in the next paragraph. Furthermore, their contention,
83, that the allusion to Saul is to be understood as negative and anticipatory of his rejec-
tion and replacement by David, is once again a counter-reading of the text. The descrip-
tion of Saul’s action by the commentary can in no way be seen as negative, and our first
evidence for the meaning of the text must be the text itself.

51 Based on the frequent employment of the phrase 0’2’1 N"INR elsewhere in Qumran
literature, the term cannot refer to the period of Saul. It is interesting that in postpon-
ing the commandment of the eradication of Amalek to the eschaton, the commentary is
here in strong disagreement with rabbinic tradition which asserts that the eradication of
Amalek was one of the three commandments incumbent upon the Israelites immediately
upon entry into Canaan. E.g. Sifre Deuteronomy 67 (to Deut 12:10; ed. Finklestein, 132,
where parallels in rabbinic literature are listed): “Rabbi Judah says, ‘Three commandments
was Israel commanded at the time of their entry into the land: to appoint for themselves a
king, to build for themselves the Temple, and to wipe out the seed of Amalek.” Eisenman-
Wise, 83, call “the addition of ‘the last days’ or ‘end of days’ to Moses” speech ... purpose-
ful and clearly eschatological ... Who will [eradicate Amalek]? Clearly the Messiah, with
whom the text closes.” Since we have shown that the phrase 02" N™INK substitutes for
the biblical idiom in a passage other than the one claimed by Eisenman-Wise, and since
there is no evidence that the distinct pieces of exegesis in our text are connected, their
interpretation is, once more, fanciful.
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| F. Column iv 3-6 (Genesis 49:3)

The commentary proceeds from Genesis 36 to Genesis 49 after a space of
about eleven letters, and, unlike earlier transitions, furnishes the heading
2pY* M272 (“Blessings of Jacob”) in the middle of a line for the new sec-
tion. It begins by citing, or paraphrasing, Genesis 49:3 at iv 3—6:

ANKR M9 1R
ANHY MmN YR DN AN I NN NRWY N MR W)
AWK MM WK WA DY PP YO IR N2°aR 20wn
wibe nnba oy 20w

Reuben, you are my first born®2 [ | and the first of my strength, exceeding in
stature and exceeding in strength. You acted hastily,53 like water; you shall
not succeed; you mounted your father’s bed, then you defiled, he mounted
his couch. Its interpretation is that he rebuked him because he had lain
with Bilhah his concubine.

Aside from textual issues and the missing continuation of the exegesis
of the “pesher”, the text supplies the (to us) rather obvious reference for
Jacob’s rebuke of Reuben as being because of the incident with Bilhah
(Gen. 35:22), “Its interpretation is that he rebuked him because he lay
with Bilhah his concubine.”>* For whom does our commentary furnish

52 Tt is not clear from the photograph that the left margin is at this point (although
re-examination of the plate in DJD 22 does point in that direction, unless there was an
erasure at the end of the line), and the presence of *n2 as found in MT is all but implied
by the 1 of WM, unless we should choose to read *1IR MW ANKR 121 j2IR7, which
seems a bit awkward and is unsupported by any other witness. This raises the question
whether the omission reflects a textual tradition or a scribal error. 4QGenEx? 15-16 3 has
] *n2 N[N according to J.R. Davila, “Unpublished Pentateuchal manuscripts from Cave
IV, Qumran: 4QGenEx?, 4QGen®™", i~ (Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard University, 1988), 24
[= J.R. Davila, “4QGenEx®” in Qumran Cave 4.VII: Genesis to Numbers (ed. E. Ulrich et al;
DJD 12; Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 17]. This is the only passage in the Genesis material
which Davila edited which is germane to our text. There is no reason, of course, to insist
that the Qumran MS of Genesis and the Qumran commentary share readings.

58 According to BHS, the reading Ntna rather than MT 113 is shared also by the Samari-
tan Pentateuch, LXX, Peshitta and Targumim.

54 Eisenman-Wise, 82, believe that the author of our text, like the one of Jub. 33110 ff,, is
concerned with the nature of “Reuben’s supposed transgression”. But all the commentary
does is explain the reference in Jacob’s “blessing” to Reuben’s misdeed earlier in Genesis
in the most unexpanded fashion. They continue: “Here the Genesis Florilegium somewhat
laconically adds the words, ‘and he reproved him’ (line 5). In other words, it makes it clear
that this was all Reuben did.” Assuming that “Reuben” is an error for “Jacob” (confirmed
orally by Wise), they imply that there is something significant about the absence of other
activity by Jacob. But almost the same language is employed about Jacob’s remarks to
Reuben by the medieval exegete R. Samuel ben Meir in his commentary to Gen. 1:1: “‘He
lay with Bilhah the concubine of his father and Israel heard.’ Why is it written here ‘and
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this information? Although it is hard to imagine a reader of the whole text
of Genesis who would not understand the reference, what of the reader of
the blessings of Jacob who had not read Genesis 35? It is perhaps for such
an unlikely individual that the pesher furnishes the “obvious” data.

We should also observe that it is quite strange, at first glance, that the
text employs the technical term 17W3a here, one which we generally asso-
ciate with | sectarian exegesis.5 If the text is merely clarifying the allusion
in Genesis 49:3 to an event earlier in the book, why does it use this idiom?
The obvious possibility is that our preconceptions about Qumran exeget-
ical terminology need revision, but there is a less obvious one as well.
Perhaps the interpretation of a poetic or prophetic text is automatically
“pesher” regardless of the type of interpretation involved. Such texts are
deemed always to be opaque and in need of the pesher process in order
to be understood properly. This suggestion furnishes a different reason for
the same re-evaluation of exegetical terminology.

G. Column v 1-7 (Genesis 49:10)

The following piece of surviving text is the one which Allegro published
initially in 1956 and called “patriarchal blessings.”>6 Unlike any of the
texts which we have seen so far in 4Q252, including the calendar exegesis
which, although it coincides with the sect’s ideology, can be described as
an attempt at simple-sense exegesis, this one contains indubitably sec-
tarian language. In the words of Eisenman-Wise, “Nor are we any longer
in the realm of Biblical rewrite or condensation, but exegesis pure and

Israel heard? For it is not written here that Jacob said anything to Reuben! But because at
the time of his death he said . .. (Gen. 49:4), therefore it set forth earlier ‘and Israel heard’,
so that one should not be surprised when you see that he rebuked him for this at the end
of his life.” Eisenman-Wise’s comment is really directed against the Jacob of the biblical
text and not at the author of the commentary.

55 The possibility that 17Wa refers to the missing interpretation which followed in the
MS and might have been sectarian is somewhat vitiated by the employment of 7781 in
line 6 to introduce the requotation, if that is what we should term it, of the biblical text
beginning ANKX *7122. If we render “and he [Jacob] said .. .,” it is not exactly a requotation
formula any longer. It is interesting that 4Q252 does not employ & WK1, which is found
elsewhere in quotations and requotations. The more common citation formula 2102 TWN2
does occur at the beginning of iii 1, but the text breaks off immediately.

56 J.M. Allegro, “Further Messianic References,” JBL 75 (1956): 174—76. We may presume
that about fifteen lines are missing in column iv regarding Reuben, Simeon and Levi, as
well as the beginning of the blessing of Judah. The reconstruction of v 1 in both PE and
Eisenman-Wise should perhaps be corrected to indicate that 10" 8[19] might not be the
beginning of the column. The relative lengths of v 1 and v 2 leave room for another word
or so before 819 in v 1 (this view is supported by Brooke in DJD 22, 205).

18
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simple.”5” They are certainly correct to distinguish between this passage
and all of the preceding material in the scroll, but their choice of terminol-
ogy is unfortunate. It is in the texts to this point in the commentary that
we have witnessed “exegesis”; here we may be observing a sort of eisegesis
or imposition of sectarian thinking on the biblical text.

But more careful examination is necessary before we can dismiss even
this column as not being simple-sense exegesis. The fairly continuous por-
tion of the text reads:

Swnn HRIWH nrna mE vawn vhw e RIS
mMabnn M3 R PPRRA " TS 802 awr nia)r &)
nRR PIRA MW KA Y 250 100 SR 1a[oR1]
o5 T Ty Y niabn oA man s o o T

A scepter shall n[ot] depart from Judah while there is dominion to Israel,
[and there shall not be c]ut off one sitting on David’s throne. For the pprn
is the covenant of the kingdom, [and the th]ousands of Israel are the “feet”
until the arrival of the righteous messiah, scion of David, for to him and
his seed was | given the covenant of the kingdom of his people for eternal
generations.58

It would appear that this citation contains only commentary, and no bibli-
cal text, with the biblical verse being commented upon (whether or not
it resembled MT) having been cited at the end of the previous column.59

57 Eisenman-Wise, 83.

58 The scriptural origins of some of the phraseology of v 1-4 should be stressed in
any study of the art of composition at Qumran. Line 1 begins in Gen. 49:10, VAW 0" 8
AR, but continues with an echo of Psalms 114:2,Pm5wnn S8 wIph A nnn.
Line 2, 7175 802 2wy 012 K19, finds its sources in such verses as Jeremiah 3317, N2 o)
58 RDD HY 2w wR TTY. It is striking that two verses before the latter passage, we
read in Jeremiah 33:15 APTR NNX 1975 n*nER, which could, in this context, be said to be
the source for M7 NNR PTRA MW in line 4. It is also perhaps worthy of note, in light of
Brooke’s idea of this document having borrowed from a poetic text, that there is a some-
what poetic rhythm to the opening line and a half of column v. [Although in the original
version of the article I read 07377, “the feet,” Brooke has since argued convincingly (DJD
22, 205) that the reading is D377, “the standards,” as in SP.]

59 This point has already been made by A. Dupont-Sommer, The Essene Writings from
Qumran (tr. G. Vermes; repr. Gloucester: Peter Smith, 1973), 314: “This biblical quotation
does not appear in our fragment but must have been given at the end of the preceding
column where it was probably followed by the usual introduction, ‘The explanation of
this is that...”” Needless to say, it is far from certain that 17w5 was employed in this text.
I agree with Dupont-Sommer likewise in the reading of a conjunction at the beginning
of line 2, X%, for the purpose of smoothing out the syntax. But we are in a minority on
both of these points. Allegro, in his initial publication,. 174, treats the opening half-line as
a citation of Gen. 4910, referring, n. 2, to Ongelos’ TO9W 1Ay for LAV as parallel to VO
vawn. J. Carmignac, Les Textes de Qumran Traduits et Annotés (Paris: Letouzey et Ané,
1963), I, 287, n. 1, seems to agree with Allegro, “‘I'auteur paraphrase Genése 49,10.” Vermes,
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The language of the comment employs the vocabulary of Gen. 49:10 X%
gYRY nap? 1 AW R D 1Y PO 12N PpRrl TR vaY MY, while
commenting on it, as can be seen from the emphasized words and phrases
in the citation above.

There is an ambiguity in the syntax of the interpretation here. If we
read N1’ [R19] with earlier restorations (as well as that of Brooke in DJD
22, 205), is YWNN HRIWS M3 subordinate to AT VIWA VHW MO K1Y
which precedes it, or to 779 803 W N72* 819 which follows? The echo
of Psalm 114:2 noted above pulls in the former direction, but the latter is
attractive because 779 RD2 2w N1 R1H does not seem well placed
if the two clauses of line 1 form a sentence.%° If we read a conjunction at
the beginning of line 2, the three clauses—modeled on Genesis, Psalms
and Jeremiah as noted above—stand together, interpreting the biblical 85
AT VAW DY, and preceding the interpretation of 937 1"an pPpRM.

Is there anything explicitly sectarian about the reading of Gen. 49:10
in 4Q252? Nothing, until line 5. Why then is the interpretation so clearly
messianic/eschatological, if not sectarian? The answer again may lie in
the nature of the biblical passage; messianism and eschatology are not
inherently sectarian. The author of 4Q252 is of the opinion that the sensus
literalis of | a prophetic blessing like that of Jacob is by definition eschato-
logical (recall Jacob’s words in Gen. 49:1, R7p" WK N& DI 77K 190K
o2 MINRA DONR, “gather round and I shall tell you what shall befall
you in the end of days”), and it is only because of our modern notions
about sensus literalis that we fail to see this. The simple sense of such
a text, certainly to the ancient reader, is the predictive meaning of the
words. Until line 5, where we confront the Qumranic term 777 "WiIR
4Q252’s interpretation is eschatological (cf. 77 PR PIRA MPWNn K12 7Y,
lines 3—4), but remains within the boundaries of the biblical text.6! The

Dead Sea Scrolls in English (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1987), 260, restores a full citation of all of
49:10 before the interpretation which begins, “Whenever Israel rules.. . .,” ignoring the fact
that 4Q252 actually “paraphrases” the biblical text. Eisenman-Wise, 89, place quotation
marks around the first half-line as well. The possibility that we are dealing with some sort
of rewritten Bible and that no quotation preceded is more unlikely in this poetic passage
than it would be in narrative.

60 Carmignac, 287, Allegro, and Vermes, 260, (and Brooke, 205) adopt the latter read-
ing, taking the second and third clauses together, probably because all of them treat the
opening words of line 1 as citation or paraphrase rather than commentary, against Dupont-
Sommer who treats all three clauses as interpretation.

61 Since my focus in this document is its contribution to the history of simple-sense
interpretation, I demur, beyond remarking on its very different nature, from offering inter-
pretive remarks on the very last section. It is the most “typically Qumranic” and, unlike

20
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references to the Davidic house and messiah, historical and eschatological,
are for the ancient exegete the intended simple sense of the blessing of
Judah. They may coincide smoothly with the sectarian emphasis on mes-
sianism which we witness elsewhere, and appear in the same text with
more overtly sectarian material, but the reading of 4Q252 v 1-4 remains
the prophetic simple sense of the text. This is generically different from
the contemporaneous actualizing reading of prophetic texts which we
find in the pesharim.

III. EARLIER APPROACHES: LIM AND EISENMAN-WISE

It should be quite clear that the interpretations which we have suggested
and the sketch which we have drawn of the commentary as a whole dif-
fers sharply from the two recently published treatments of it by Lim and
Eisenman-Wise. Before proceeding to our brief attempt to characterize
the entire text and its biblical exegesis, we must first establish the ways
in which these first efforts to interpret 4Q252 have gone awry. In the first
case, Lim examined too brief a segment of the document which, together
with the passage already published by Allegro, gave a false impression of
the document as a whole. In the latter, Eisenman-Wise approached the
text with a number of preconceived notions about the provenance and
context of the text, in much the same fashion as they claim that other
scholars whom they criticize subject all texts to a procrustean Essene
reading. Both of these approaches frequently overlook the fact that the
document with which they are dealing is selective biblical interpretation
and not rewritten Bible.

A. Lim

Lim’s division of the first two columns into “a section about Noah and the
flood and another concerning Abraham’s covenant with God” is simply
unsound.®? He asserts: “the flood narrative begins with God’s declaration
in Gen. 6.3 that His spirit will not remain in man forever and ends with

almost anything else in the manuscript, must be read against the background of a variety of
other passages in Qumran literature as has been suggested by Allegro and Eisenman-Wise,
83-85. The issue of significantly Qumranic terminology, like 717 N1, being employed in a
non-sectarian piece of exegesis is worthy of further discussion.

62 Lim, 289.
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the curse | of Canaan in 9.25.”63 But, as we have noticed, the opening line
of column i seems to complete an earlier statement, needing an anteced-
ent for the suffix of D¥P. To speak of an inclusio in this section, as Lim
does, is more than speculative.

We have seen above that Lim asserts that the chronology of the flood
story applies the solar calendar to the narrative. He then writes: “From
the previously published fragment of Gen. 49:10 alone, it is clear that this
sectarian text (cf. the technical term 717 in line 5) is eschatological and
messianic (cf. 7T NRR PIRA WA K12 TY, lines 3—4).”6* Having argued
that even the flood chronology is primarily a piece of exegesis which is not
sectarian in its motivation (and, less confidently, that part of the interpre-
tation of the blessing of Judah is not as well), we see the danger of charac-
terizing the whole by the part. The omission of the details such as God’s
promise not to destroy the earth by flood in the future is not because the
dating is the focus of the flood story, but because it is the exegetical prob-
lem with which the author is concerned.>

Lim characterizes the exegesis of 4Q252 as “inferential”, noting cor-
rectly that this type of reading is not paralleled in any kind of pesher,
because prophecies (on which pesharim are written) are revelatory, while
the flood story lends itself to a different mode of analysis.®¢ He has actu-
ally marshaled some of the evidence for the very different nature of the
biblical interpretation in this document from that elsewhere at Qumran,
without, however, following it to its logical conclusion.

«

B. Eisenman-Wise

Eisenman-Wise correctly stress the selective nature of 4Q252, noting that
it “skims over the main Genesis narrative, alighting only on points and
issues it wishes for some reason to clarify or re-present”.5” They are also

63 Tbid.

64 Lim, 295. Patte, 236, refers to the genre of “4QPatriarchal Blessings” as “Apocalyptic
re-writings!”. Stegemann, 214, believed our text was a “thematischen Midrasch zu bestim-
mten Fragen der Eschatologie”.

65 Lim, 295—96. His claim that “in this respect, the interpretation of the flood story
resembles Chapter 5 of the Book of Jubilees much more than it does any of the thematic
or continuous pesharim,” is strange. Some details, such as the numbers of the animals, are
omitted from Jubilees as well as 4Q252, but Jubilees’ account is still fuller because it is, after
all, rewritten biblical narrative, not a selective commentary. Furthermore, Jubilees records
God'’s promise at 6:16.

66 Lim, 297. “Inferential” exegesis is, or at least can be, fundamentally a simple-sense
approach, and, as such, we should not expect to find it in the pesharim.

67 Eisenman-Wise, 77.
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quite correct that, “In the process, the author picks up some of the major
modern scholarly problems in Genesis textual analysis and attempts what
in his terms is clearly a resolution.”®® If they had followed their own lead,
they might have allowed the nature of the problems presented by 4Q252,
rather than their own agenda, to determine its essential quality.

We have shown in our running discussion of the text above that,
although the calendar is a significant issue in the commentary, its treat-
ment is as an | exegetical difficulty, not as a dogmatic or theologically sen-
sitive issue.%? As in most of the passages dealt with by 4Q252, the textual
problem is the stimulus for the interpretation. Although the Jubilees-type
solar year is stressed, the emphasis is not polemical. The tone of our docu-
ment is not that of one engaged in inter-sectarian debate, and lacks the
“polemical point-counterpoint””® which pervades other Qumran biblical
interpretations. We are in the presence of a commentator dealing with
issues within the framework of the biblical text, occasionally with sectar-
ian interest.

The treatment of the Ham material by Eisenman-Wise fails to locate the
discussion by our text in the context of other early biblical interpretation,
some of which, as we have noted, asks the very same question, and gives
the very same answer as 4Q252. Likewise, the analysis of the material at
the end of Gen. 11 (ii 8-10) is called “another mathematical rationaliza-
tion”, and we are told that the fact that the author’s “concerns are math-
ematical could not be more apparent”.” Both of the issues confronted
in this portion—the age of Terah when Abram left for Canaan, and the
chronology of key events in Abram’s life—happen to be chronological,
but the basic concern is not for numbers, but for straightforward biblical
exegesis of those numbers. The mathematical facet certainly need not be
primary, as both of these problems vex exegetes far less mathematically
oriented.

68 Ibid., 78.

69 Eisenman-Wise, 79, write of the calendar of the flood passage: “Because the polemic
is so emphatic, it would appear that the author of the text is familiar with the traditional
text, which is probably the Pharisaic one.” But they also argue, 105, regarding the same text:
“The date of the Masoretic Text—which the author of the text almost certainly must have
had in his scroll of Genesis—was read as a lunisolar date.” I hesitate to perform source
criticism on a modern text, but I suspect that the authors do not agree on this matter. The
latter solution sees the text as exegetical, the former as polemical.

70 M. Fishbane, “Use, Authority and Interpretation of Mikra at Qumran,” Mikra: Text,
Translation, Reading and Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Ancient Judaism and Early
Christianity (ed. M.J. Mulder; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990), 366.

71 Eisenman-Wise, 8o.
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At times, Eisenman-Wise characterize the material which the Genesis
Florilegium has selected very strangely. Asserting that there are two “sal-
vation of the Righteous” or “escape and salvation” stories in Genesis—
those of Noah and Lot—they claim that our commentary deals with both
of them.”? Of course, the key terms P 7% and 0’0 used in Gen. 6:9 hap-
pen not to occur in this document, and there is no reference to Lot in the
fragmentary remains of our text, despite the presence of Abraham’s prayer
over Sodom and Gomorrah in column iii. Nor is Lot referred to explicitly
anywhere in Scripture as “Righteous.” Any inference, therefore, on “the
pre-eminent position ‘the Righteous’ play in Qumran ideology in general””3
based on the inclusion of these incidents in 4Q252 is inappropriate. It is
particularly unsafe methodologically to extrapolate anything from a frag-
mentary text (like column iii) without even trying to reconstruct it.”*

| Eisenman-Wise claim: “In the Genesis Florilegium, there is a collat-
eral interest in sexual matters reflecting the condemnation of ‘fornication’
which one finds in other Qumran documents like that in the ‘three nets of
Belial’ section of the Damascus Document.””® This is argued from the fact
that our text includes the Ham/Canaan and Sodom/Gomorrah episodes
and stories about eradicating Amalek and the disqualification of Reuben
from his position as first-born. But, once again, we search the actual text
in vain for any sexual allusions, other than the narrative one in the case
of Reuben. We must concentrate on what the text does: the cursing of
Canaan rather than Ham, the prayer of Abraham on behalf of Sodom and
Gomorrah (?), the historical and eschatological conflict between Israel

72 Eisenman-Wise, 80—81.

73 Ibid., 81. One cannot, of course, proceed to search for “parallel interest” to such
fiction.

7 GJ. Brooke, “The Pesharim and the Origin of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Methods of
Investigation of the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Khirbet Qumran Site: Present Realities and
Future Prospects (ed. Michael O. Wise et al.; Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences
722; New York: New York Academy of Sciences, 1994), 339—352 (340—341), criticizing some
of Eisenman’s historical reconstructions, points out that, despite the significance of the
PI¥A 1N in certain Qumran documents, “apart from this title or epithet, no form of
the root PR (PR, PR, APTY, PIR) is anywhere definitely used in the continuous
pesharim, even when it features in the scriptural citation ... and some kind of elaborate
exegesis on the term might have been expected.” He argues further that the placement of
pesharim as part of such reconstructions “must account for the presence and absence of
the relevant terminology in all the texts that are discussed.”

75 Eisenman-Wise, 81. Brooke, “Thematic Content,” 43, similarly suggests that CD 2:15—
3:2 may furnish a parallel for 4Q252, since the former’s “call to avoid following a guilty
inclination and eyes of lust” may be echoed in the latter’s “curse of Canaan, the destruction
of Sodom, . .. and Reuben’s sleeping with Bilhah.”

23



24

120 CHAPTER FOUR

and Amalek, and the literal exegesis of Gen. 49:3—4 (and 10?). Our ana-
lytical agenda must be set first by the commentator. If the commentary’s
intent was to stress the punishment for certain kinds of sins, it has cer-
tainly chosen a peculiar way of doing so, one which demands that the
reader ignore its words and read only behind them.

For Eisenman-Wise “the climax of the work and for our purposes,
exegesis generally at Qumran” is the exegesis of the blessing of Judah in
Genesis 49 found in column v.7® It is interesting that in the two and one-
half pages which they devote to the interpretation of this segment of the
commentary there are no references to texts from the earlier portions. It
is as different in its content as it is in its exegetical methodology. There
is no doubt about the significance of this passage among other messianic
texts from Qumran, but since, as we have seen, there is no perceptible con-
nection between the various sections of 4Q252, to speak of this portion
as the climax of this document is an overstatement. It is climactic only to
a scholar whose interest in this exegetical document revolves about the
search for messianic data.

For both Lim and Eisenman-Wise, then, a commitment to or presuppo-
sition about this document as a sectarian work has interfered with its
interpretation. We have stressed from the beginning of our discussion the
need to allow the text to define itself through the issues which it treats
and the methods with which it treats them. We return now to the com-
mentary for a survey and description of its exegetical principles.

| IV. AN “EXEGETICAL” APPROACH

This manuscript, then, is highly unusual in terms of the breadth of its
exegetical methodology as well as in the range and sparseness of the texts
which it treats. In the six columns which we can identify, we find com-
ments on Genesis 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 15, 167, 18, 22, 28, 35, and 49.”7 The length of

76 Tbid., 83. The remark is somewhat disingenuous, as their final comment on this docu-
ment, 86, states: “The text ends in Column 6, a little anticlimactically [my italics, MJB],
with portions from Gen. 49:20—21 about blessings on Asher and Naphtali...” 4Q252 does
not aim to culminate in the messianic or eschatological prophecies associated with the
blessing of Judah, but rather follows Jacob’s blessings in sequence. If my suggestion about
dividing the interpretation of Judah’s blessing into two parts, simple-sense and sectarian,
is accepted, then there is even less foundation for Eisenman-Wise’s remarks.

77 To be sure, the first column sets a length of about 22 lines, and the most that we
have for any of the others is 13 or 14. But although some material is missing from our text,
it must still have been a very selective commentary.
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the comments ranges from the four words on Genesis 9:27 (if, as I think,
that text is represented in our document) to the extensive exegesis of the
chronology of the flood in columns i-ii.

It is perhaps easier to describe what this text is not than what it is.
It is not sectarian/eschatological pesher exegesis, with the exception of
some of the remains of column v. Unlike a pesher, 4Q252 is not allusive;
it does not reflect contemporary events or recent history; it does not
(with the exception of some of the blessing of Jacob in the last portion)
read Scripture as prophetic. Nor is it neutral, contextualizing exegesis as
is occasionally found in the pesharim. On the whole, it is not “rewritten
Bible”, because it is partially commentary, explaining the text rather than
restating it; because it occasionally takes the form of lemma + comment;
and, perhaps most significantly, because it re-writes very selectively, and
seems to skip ad libitum from one section of Genesis to another without
any overt cause. It is a text which has chosen certain issues, and only those
issues, as the objects of its comments, whether those remarks take the
form of rewriting or formal commentary. The fact that certain passages
in our document present the scriptural text in the form of rewritten Bible
does not define or characterize it generically. The presence of rewriting
and “commentary” side-by-side presumably indicates the transitional and
tentative nature of this new genre, whatever we are to term it.

Let us summarize the exegetical issues which the commentary con-
fronts in its surviving portions:

(1) The identification of the 120 years of Gen. 6:3, and their location
within Noah'’s life.
(2) The chronology of the flood story.
(3) Noah'’s curse and blessing:
a. The object of Noah'’s curse;
b. The subject of the verb 112" in Gen. 9:27, and the identification of
ow "Hnra.
(4) The chronology of Abraham’s life:
The reconciliation of Gen. 11:26 and 12:4;
The reconciliation of Gen. 1513 and Ex. 12:41.
(5) The superfluous reference to Amalek in Gen. 36:12.
(6) Jacob’s blessings:
a. The rebuke of Reuben;
b. The interpretation of Gen. 49:10.
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| Upon examining this list, we note that all of the surviving passages dealt
with by 4Q252 contain problems, ranging from fundamental to peripheral,
in interpreting the book of Genesis. Whether they involve chronology or
the sequence of the biblical narrative, the meaning of a word or the sub-
ject of a verb, the explanation of an extraneous detail or the clarification
of a prophetic blessing or the reconciliation of seeming contradictions in
the text, they are matters which could concern any exegete, not only a
sectarian one. This phenomenon ought to be paramount in our consider-
ation of generic issues for such a text.

Indeed, when we come to analyze a document of this type from
the ancient world we should be mindful of a judicious statement by
E.D. Hirsch:

Without helpful orientations like titles and attributions, readers are likely to
gain widely different generic conceptions of a text, and these conceptions
will be constitutive of their subsequent understanding.”®

When the document is fragmentary and we possess neither beginning nor
end as well as no title or author, our own predispositions often become
more significant in the way in which we evaluate a text. As a student
of biblical interpretation, I prefer to place greater emphasis on the prob-
lems faced by the exegete and the stimuli in the text which trigger his
comments. If the focus of the commentary is on difficulties which any
non-sectarian reader of the text might have, then the author cannot be
accused broadly of tendentiousness. If the answers given are, or could
be, supplied by non-sectarian exegetes as well, the overall interpretation
should be categorized as simple-sense interpretation.

This analysis derives from the nature of the discrete exegetical com-
ments found in 4Q252. At the same time, however, it appears that the
interest of our commentator in certain kinds of questions may indeed be
loosely influenced by sectarian predilections. There is no doubt that the
calendar was central to Qumran life and thought, and that messianism
was an issue which concerned the sect, and we might tend to attribute our
commentator’s concern with those themes to personal ideology. But these
were matters which probably concerned, to a greater or lesser degree, all
Jews in the Second Commonwealth.

78 Validity in Interpretation (New Haven, 1967), 75, cited by G.J. Brooke, “Qumran
Pesher: Towards the Redefinition of a Genre,” RevQ 10 (1979—-81): 492.
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There are no sectarian “messages” in any of the individual comments in
4Q252; its text responds to exegetical issues in the Hebrew Bible. If 4Q252
(minus its one overtly Qumranic passage) had not been found at Qum-
ran, we might have speculated about its possible Qumranic origins, but
simultaneously wondered about its lacking “typically” Qumranic themes
and messages. As long as the method of response to the textual problems
is not tendentious, we cannot even fault the exegete for being concerned
with details of the biblical text which were particularly interesting to sec-
tarians. Furthermore, we should not “condemn” a piece of interpretation
as “sectarian” because of a tendency to certain kinds of answers, if those
answers could also have been given by non-sectarian interpreters.

Is there anything which connects the various lemmas or comments of
this document with one another? Should we attempt to read it as an inte-
grated | whole? I should suggest that since the kinds of exegetical issues
which are confronted are really so different from one another, that there
is not and that we should not. If 4Q252 is a commentary, addressing only
whatever problematic issues its author saw fit, then it is unproductive and
inappropriate to search for artificial unifiers. It is true that we then have
to explain the genesis of a disjointed text, but it is more important to
understand the document as it stands than to assert forced and contrived
integrating features.”®

Perhaps, in the final analysis, there is too little left of this commentary
to do anything but theorize. We can eliminate a variety of other possi-
bilities, and determine what this text is not, but we cannot argue abso-
lutely from silence regarding a Tendenz which the work does not exhibit.
But since the simple sense comments are still unique among examples
of ancient biblical interpretation, our only possible conclusion is that we

7 One possibility which comes to mind, admittedly obscurum per obscurius, to explain
the admittedly diffuse nature of this commentary, is that this text might be an excerpted
one, based on an earlier work or works on Genesis, containing rewritten Bible and sim-
ple sense comments, from which someone copied a series of passages whose problems,
solutions, or both, appealed to his interests. This would explain the range and somewhat
random nature of the comments. But there is, of course, no indication that such is the
case, and we should have to postulate the existence of an even fuller commentary of this
type in order to support our suggestion. In any event, I believe our focus on individual
passages and their exegetical method needs to precede discussions of the document as
a whole and its sources. I deal further with this issue in “4Q252: Method and Context,
Genre and Sources: A Response to George J. Brooke, ‘The Thematic Content of 4Q252",”
which was presented at the Annenberg Research Institute’s Colloquium on the Dead Sea
Scrolls in May 1993, and which appeared in JQR 8512 (1994): 61-79 (below 133-150). See
Final Note.
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have here some “new” genre which fills a gap on the historical spectrum.8°
We cannot know who wrote this first “simple-sense” type commentary or
what impelled him to adopt such a form. We cannot even be certain that
its author would have recognized our classification of it.

V. APPENDIX: 4Q252 AND JUBILEES

In light of the apparent significance of Jubilees at Qumran and to the
Qumran community, I believe that it is worth comparing 4Q252 and jubi-
lees wherever a positive or negative correlation between them can be dis-
cerned, and there appear to be four such points of contact.®! Regarding
the 120 | years of Gen. 6:3, our commentary, reading it as the time remain-
ing until the flood, disagrees with Jubilees which seems to understand it as
the life-span of man (Jub. 5:8). It is interesting that in jubilees this equiva-
lent of Gen. 6:3 is dislocated from its context in Genesis (Jub.51) to a
position following texts parallel to Gen. 6:12, 7-8. Whether this relates to
the juxtaposition in 4Q252 of 6:3 with language reminiscent of 6:13 is, of
course, unclear.

As for the chronology of the flood, it appears that the new commentary
adopts a different reconstruction from that found in jubilees.82 On the
exegesis of 12w (Gen. 9:27), 4Q252 and Jubilees are in agreement, taking
God as its subject. Finally, as we noted earlier, jubilees and our commen-
tary differ on the date of Terah and Abram’s journey to Haran, and the
length of Abram’s stay there. It is clear, then, that despite the significance
of Jubilees in the Qumran community, its readings of the biblical text were

80 M. Fishbane introduces his remarks on “Interpretation etc. of Mikra at Qumran,” 339,
with the important observation that “the evidence of the Dead Sea scrolls offers. .. pri-
mary and hitherto unknown documentation from [the] milieu of ancient Jewish exegesis.”
If our above analysis is correct, then the history of Jewish biblical interpretation has been
enriched by an exemplar of a type of interpretation which has not been recognized else-
where in the ancient world.

81 The importance of Jubilees at Qumran seems fairly well agreed upon. Jubilees’ calen-
dar is parallel to Qumran’s; Jubilees is cited in CD 16:3—4; and the “library” at Qumran pos-
sessed 14 or 15 manuscripts of Jubilees. James VanderKam has recently written: “The sheer
number of copies of a book perhaps does not have a direct correlation with the status
that it enjoyed at Qumran; but it could have such a correlation and probably did” (“The
Jubilees Fragments from Qumran Cave 4,” in The Madrid Qumran Congress: Proceedings of
the International Congress on the Dead Sea Scrolls, Madrid, 18-21 March 1991 [ed. ]. Trebolle
Barrera and L. Vegas Montaner; STDJ 11; Brill, Leiden, 1992], II, 648).

82 Cf. Lim, 296—97, with an elaborate comparative chronological table, who makes the
interesting observation that our commentary is more concerned for specific dates than is

Jubilees.
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not authoritatively binding on our commentator. When it came to mat-
ters of simple-sense interpretation, the author of the commentary seems
to have followed his analysis of the biblical text even where it led him to
disagree with a “Qumranically significant” work like Jubilees.83

Final Note

Subsequent to this paper’s being set in print, and while I was writing the
paper referred to in note 79 above, George Brooke informed me that, based
on examination of the actual manuscript, he is “virtually certain that 252
col. 1is indeed the start of the text” (communication, 15 Oct. 1993). In that
case, we cannot interpret the opening line as being dependent on a bibli-
cal citation in the previous column as we did in this article. This fact led
me to an interesting tentative hypothesis about the sources of 4Q252. Per-
haps the compiler selected from a variety of earlier documents (whether
re-written Bible, commentaries or poems) passages which interested him
because they explained difficult biblical texts in Genesis. Whereas they
need not have been “commentary” in their original contexts, they became
a commentary when he put them together in a single manuscript without
connections between them. If something like this be the case, then per-
haps i1 ff. contains a quotation from some sort of “re-written Bible”, taken
out of context. Similarly, Brooke’s lost poetic work could have been the
source for the paraphrase of Gen. g:27, DW *5nR2 oW, In both cases, the
function of the citation would still be to explain an exegetical difficulty
in the biblical text. I explore this possibility a bit further in the article
referred to in n. 79.

83 This brief comment opens up the question of whether there existed a canon or can-
ons, textual or interpretive, at Qumran. How “canonical” was Jubilees? James VanderKam
concludes his survey of the MSS of Jubilees from Cave 4 (above, n. 81, 648), with the
remark: “All of these points combine to make a strong case that Jubilees was among the
most important books at Qumran—part of the collection that would, in later times, be
called the canon of scripture.” My observations cannot confute this assertion, but merely
indicate one direction in which the discussion can be carried further.
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4025212 09pH TR TN NT KRY:
BIBLICAL TEXT OR BIBLICAL INTERPRETATION?*1

A recently published Qumran text, 4Q252, can probably best be described
as a sort of commentary on the book of Genesis.2 The opening lines of this
text, which revolve around Gen 6:3, furnish an instructive paradigm for
the evaluation of a characteristic type of textual/exegetical biblical mate-
rial from the classical period. The question which it poses is a familiar
one: when is the reflection of a biblical text which does not conform to
MT, and which appears in a “non-textual” source, to be viewed as a variant
text, and when may treat it as a paraphrastic interpretation of an underly-
ing text which may have resembled MT?3

* This article, like the other two on 4Q252 in this collection, was written before the
publication of the DJD edition by George J. Brooke in “4Q Commentaries on Genesis A-D,”
in G. Brooke et al. eds., Qumran Cave 4.XVII: Parabiblical Texts, Part 3 (DJD 22; Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1996), 185-236 (185—207). There are no issues in the portion of the text
discussed in this article where the more accurate recent edition makes a difference.

1 My thanks to Professor James C. VanderKam of the University of Notre Dame for
reading earlier drafts of this article, clarifying issues of Ethiopic usage, and asking some
pointed questions which led to more nuanced formulations on my part.

2 The relevant portion of 4Q252 has appeared in B.Z. Wacholder and M.G. Abegg, A Pre-
liminary Edition of the Unpublished Dead Sea Scrolls. The Hebrew and Aramaic Texts from
Cave Four: Fascicle Two (Washington, D.C.: Biblical Archaeology Society, 1992), 212 (= PE);
R.H. Eisenman and J.M. Robinson, A Facsimile Edition of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Washington,
D. C.: Biblical Archaeology Society, 1991), plate 1289 (= FE); T.H. Lim, “The Chronology
of the Flood Story in a Qumran Text (4Q252),” JJS 43 (1992): 288—-98; R.H. Eisenman and
M.O. Wise, “14. A Genesis Florilegium,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls Uncovered (Rockport: Ele-
ment, 1992), 77-89; M.J. Bernstein, “4Q252: From Re-written Bible to Biblical Commen-
tary,” JJS 45 (1994): 1-27 (above 92-125); and G.J. Brooke, “The Genre of 4Q252: From Poetry
to Pesher,” DSD 1 (1994): 160-179. Brooke discussed “The Thematic Content of 4Q252,” at
the Annenberg Research Institute conference (May 1993) on the scrolls, to which Bernstein
responded in “4Q252: Method and Context, Genre and Sources”. These papers appeared in
JQR 85:1-2 (1994): 33—-59 and 61—-79 (below 133-150), respectively. The precise nature of the
commentary that 4Q252 in fact is has been the subject of some dispute between Professor
Brooke and myself, but we both agree that the document is best described with the neutral
term “commentary.”

3 Lim writes correctly, 289, “There is no straightforward way of distinguishing between
a quotation and a rewriting of the biblical verse.” Another approach, which might come
to conclusions similar to those reached below, is suggested by the title of G.J. Brooke’s
article, “The Biblical Texts in the Qumran Commentaries: Scribal Errors or Exegetical Vari-
ants” in Early Jewish and Christian Exegesis: Studies in Memory of William Hugh Brownlee
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| After the description of the b¢nei Elohim’s consorting with the daugh-
ters of man, the Lord asserts, according to Gen 6:3 (MT), BIK2 M3 13 NS
MW DMWY ARA P P WA RN 03w 89S, “My spirit shall not abide
(?) in man forever inasmuch as (?) he is flesh, and his days shall be one
hundred and twenty years.” This passage is a well-known crux interpre-
tum, both lexically and exegetically, as is admitted by most commentators
to Genesis regardless of their ultimate solution to its difficulties, with the
two difficulties from a lexical standpoint being the terms 1’7" and Diw2a.4

4Q252 begins its first column:5

DRI MY DY K3 M3 MY DWINWI MIRA PAIR naw([a]
PP TV MW DMWPT ARD DAY 1anmm 8910 8T83 M 9T XS ans
510 n

In the four hundred eightieth year of Noah’s life, their time came to Noah,
seeing that God had said, “my spirit shall not dwell forever in man, and
their days shall be determined at one hundred and twenty years until the
time of the waters of the flood.”¢

The most striking “variant” in the Qumran text is, of course, 17" for MT’s
hapax legomenon 17°. In fact, this reading had already been considered as
an emendation of MT 137" long before the discovery of 4Q252.

|1 believe that Lim is alone to date among scholars who have addressed
4Q252 in insisting that “317° (MT 17°) is a variant attested by the LXX (00
W) xoTapeivel T0 Tvedpud pov),”” but his minority conclusion is not without

(ed. C.A. Evans and W.F. Stinespring; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986), 85-100. Towards the
end of that essay, 99, he cautions scholars “in their use of the variants in the biblical quo-
tations in the commentaries in any reconstruction of the overall history of traditions.”
Of course, his comments are directed at the texts in the pesharim, and there may be a
significant generic difference between them and our commentary.

4 E.g., S.R. Driver, The Book of Genesis (Westminster Commentaries; Methuen: London,
1911), 83—4, states, “A very difficult and uncertain verse ... It is wisest to acknowledge the
simple truth, which is that both textually and exegetically the verse is very uncertain,
and that it is impossible to feel any confidence as to its meaning.” G.J. Wenham, Genesis
1-15 (Word Biblical Commentary; Word: Waco, 1987), 141, admits “Almost every word in
this statement has been the subject of controversy.” J. Skinner, A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on Genesis (ICC; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1930), 143, writes of [77°, “There are
two traditional interpretations: (a) ‘abide’... (b) judge’. .. The former is perhaps nothing
more than a plausible guess of the meaning although a variant text has been suspected
(12, M, 1Y, etc.).”

5 The transcriptions in Wacholder-Abegg, PE, 213, have been checked against the pho-
tocopies which Dr. Brooke provided and against the plates in FE.

6 For my exegesis of this passage and 4Q252 generally, see my JJS article (above, n. 2).
In this note, I am concerned only with the text-critical value of 17 ND.

7 Lim, 292.
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supporting data. In favor, prima facie, of this treatment of 17" as a textual
variant appear to be the renditions of Targum Ongqelos D™pPN* (“exist”),
Vulgate permanebit, and perhaps that of jubilees 5:8 “dwell, remain,” in
addition to LXX.® We must therefore examine the significance of the evi-
dence generated by the coincidence of these ancient versions as well as
evaluate the “reading” of 4Q252.

We begin with the somewhat obvious fact that “shall dwell, shall
remain” is perhaps the most obvious contextual interpretation of 17°.9 As
such, the appearance of similar interpretations in four (or five) ancient
sources cannot be claimed with certitude to indicate textual interdepen-
dence, since such a reading could very easily have arisen in each of them
independently.l® | Furthermore, although the renderings in LXX/Onge-
los/Vulgate and the phraseology of jubilees seem quite similar, at first
glance, to the word in 4Q252, they differ semantically from one another

8 BHK records in its upper apparatus (slight variants) the reading of LXX, noting “G
o0 wi) xatapeivel = N ? (simil TO S).” BHS has no such annotation. The reading of the
Peshitta, 9nyn (“shall dwell”), may be an additional independent witness to this rendi-
tion, but it also could be dependent on either Ongelos, LXX, or both. Ch. Heller, Peshitta
in Hebrew Characters with Elucidatory Notes. Part I: Genesis [Hebrew] (Berlin, 1927), 8 n. 2,
writes that the Peshitta “translates 117" as if 117" and it is thus in many versions, because of
the interchange of liquid consonants 7"31% which is quite frequent in Semitic and other
languages.”

9 C. Westermann, Genesis 1-1: A Commentary (tr. J.J. Scullion, S.J.; Minneapolis: Augs-
burg, 1984), 375, writes, “The most likely reading from the context is ‘remain’.” Likewise,
N.M. Sarna, The JPS Torah Commentary: Genesis (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society,
1989), 46, “‘[S]hall not abide’: This rendering of the otherwise unexampled Hebrew yadon
best suits the context.” A number of modern commentators, including U. Cassuto, A Com-
mentary on the Book of Genesis. Part One: From Adam to Noah, (tr. . Abrahams; Jerusalem:
Magnes, 1961), 295-96; Westermann, ibid.; and Wenham, 142; following A. Guillaume, “A
Note on the Meaning of Gen VI 3", AS/L 56 (1939): 415—416, conclude that “remain, abide
permanently” is the actual meaning of the 177* of MT. Westermann writes, “The translation
‘remain’ seems to have sufficient basis.”

10 M.H. Goshen-Gottstein, “Biblical Philology and the Concordance,” JJS 8 (1957): 7,
writes, “wherever a reading in any witness—version or manuscript—can be explained by
misreading, parallelism in the widest sense, syntactical or grammatical normalisation or
simplification, inversion of adjacent parts within a phrase, lexical or grammatical alterna-
tion or influence of verses of similar content, we have to suspect spontaneous creation (with-
out any traditional connection), unless the opposite is proved... [italics in the original].”
Elsewhere, “The History of the Bible-Text and Comparative Semitics—A Methodological
Problem,” VT 7 (1957): 198 n. 3, he refers to this principle as the “law of scribes.” S.R. Isen-
berg, “Studies in the Jewish Aramaic Translations of the Pentateuch” (Ph. D. dissertation;
Harvard University, 1968), 55, clarifies some of the reasoning underlying this position well,
“Often exegetical problems in the Hebrew Text gave rise to related interpretive traditions
which are appropriated by the Tgs, and indeed sometimes by LXX, Philo, Pseudo-Philo,
Josephus, etc. Such interpretive agreements. .. seldom imply textual relation.” Cf. also the
remarks of E. Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992), 300—
301, on the issue of “broad attestation” of readings, and see further the following note.
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sufficiently (other than xatapeivel and permanebit) to indicate that they
need not represent a single fextual tradition.!! I, for argument’s sake, we
were to attempt a retroversion to biblical Hebrew of each of these various
“translations,” it is highly unlikely that we would come up with the same
“original” for all of them. In LXX, xatauévw does not represent N7 in its
only appearance in the Hebrew portions of the Bible (Ps 84:11), but stands
for 2w in most of its few appearances.!? It is rather likely that xatapeivet
is a good contextual guess. A substantial majority of the occurrences of
0”pnR in Ongelos represent Hebrew M3 Jubilees employs here the
rather neutral nabara which is used heavily for 2¥” in the Ethiopic trans-
lation of the Hebrew Bible."* Each of these readings or interpretations
could have arisen from 17 without knowledge of any of the others, and
there is nothing which would link any of the versional evidence uniquely
with the root M7

How then are we to account for the reading in 4Q252, not a version, but
also not a biblical text? Can it be said to add to the versional evidence for
the existence of a variant text especially since its language is indubitably
Hebrew and we cannot claim that it is a “loose translation”? I have argued
elsewhere that 4Q252 is derived from a variety of sources which its com-
poser compiled into a commentary; certain portions of 4Q252 are clearly
commentary, with or without lemmata, while others are more akin to “re-
written Bible”.15 This feature complicates our analysis. At first glance, there
appear to be two alternatives for evaluating this | passage, either that it
is part of a comment on the biblical text or that it represents the biblical

11 The slight differences between them are much less likely to preclude their belong-
ing to a common exegetical tradition. Cf. the remarks of D. Barthélemy, Preliminary and
Interim Report on the OT Text Project (New York: United Bible Societies, 1979-80), vol. 1,
ix—x, cited with approval by Tov, Textual Criticism, 300, “In certain instances a variant
form of the text may appear to have a broad base, in that it is represented in a number of
different textual traditions, but a closer examination of the situation may reveal that these
traditions have all followed the same interpretive tendency.” Barthélemy acknowledges
the independent following of exegetical traditions, as did Goshen, cited above, but the pos-
sibility of common ancient Jewish exegetical tradition should not be discounted especially
in the case of difficult passages.

12 Num 20:1; 22:8 and Josh 2:23. At Il Kings 12:20 (21) it stands for 1398171 in the expression
2w 115981, In Symmachus to Ps 138:9, it stands for jow.

18 Of the other 23 occurrences listed in C.J. Kasowski, Thesaurus Aquilee Versionis (Jeru-
salem: Mosad haRav Kuk, 1940) 445a, seventeen stand for some form of i'1; there are
two for forms of 0P, isolated renditions of 17, K13, and TNY, and one without a verbal
parallel in the Hebrew text.

14 My thanks to Professor VanderKam for clarifying the Ethiopic usage for me. As far as
I can tell, nabara is not used for 717 in Ps 84:11, but cf. n. 18 below.

15 “4Q252: Method and Context, Genre and Sources,” 74—76 (below, 144-146).
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text, either verbatim or via rephrasing. The first possibility, however, can
be excluded. Since George Brooke has demonstrated fairly cogently on
physical grounds the fact that the first column of 4Q252 is also the first
column of the original whole scroll, we cannot argue that the words of
i 1-2 are a comment on a citation which appeared in a preceding, lost,
column, a solution which could easily have commended itself otherwise.'6
We therefore have to decide whether i 1-2 is a citation of biblical text or
is a paraphrase of such a text. If our disposal of the versional “evidence”
above is accepted, it appears that there is only one other factor (discus-
sion of which will be deferred until later) that might confirm the textual
citation alternative. Support for the paraphrase position, however, is more
substantial. Arguing against the primary textual nature of the Qumran
reading 717" is the fact that 717 is almost as rare a word in biblical Hebrew
as the root of N7 (whatever that is), appearing in the Hebrew portion of
the Bible only at Psalms 84:11.17 The ordinary way to say “remain, dwell” in
biblical Hebrew is 12w (frequently used of God, although not of his m7),
and not N7.18 Furthermore, the presence of the root 317 (participle) in the
Hebrew of Ben Sira 33:11 (MS E) and 50:26 (MS B), and a number of times
in the Aramaic portions of Daniel may combine to point to a late or post-
biblical origin for the Qumran usage.!®

| To counter our arguments that the phrase in 4Q252 is not a biblical
quotation, it might be suggested that the words & D198, “God having

16 Brooke, “Genre”, (above n. 2), 162-163.

17 LXX renders there oixéw, while the Aramaic targum employs the infinitive of 217, a
root employed in Ongqelos almost exclusively for Hebrew ..

18 For the hypothetical M7 = “remain, dwell,” we should have expected in Ongelos
a form of 87W which is its normal translation of Hebrew j2w. Kasowski’s concordance
records 33 occurrences of X7W representing forms of {2 in Qal, Piel and Hiphil, out of
35 occurrences of the verbal root in the Pentateuch (Num 23:9 and Deut 3316 are the only
exceptions). As is well-known, when God is the subject of the verb, the targum renders
(7)1raw M/ WK “I/He will cause My/His Shekhinah to dwell.” This deviation from a
fairly invariable pattern in Ongelos to Gen 6:3 adds to the doubt that his Hebrew Vorlage
was NT". LXX is far more nuanced and varied than Ongelos in rendering }2w, and the 35
examples of ]2W are translated by about 13 verbs according to my count, but xatapévw,
noticeably, is not one of them. A survey of passages in the Ethiopic Bible which Professor
VanderKam supplied me where nabara is used according to C.F. Dillmann, Lexicon Linguce
Athiopicce (repr. Osnabruck: Biblio Verlag, 1970), cols. 65051, indicates that is employed
for ]ow in a few instances, so that no inference from non-usage can be drawn regarding its
appropriateness for hypothetical 7.

19 The Greek of Ben Sira 50:26 is xatauévw (there is no Greek equivalent for the Hebrew
text of Ben Sira 33:11). There is, of course, no Jewish Aramaic version of Daniel; Theodotion
uses xatoxéw for 1T in Chapters 2—4, but it is difficult to determine the LXX equivalents;
at Dan 6:26 both Greek versions use oixéw. Note, once again, the complete absence of
XOUTAUEV®.
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said,” should introduce a direct quotation.?? But in a work like 4Q252,
which does not contain only running biblical text, there is no reason to
assume that the verb 97& must introduce direct rather than indirect quo-
tation, or even that its direct quotation must cite the biblical text rather
than a paraphrase of it.2! Especially in light of the fact that the middle part
of 6:3 (W2 R Diw1) is omitted in the “quotation” and that the latter
portion (73w DMWY KRN 112" M) is substantially rewritten, there is little
reason for us to assert, based only on IR YRy, that the first segment of
6:3 is direct quotation rather than paraphrase. The omission of the middle
of the verse, and the very fact that the second half of 6:3 is “quoted” in
non-Masoretic form by 4Qz252, NIW DMWY AR DAY 12007, “let their
days be determined at one hundred twenty years,” can be said to point in
the opposite direction, that is towards 4Q252 containing a rewording of
6:3, rather than its citation.?? The absence of a comment following these
words also makes it unlikely that what we have here is a lemma from the
biblical text plus an interpretation.

It appears that the Qumran commentary interprets the biblical verse
by paraphrasing it, furnishing a straightforward reading of its first and
last portions (while omitting, it should be stressed, its very difficult mid-
dle). In the first half, it “translates” the rare J17° as 17, and in the sec-
ond, it stresses the decretal force of 11" ¥ by “rendering” 120M". This
second “translation,” emphasizing the decisive aspect of God’s statement,
employs a root which also appears only once in the Hebrew Bible (Daniel
9:24 TWIP MY 5 Tmny 5y Thm O'WaW DWAY; “seventy weeks is decreed
against your people and your holy city”) and only here at Qumran.?® The

20 VanderKam emphasized this point in commenting on an earlier draft.

21 There is no other similar usage elsewhere in the surviving fragments of 4Q252. The
fragmentary lines, iii 8—9 *3]n T [NX N233... 0T A]NY PHR M need not intro-
duce a literal quotation of Gen 22:12 since the beginning of that verse is clearly omitted
in 4Q252.

22 Lim, 290, in fact, treats these words as standing outside the quotation. His treatment
therefore implies either that 09195 DTR3 "M T RY is the lemma for ARA DAY 1ONMAM
MW DMWY which is extremely unlikely based on content, or that we here an account
composed of text + paraphrase. If the latter, is it not just as likely that we have an account
which is completely paraphrastic?

28 It is common in later Hebrew, but the instances in Daniel and 4Q252 are the only
two pre-tannaitic usages according to The Historical Dictionary of the Hebrew Language
[A780Y 300 TV ©"18% 200 10: 'R ANTO—NNY = DMMIN MAYA WSS MO AN PN
(Jerusalem: Academy of the Hebrew Language in Israel, 1988). [A check of the online
Ma’agarim (http://hebrew-treasures.huji.ac.il/), the continuation of the aforementioned
work, on 12 July 2012 confirms those data.] It is presumably to be vocalized as a Niphal, as
in Daniel, and its employment in 4Q252 seems syntactically close to the biblical usage. It is
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| choice of this paraphrase clarifies the ambiguity present in the biblical
text which gives rise to the exegetical dispute regarding the identification
of the 120 years, human lifespan or time to repent until the flood.

In sum, then, this rewriting of the biblical text at the beginning of col-
umn i cannot be employed as textual evidence since it is not a literal
representation of the text, but rather its paraphrase, a “rewritten Bible”
summary of this verse. Despite the fact that 4Q252 seems to confirm a
reading of the Hebrew text which was already postulated on the basis
of ancient versional evidence, it is more likely that the different pieces
of evidence in the various ancient sources are textually independent of
one another, and that 4Q252 is yet another example of the way in which
exegesis of the biblical text can at times manifest itself in textual guise.

possible that the juxtaposition of 717, the late usage of which we have seen in Ben Sira and
in the Aramaic of Daniel, and 70, which appears in the Hebrew portion of Daniel should
focus our attention on the late nature of the language in this line of the commentary.



CHAPTER SIX

4Q252: METHOD AND CONTEXT, GENRE AND SOURCES!
A Response to George J. Brooke, “The Thematic Content of 4Q252"

In his paper, “The Thematic Content of 4Q252,” George Brooke sets out a
broad agenda for dealing with Qumran texts of this sort which stresses the
appropriate contextual interpretation of the texts within the framework
of Second Temple literature. Such an approach is two-edged: on the one
hand, it correctly prevents inaccurate acontextual readings of the docu-
ment, but on the other, it ties the text too closely to the larger intellectual
world within which it was created before giving it the opportunity to speak
for itself. Brooke emphasizes the externally focused point of view, at the
cost, in my view, of the closer study of the document itself. But although
I shall take issue strongly with his methodological priorities, the support-
ing material which he has gathered for his approach and the integrated
interpretation which he has furnished still supply a valuable framework
for those of us who choose to attack the text from the opposite, internally
focused, vantage point.

In an earlier article dealing with the problem of genre in the study of
Qumran documents, Brooke drew attention to a perceptive statement by
E.D. Hirsch:

Without helpful orientations like titles and attributions, readers are likely to
gain widely different generic conceptions of a text, | and these conceptions
will be constitutive of their subsequent understanding.?

I This paper is a synthesis of portions of the response to George Brooke’s paper (pub-
lished as “The Thematic Content of 4Q252,” JQR 85 [1994]: 33—59), which I delivered at the
colloquium on the Dead Sea Scrolls held at the Center for Judaic Studies of the University
of Pennsylvania in May 1993, plus further reflections generated by the general discussion
after the presentations. In order to save space, references to Brooke’s paper are embed-
ded in parentheses within my text. Other aspects of my original response appear in my
article, “4Q252: From Re-Written Bible to Biblical Commentary,” JJS 45 (1994): 1—27 (above
92—125). While taking the opportunity to summarize my treatment there, and in a couple
of cases to correct and improve upon it, I shall focus in this paper on Brooke’s method and
analysis. I take this opportunity to thank Professor Brooke, the official editor of 4Qz252, for
the collegial fashion in which he has both shared material with me and read critically my
earlier work on this text. I am grateful to Lawrence H. Schiffman and James C. VanderKam
for commenting critically on an earlier version of this response.

2 Validity in Interpretation (New Haven: Yale, 1967), 75, cited by GJ. Brooke, “Qumran
Pesher: Towards the Redefinition of a Genre,” RQ 10 (1979-81): 492.
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4Q252, once hastily named “pesher Genesis” although its resemblance to
other pesharim is minimal, is just such a text, lacking not only title and
attribution, but beginning and end as well. The differences between Brooke
and myself in our approaches to 4Q252 are generated substantially by our
“widely different generic conceptions” of this truncated work, but also by
what I believe to be significant differences in the presuppositions to be
adduced and the methodology to be employed in approaching and ana-
lyzing such a document. Since some of Brooke’s methodology is implicit
rather than explicit, I shall attempt to delineate clearly those points on
which we differ. Brooke begins with a clear statement of purpose (35):

The aim of this paper is to consider the content and organization of what
remains of 4Q252 to see whether it is possible to determine what may have
been the purpose behind the collecting of the passages contained in the
manuscript. Does 4Q252 contain a more or less arbitrary collection of mate-
rials, mostly related to Genesis in some way, or is there some kind of over-
arching principle behind what is included and in what order?

Whereas the goal of Brooke’s paper is eventually to determine purpose
through a consideration of content and organization, an objective which
I certainly share, there are essential earlier stages in the analytical pro-
cess which are not reflected in his discussion.® The major initial differ-
ence between my approach and Brooke’s is thus methodological and
contextual. The very first step we must take in dealing with a document
of this kind in my view is to read it on its own terms and not those of
Second Temple literature generally, focusing on what is in it, and not on
what is not in it, analyzing closely its substance and not its purpose. We
must make sure to | avoid the preconceptions which mar the work on
this text of both Lim and, of course, Eisenman-Wise.# Premature specula-
tion on issues like purpose, guiding principles and, for that matter, struc-
ture, runs the risk of confusing hypothesis and fact in later stages of the
analysis.

3 I do not mean to suggest, of course, that Brooke’s synthesis was not preceded by his
own step-by-step analysis of the extant units of 4Q252, but that analysis is not shared with
the reader of “The Thematic Content of 4Q252,” and can only be inferred. It will become
obvious that our readings of this document differ radically.

4 T.H. Lim, “The Chronology of the Flood Story in a Qumran Text (4Q252),” JS 43 (1992):
288-98; R.H. Eisenman and M. Wise, The Dead Sea Scrolls Uncovered (Rockport, 1992),
77-89 (“A Genesis Florilegium”). My JJS article (above 116-120) contains detailed critiques
of each of these approaches.
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The broader type of synthesis which Brooke performs must follow, not
precede, a careful reading of the specific texts, passage by passage, and
an integrated rereading of the whole. We need to understand, as well
as we can, each isolated piece of this document before venturing struc-
tural, thematic or generic analysis on a larger scale. Furthermore, I do
not think that we have to choose between “a more or less arbitrary col-
lection of materials, mostly related to Genesis in some way,” and “some
kind of overarching principle.” There may be a via media which avoids
these extremes.

My suggestion is that we read 4Q252 initially not as a Qumran text,
but as a(n exegetical) text found at Qumran.® Our first responsibility in
approaching any ancient text deriving from, or otherwise related to, the
Hebrew Bible is to clarify the manner in which the later text is connected
(to employ a neutral term) to the earlier. If the contents of a document can
be explained reasonably on the basis of its relationship with the Hebrew
Bible, other theoretical approaches are much less likely to be correct. My
approach to 4Qz252, which I characterize as “exegetical,” is an attempt to
understand the text as much as possible on its own terms, in relation to
the Hebrew Bible which underlies it, without resorting to issues which
are unmentioned, and even unalluded to, in the document. To postu-
late Qumranic, or even broader, literary or ideological connections prior
to our exegetical/analytical study would be to prejudice the results of
that study.

Between the oral presentation and final form of this paper, Brooke has
changed his view on a significant issue: do we possess | the beginning of
this manuscript? He is now of the opinion “that column 1 is properly num-
bered as such...because of the probable traces of the scroll’s fastening
which survive to the right of the column and because the discoloration of
merely the first five to six centimeters of the reverse of the leather makes
it highly likely that these first centimeters formed the outside of the scroll
when it was rolled up” (36).6 Brooke accepts the implications of this physi-
cal evidence against the literary argument that, if column 1 was the first

5 It has become a platitude that not all texts found at Qumran are Qumranic. We might
be better off reading 4Q252 without thinking about Qumran at all. The assertion that this
text is exegetical also should not be made ab initio, but is claimed here as the result of the
analysis of all the passages in 4Q252. My fuller “Commentary on the Commentary” is to be
found in the JJS article (above 96-116).

6 In a private communication on October 15, 1993, Brooke reiterated this view, ‘I am
virtually certain that 252 col. 1 is indeed the start of the text for physical reasons.”
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column of the original manuscript, the suffix of 0¥ in line 1 has no ante-
cedent. He suggests that the in medias res form of the text is due to the
fact that “the compiler assumed that his readers had knowledge of the text
of Genesis; he did not have to spell everything out” (ibid.).

The correctness of this assertion can be a very important feature in
our determination of the genre and sources of this document. If 4Q252
is a “commentary,” it is a very unusual commentary which plunges into
its first remarks without a lemma or any other allusive remark. Brooke’s
claim, that the reader’s knowledge of Genesis allows for allusiveness, does
not really help understand the suffix of D¥p because the text begins acon-
textually. Especially since the opening text of 4Q252 appears to contain
exegesis of a biblical verse and its harmonization with an apparently “con-
tradictory” one, a citation was to be expected.

Brooke is doubtless correct that “given the way that the sections of the
text do not cover the whole of the extant text of Genesis, there is no reason
to suppose that Genesis 1-5 must also have been considered” (37). I had
been compelled, as was Brooke in his original treatment, by the linguistic/
literary argument from the “mid-sentence” nature of 11 to predicate the
existence of a preceding column or columns which would have contained
comments on some aspects of Genesis 1-5. His certainty about the physi-
cal evidence has forced me to revise my earlier position and to reconsider
what implications it has for the interpretation of the first column which I
proposed in my J/S article. Whereas I had presumed that what appears on
column 1 is the end of a comment which began on the previous column,
I now think that we must judge 1:1-3 as an | integral whole. I shall return
to this passage and my revised understanding of it in my discussion of the
“sources” of 4Q252 below.

Brooke divides the contents of 4Q252 into eight parts: chronology of the
flood, Noah to Abraham, Abram chronology, Sodom and Gomorrah and
the cleansing of the land, the binding of Isaac, Isaac’s blessing of Jacob,
Amalek, and the blessings of Jacob (38-54). I prefer to divide it into exe-
getical units, focusing on the underlying passages of the Hebrew Bible, the
difficulties of which the commentary attempts to resolve.

What Brooke describes as the flood chronology consists, in my view, of
two separate pieces, the first of which, 1:1-3, pertains to the interpretation
of the 120 years of Gen 6:3 rather than to the chronology of the flood. It is
straightforward exegesis of a biblical passage which is ambiguous and has
been treated variously by exegetes through the ages. Do the 120 years refer
to the lifespan of man or to the time remaining to him until the flood?
4Q252 adopts the latter view and highlights the non-sequential nature of



4Q252: METHOD AND CONTEXT, GENRE AND SOURCES 137

the biblical narrative by stressing that 6:3 occurs in Noah’s 48oth year,
while 5:32 already has his age as 500.7

I concur fundamentally with Brooke’s analysis of the second, longer
portion of the chronology, but there seems to be an unexpressed prin-
ciple with which he is operating, i.e., that all of the passages in this text
have a theological agenda in which points are implied rather than made
explicitly. My methodological objection to this presumption is twofold.
First, the generally theological approach which is appropriate to much
Second Temple literature has affected even the reading of literature, the
goals and methods of which are different, and has obscured the fact that
some Second Temple texts may have agendas which are not theological.
Second, if the agenda of a literary work is theological, I expect to see some
explicit support for it; to claim, in effect, that the entire agenda is hidden
is a weak defense.

Brooke thus goes too far when he writes, “Noah and his family reflect
God'’s favoring them by keeping his times and seasons, or at | least, by not
interrupting the sacred calendar” (40). It is true that 4Q252 2:2—4 speaks of
YIIRT DWW MR WY 0%Y nnan v vpb, a 364-day year, but there
is nothing in the text which speaks of observance of the calendar. Noah
does not choose the length of the flood, so that the 364-day year is asso-
ciated with him and his family perforce. (God may be showing the cor-
rectness of the 364-day calendar, but not Noah.) If the compiler does not
refer to Noah’s observance, then we ought not to either, and we should
analyze what he chooses to stress rather than drawing inferences from his
omissions as if they were present. Brooke’s remarks (ibid.) describing the
keeping of the calendar as “the act of righteousness par excellence,” and
claiming that “texts like 4Q252 which are concerned with calendrical mat-
ters are at the same time offering moral exhortation” are to me overread-
ings of a document such as 4Q252. The assertion that “Noah and the flood”
constitute “types of obedience and judgment” based on “their widespread
use and adaptation in many texts from the Second Temple period and
later” (ibid.) is simply not relevant to our understanding 4Q252.8

7 Both interpretations, that 120 years is the lifespan of man and that it is the time left
until the flood, occur in Genesis Rabbah (26.3 and 30.7 respectively). The former is the
view of pseudo-Philo, Lib. Ant. Bib. 3 and Josephus, Ant. Jud. 1.75; the latter is uniformly
held by the Aramaic targumim.

8 To hypothesize about what might have filled the spaces in 2:4-5, as Brooke does, is
hazardous, especially since the context which he suggests, “Noah’s atoning for the land,”
is not found anywhere in 4Qz252 despite its appearance in Jubilees. 4Q252 should not be
read or reconstructed in the light of Jubilees or any other text without positive evidence.
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Brooke describes 2:5-8 (“Noah to Abraham”) as “a bridging passage,
contained between two vacats. . .. a very tightly argued section of mate-
rial containing recollection of both curse and blessing” (41). Here his
unproven assertion is structural rather than theological. The structure of
4Q252 is far from clear, but it is fairly obvious that it does not have an
integrated form. To speak, therefore, of “bridging passages” is to commit
a generic error of sorts, to assign function to a particular passage when
the type and structure of the work as a whole are unknown. Furthermore,
“recollection of both curse and blessing” is not a very focused thematic
term. [ have attempted to show in my fuller treatment of 4Q252 that there
are two exegetical questions at issue in these remarks: (1) why Canaan and
not Ham is the object of Noah’s curse and (2) who (God or Japheth) is the
subject of the verb 12w in Gen 9:27, and what are the | OW HIR? 4Q252’s
treatment of each finds similarities in other ancient exegesis, including
rabbinic, and to search for an anti-Greek bias in the latter case, as Brooke
does, is thus probably not appropriate.

Although proper analysis of 4Q252 should not be accomplished without
reference to its possible sources, the appeal to sources should not frame
the analysis. Brooke claims that “4Q252 2:5-8 is a bridging passage, ending
with three poetic half-lines that may well come from a source. It is the
sequence of the characters in such a source that has appealed to the com-
piler of the Genesis commentary, so that he can jump from Noah and his
sons to his treatment of Terah and Abram” (43).° But why should our com-
mentator/compiler need a reason for “jumping”? The genre of our text is
most clearly not “rewritten Bible,” so the choice of passages on which to
comment is not mandated. Brooke further associates this passage with
CD 2:15-3:2, calling it “a significant sequential parallel,” and arguing that
CD moves from the antediluvian period through Noah’s sons to Abraham
who is called 37N just as he is in 4Q252. While this point is grounded in
the apparent parallel structure of the texts, I do not see a sufficiently tight
linguistic connection which would confirm it.

The subtext of the association, however, is “the call to avoid following
a guilty inclination and eyes of lust” which precedes the passage in CD

I discuss four points of contact between 4Qz252 and jubilees in a brief appendix to my JJS
article, 26—27 (above, 124-125).

9 1 omit here any comment on “source” vs. “sources” in the lineage of 4Q252, and shall
return to this matter later on in my discussion. I only ask, in passing, whether Brooke’s
assertion that these lines come from a “source” implies that the rest of the text does not.
His comments about “the compiler” seem to imply that the entire text is derivative.
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and which Brooke sees as possibly important in 4Q252 which “speaks of
the curse of Canaan, the destruction of Sodom, the destruction of Amalek,
and Reuben’s sleeping with Bilhah” (ibid.). This emphasis on sexual trans-
gressions in 4Q252 is found also in the analysis of Eisenman-Wise,!° but
we search the actual text in vain for any sexual allusions, other than the
narrative one in the case of Reuben. None of the other stories to which
Brooke refers stresses its sexual aspect which he claims to be of thematic
import. If the commentary’s intent was to stress the punishment for cer-
tain | kinds of sins, it has certainly chosen a peculiar way of doing so, one
which demands that the reader ignore its words and read only behind
them. Once again, the “theological agenda” is excessively concealed.

Finally, Brooke demands too much of the text when he claims that the
“overall content of this bridge concerns the gift of the land and who will
inhabit it. It belongs to Shem with whom God dwells, not to Japheth, and
its gift is characteristically associated with the description of Abraham as
the friend of God” (44). The gift of the land is indeed explicit in the text, but
my claim that an exegetical interpretation of this sort of document takes
precedence over a theological one still obtains. 4Q252’s interpretation of
Gen 9:25—27 is fairly straightforward and therefore much less momentous
theologically than Brooke would have it. There is no critique of Japheth in
the words of 4Q252, only a definition of “the tents of Shem”.

According to Brooke, the Abram chronology “describe[s] certain dates
concerning Abram,” but “it seems likely that its intention is to clarify the
chronology of Abram’s entry into the land (2:13), and thus to provide the
time frame for the demonstration of how God himself keeps his prom-
ises” (ibid.). In his search for purpose, Brooke has once again bypassed
the fundamentally exegetical nature of the text. There are two distinct
exegetical issues which are confronted by 4Q252 in the chronology of
Abraham’s life: (1) the reconciliation of the surface contradiction of Gen
11:26 and 12:4 (which are not really contradictory because the sequence of
the biblical text is clearly overridden by the chronological arithmetic as is
highlighted by 4Q252) and (2) the reconciliation of Gen 1513 and Ex 12:41
regarding the length of the Israelites’ stay in Egypt. The second is the more
interesting of the two. I have shown in detail in my longer treatment that
4Q252 resolves this well-known biblical crux without mentioning it. By
fixing Abram’s departure from Ur Kasdim at age seventy, our document
establishes a date from which the Israelite servitude can be counted for

10 The Dead Sea Scrolls Uncovered, 81.
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430 years (Ex 12:41), a date which is at the same time in harmony with the
calculation of 400 years from the birth of Isaac when Abraham was 100
(Gen 1513). God’s keeping his promises, a theological theme, is nowhere
mentioned in 4Q252. If we examine the text without preconceived notions,
the “purpose” of the exegesis is usually revealed to be the resolution of
textual difficulties, and nothing more.

I find it even more perplexing that Brooke argues the purpose of
the document unequivocally even when dealing with the | fragmentary
remains of the rest of column 2 and column 3. There is nothing in 2:11-13
that does not seem fairly closely derived from the biblical text, so that any
inferences derived from that material are really coming from Genesis, not
from 4Q252.1 It is difficult enough to demonstrate theological stances in
non-fragmentary texts, and we certainly should avoid overreading frag-
mentary ones. In short, I do not believe that it can be proven that “the
overall concern of the text in 2:8—13 is with Abram’s entry to the land and
the divine promise concerning its gift to his descendants” (45).

Likewise, I am even less sanguine about extrapolating meaningful con-
clusions from column 3 than from column 2, and certainly can see no
valid reason for characterizing the segment as “Sodom and Gomorrah
and the cleansing of the land” (46). While Brooke has shown that subtle
differences between 4Q252 and MT in this section may have important
theological overtones, there is nothing in the extant portions of this col-
umn that talks about the land, much less its purification, and Brooke’s
statement that “the land’s purification is expounded” (47) is not sup-
ported by the text. Furthermore, as noted above, there is nothing in the
remains of 4Q252 which could generate an allusion to the sin of Sodom
and Gomorrah being sexual, and it is difficult to see how such a refer-
ence could be included in the lacunae which remain.!? Once again, I stress

11 The surviving text of the fragmentary 2:11-12 which seem to be parallel to Gen 15:9
and 17 does not appear to support Brooke’s claim of expounding the entry to the land
(45). Land is not even mentioned in the text. Perhaps we can restore in line 11 “the heifer
and the ram and the goa[t which] Abram [set aside/offered] to God.” It is noteworthy that
Abram’s question about his inheritance of the land (Gen 15:8) is quite clearly omitted by
the compiler of 4Q252, and the offering of the animals, whatever we call it, thus seems
unrelated to land.

12 Brooke writes here, “Thus as with the Watchers, whose sexual exploits trigger the
flood . .. so too the concern with Sodom and Gomorrah may highlight an interest of 4Q252
in the land and its people being purified from sexual misbehavior” (47, and cf. his discus-
sion of the opening of the document, 37). He seems not to have drawn the inference that
if column 1 is the first passage in 4Q252, as he now believes certain, references to the
Watchers are completely extraneous to our commentary.
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that our judgment of this text ought to be based only on what is explicit,
or near explicit, in it and not on the hidden theological agenda of the
“compiler.”

| The fragmentary lines about the binding of Isaac are nearly all derived
from the biblical text of Genesis 22.13 By suggesting that “the mention of
the destruction of the children [°a01 of line 6] may have been the trig-
ger...to his next subject, the binding of Isaac,” Brooke implies a unity
of structure for 4Q252 which I feel has not been demonstrated. If we can
derive anything from this section which appears to resemble rewritten
Bible rather than exegetical commentary, it is that parts of 4Qz252 will
remain enigmatic until and unless we discover further fragments. Brooke’s
claim that the Aqedah passage has something to do with land is once
again ungrounded in the text, and further speculation along these lines
should probably be avoided. A land reference probably does exist in frag-
ment 4, line 2 (although it is found in a lacuna) which probably belongs
somewhere on column 3 as Brooke suggests. But it occurs in a biblical
quotation or paraphrase, and there is no evidence of any sort why this
fragmentary passage was included by the compiler or whether it was com-
mented upon or expanded in any way. To assert “it is almost as if the
compiler of this commentary considers himself or his readership as the
particular heirs to this promise of the land” (49) is to build on conclusions
established on an inferential theological reading and not on the plain
textual evidence of 4Q252.

Brooke spends a great deal of space on the two and a fraction lines of
the Amalek passage (49—52), more than on any other passage in 4Q252. He
stresses the significance of the quotation from Deut 25:19, claiming that
we are to read it together with the following verse, 26:1, which begins (in
Brooke’s rendering), “When you have come into the land that the Lord
your God is giving you as an inheritance to possess.” Once again, land is
said to be the theme of 4Q252. But, aside from the facts that 26:1 is not
quoted in 4Q252, and that in its original context in Deuteronomy it begins
a new pericope which is in no way connected to 25:19, the very citation
from 2519 omits its own crucial reference to the land which should have
been expected according to Brooke’s theory. Deut 25:19 reads N*a72 7'M
S ORI 90 1 AN TR YIRS 22010 TR San 1Y TroR N

18 Regarding 3:10 oYW, while I still maintain that it represents Deut 13:17 o5 5n o,
Brooke’s suggestion that it derives from D91 & of Gen 21:33 is also worthy of serious
consideration.
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in which the emphasized words are to | be rendered “in the land which
the Lord your God grants you as an inheritance to possess it.” 4Q252 does
not quote this clause, but replaces the entire temporal clause with "Inx2a
0'72°7. The composer of 4Q252 thus consciously avoids the inclusion of a
citation referring to the inheritance of the land!

Brooke suggests that the shift in language made by the composer of
4Q252, replacing the temporal clause with 0’11 N™NR31, “signals a con-
nection with Balaam’s oracle in Numbers 24” (50), where Balaam speaks
in 24:14 of what will happen D'’ N*INRK2. In light of the appearance of
Amalek in that oracle, we should consider this possibility seriously, but
we should also note that the reference to Amalek there is in 24:20, so
that a striking juxtaposition is lacking. Brooke claims further that “for the
compiler of 4Q252 the mention of Amalek in the genealogical material
of Genesis 36 demands a comment. This seems to be primarily because
Amalek signifies a divine command that has not been fully obeyed” (ibid.).
The compiler expects us, once again, to read unexpressed theological axi-
oms between and behind the lines. If we can understand the reason for
the inclusion of a particular pericope as the response to exegetical prob-
lems, that should take priority, at the first level of analysis, over other
suggestions, especially those not based on explicit statements in the text.
The overt must take precedence over the implicit. 4Q252, if I am correct,
identifies Amalek more fully in light of his/its later biblical importance
because there seems to be no ostensible reason to introduce the name
of Eliphaz’s concubine’s child at this point and the reader might well be
perplexed by it.1* References to incompletely fulfilled divine commands,
on the other hand, seem out of place in the flow of 4Q252.15

14 This foreshadowing or anticipation through the offering of apparently unnecessary
information is often referred to in discussions of medieval Jewish exegesis as the “Ham
principle” based on Genesis 918 “And Ham was the father of Canaan,” because the infor-
mation supplied there is unneeded until 9:25 “Cursed be Canaan.” Rashi already makes this
observation, although it is associated more frequently with the name of his grandson R.
Samuel b. Meir (Rashbam). Cf. Rashbam’s comments to Genesis 1:1. If my understanding
of 4Q252 is correct, the ancient exegete also felt the need to explain the phenomenon of
foreshadowing.

15 Brooke builds further on the hypothetical foundation which he laid earlier, suggest-
ing that, “As with the ongoing typological force of the flood and the destruction of Sodom
and Gomorrah, and as with the continuing significance of the curse of Canaan, so Amalek
represented an aspect of Genesis with continuing implications” (50). If one denies the ear-
lier classifications, the most recent has no leg to stand on. This is just the situation I noted
in my opening remarks when I pointed out the danger of hypothesizing prematurely about
early parts of 4Q252 because of the effect it would have on the analysis of later portions.
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| Brooke further argues that “perhaps by mentioning Saul the compiler
intended the reader to appreciate that Saul’s crime and loss of divine favor
was the direct result of his greed” (51). This emphasis on the negative side
of Saul constitutes a counterreading of the text of 4Q252. For after citing
Gen 36:12, it defines Amalek as “the one whom Saul smote, as He spoke to
Moses, ‘in the end of days you shall eradicate the memory of Amalek from
beneath the heavens (4:1—3).”” The reference to Saul clearly construes his
battle with Amalek positively as a victory, with no hint of his failure to
carry out the divine command. It is even possible that by postponing the
commandment to eradicate the Amalekites until the eschaton, 4Q252
vindicates, in a sense, Saul’s failure to destroy them utterly.!6

T. Simeon and pseudo-Philo should therefore not have been adduced
by Brooke in an attempt to understand 4Qz252. The curse of Canaan and
the commandment to destroy Amalek are indeed mentioned in 4Q252,
but the references to them are strictly within the confines of remarks on
difficult biblical texts. The creative allusions to Simeon and the Amale-
kites and the glorification of Shem have no peg in our text on which they
might be hung. To further connect the Amalekites with promiscuity based
on a passing reference in pseudo-Philo is to stretch the imagination of the
reader of 4Q252 far beyond the likely.

Brooke’s conclusion to his section on Amalek reads (52):

4Q252 seems to mention the Amalekites for several reasons. Primarily their
annihilation will be a feature of the promised | eschatological rest for those
who possess the land. Their destruction, when put alongside that of Noah’s
generation, Sodom and Gomorrah, and Canaan is part of the purification of
the land from the pollution of sexual misbehavior. The blotting out of the
offspring of Esau emphasizes that the inheritance belongs to Jacob and his
descendants.

16 Tt is interesting that although Saul’s failure to destroy the Amalekites is viewed in
the Bible as a serious error which eventually costs him the kingship, subsequent tradition
does not always focus on his imperfect obedience to God’s command. E.g., in a targumic
treatment of Ex 17:16 77 771 pnya 'nY 1nnn (“the Lord has a war against Amalek
throughout the generations”), the Fragment Targum and three Genizah manuscripts of
Palestinian provenance make mention of Saul positively, writing (with slight variations
among the texts), 970" X171 W'D 12 MW K17 HRW 05T 11 01pRd TOT TR NaYn
PIOOW DY 1357 PR Sopn phny mabT oy N3P ™Mo, “The first king, Saul son of Kish,
who will arise from the house of Israel will wage war with the house of Amalek and kill
from among them kings and rulers” (text according to M.L. Klein, Genizah Manuscripts
of Palestinian Targum to the Pentateuch [Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College, 1986], 1.253,
from his MS AA which is dated by M. Beit-Arié to the gth/ioth-mid n1th century). If I am
correct, 4Q252 has adopted a similar treatment, one which focuses on the positive aspect
of Saul’s victory.
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The eschatological rest is not mentioned in 4Q252, but is overtly omit-
ted from the rewritten Deut 25:19; the possessors of the land are omit-
ted from the same verse. There is no reference to the purification of the
land anywhere in 4Q252, nor is there any allusion in its extant portions
to the particular sins of the generation of Noah, Sodom and Gomorrah,
or Canaan. Amalek, too, is not associated with sexual misbehavior in our
document. Finally, the eradication of Esau’s descendants other than Ama-
lek is unmentioned, and the text of 4Q252 makes no connection between
that and the inheritance of the land by Jacob’s descendants. In many
other writings of the Second Temple period, these themes might indeed
be significant, but they are not present in 4Q252. Brooke is too prone to
presuming that this text must conform, in some sense, to “standard” Sec-
ond Temple literary motifs.

Although Brooke’s suggestion that the connection between the Amalek
section and the blessings of Jacob is the use of 02" N™NX in both of
them (as well as in 4:2) is not unreasonable, there are two kinds of objec-
tions to it. First, the term does not occur in the section headed in the
manuscript 2Py’ M273; second, the presumption of structural unity in a
document like 4Q252 is premature before the dynamics of each section
are worked out (and the individual pericopes are likely to be indepen-
dent). It is therefore likely that neither ©’71 M™INK nor the term wWx>8
which occurs in both the Amalek and Reuben sections is what generates
the connection or the selection of the Reuben passage for commentary
after the Amalek one. I believe that the pesher of Reuben’s blessing is its
interpretation in light of Genesis 35:22, the meaning of the allusive poetic
text in prose.”

| Brooke concludes with a discussion of “Overall Structure and Themes”
which begins with the following admission (54):

It is not possible to present a systematically argued structural analysis of
4Q252. ... What remains provides exegetical clarification of passages involv-
ing Noah (and his sons), Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. This selective exegetical
clarification highlights passages which are of significance in some way for
the text’s compiler.

17 Tt is interesting that one of Rashbam’s examples of foreshadowing in his remarks to
Gen 11 is Gen 35:22 SR ynwn. He writes, “ ‘He lay with Bilhah the concubine of his
father and Israel heard.’ Why is it written here ‘and Israel heard? For it is not written here
that Jacob said anything to Reuben! But because at the time of his death he said.. .. (Gen
49:4), therefore it set forth earlier ‘and Israel heard, so that one should not be surprised
when you see that he rebuked him for this at the end of his life.”
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Whereas it should be obvious that I agree enthusiastically with the focus
on exegetical clarification, the principle of selectivity and the highlight-
ing are far from clear. I do not believe that they can be proven, as Brooke
claims, to “involve unfulfilled or unresolved blessings and curses.” In par-
ticular, the curses are unexpressed in the text, and can only be inferred
with the subtlest reading between and under the lines. The flood pericope
focuses on chronology only and cannot be read as “typologically threat-
ening”; the narrative of Sodom and Gomorrah is too fragmentary to be
put in that category (and they are not called “cities of Canaan” in 4Q252
or anywhere else); Abraham’s blessing is referred to only in passing in a
biblical paraphrase. Moreover, the very structure of the work, its discrete
“exegetical” pattern, would preclude most of these themes from being rec-
ognized as related to each other even if they were present. The focus on
the interpretation of difficult passages would draw the reader’s attention
away from theological issues.

Brooke’s summation also reflects his preoccupation with land theology
and the promise of the land. In my view, it is forced to describe “the curse
of Canaan, the exclusivity of the tents of Shem, the chronology of Abra-
ham’s entry, the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah, Isaac’s transmission
of the blessing to Jacob, the ultimate annihilation of the Amalekites” (55)
as concerning the promise of the land. There are two weaknesses inherent
in Brooke’s theory: the pericopes do not share any overt commonality, and
the presumed linking factor, the “promise of the land,” is unmentioned
anywhere in the text. And the further association of land inheritance with
sexual propriety is simply not reflected in the document. In each case
(except, perhaps, Reuben’s), the sexual peccadillo which causes | cursing
or disinheritance has to be read into the text. 4Q252 does not focus on
those issues by virtue of the simple fact that it does not mention them,
and it is inappropriate to construct a thematic analysis around them. In
sum, I believe that Brooke’s structural and thematic discussion is pre-
mature. If theological patterns are presupposed, the necessary thorough
analysis of each piece of the document cannot be carried out objectively.
Brooke seems too eager to have 4Q252 conform loosely to the broader
concerns of Second Temple or Qumran literature. The assertion that “this
mixture of interpretative nuggets is the exegetical background to just such
an ideological perspective as proclaims itself through the opening pages
of the Damascus Document” (57) is a denial to 4Q252 of the right to be
read on its own, in my view the most serious methodological failing in
dealing with this sort of text.
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In my lengthy treatment of 4Q252 which focuses on its relationship to
the text of the Hebrew Bible, after completing my “exegetical” analysis
I arrive more or less at the point where Brooke begins. I stress there the
nature of 4Q252 as proto-biblical commentary of a type unrepresented
hitherto, one that addresses basic exegetical questions selectively, com-
menting on them, and not supplying, on the whole, any ideological or
theological identifying remarks which might enable us to recognize this
text as Qumranic even if it had been discovered or preserved elsewhere.!8
Stressing the difference in | the nature of the exegesis from that in such
Qumran texts as the pesharim, I claim that 4Q252 lies somewhere between
rewritten Bible and biblical commentary.!® The text is almost too neutral
to establish Sitz im Leben or discuss authorship. I do not believe that we
can progress beyond this point in a discussion of genre on the basis of the
currently available textual evidence.

In drawing my conclusions in that earlier article, I consciously left over
a treatment of the question of 4Q252 and its “source(s)” to this paper.

18 The following are the exegetical issues which the commentary confronts in its surviv-
ing substantial portions:
1) The identification of the 120 years of Gen 6:3, and their location within Noah’s
life
2) The chronology of the flood story
3) Noah’s curse and blessing:
a. The object of Noah’s curse
b. The subject of the verb 112w” in Gen 9:27, and the identification of "Hnxa ow
4) The chronology of Abraham’s life:
a. The reconciliation of Gen 11:26 and 12:4
b. The reconciliation of Gen 1513 and Ex 12:41
5) The superfluous reference to Amalek in Gen 36:12
6) Jacob’s blessings:
a. The rebuke of Reuben
b. The interpretation of Gen 49:10
It is interesting that three of these issues, (1), (2), and (4) a., deal in particular with prob-
lems of sequentiality, the ordering of events in biblical narrative, which is not exactly
synonymous with chronology. I have not attempted exegetical analysis of exceptionally
fragmentary material, and it is possible that slight modifications of my position would
be necessary if further textual material were available. But all of the surviving major pas-
sages dealt with by 4Q252 contain problems, ranging from fundamental to peripheral, in
interpreting the book of Genesis. They are all matters which could concern any exegete,
not only a sectarian one. This phenomenon ought to be paramount in our consideration
of generic issues for such a text. Despite the fact that the calendar is a topic of interest at
Qumran and the blessing of Judah employs sectarian-type terminology, 4Q252, as a whole,
is not a theological document.
19 T do not have another work like 4Q252 available for comparison or contrast, but it
is possible that works like 4Q225 pseudo-Jubilees® which seem to treat or list historical
events schematically and sporadically may be loosely related to our text.
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Although we do not have sufficient information to answer the series of
questions that must be proposed, we must set out the options as clearly as
possible. If 4Q252 is a product of an author rather than a compiler or com-
poser, then our investigation comes to an abrupt halt. There is no overt
connection, in my view, between the pericopes, and the author does not
tell us why he chose to comment on some passages and not others. The
exegetical issues on which he touches find treatment (occasionally simi-
lar) in other ancient sources as well. Although the interests of a Qumranic
commentator might well be turned toward calendar or messianism, there
is nothing sectarian in the nature of the commentary (except, perhaps, for
the blessing of Judah), and we need to recall that these issues were of gen-
eral interest during the Second Temple period. But we can know nothing
more about 4Q252, its composer or its purpose. We may not fully under-
stand the genesis of this somewhat disjointed text, but that admission is
superior to the assertion of forced and contrived integrating features.

If, on the other hand, 4Q252 is not an original composition, but is
derived by a compiler/composer from earlier texts, we must ask (1) was
it derived from one source or more? (2) what was/were the genre(s) of
its source(s), rewritten Bible or biblical commentary or something else?
(3) what was the nature of its source(s), sectarian | or non-sectarian? Any
questions regarding the purpose of 4Q252 must be asked twice, once
about the source text and once about 4Q252, and the answers we receive,
if answers are available, may very well differ. The structure and selection
of 4Q252 may be that of the compiler, while the exegetical comments are
those of an earlier exegete or exegetes. In addition to studying the exege-
sis, we can ask why these comments were excerpted by the compiler, and
perhaps hope for a different type of answer than the one we would have
received to the questions posed in the last paragraph.2°

Based on the available evidence, I do not think that we can answer
the question about the number of sources with any confidence, although
it appears that some of the comments in 4Q252, such as those regard-
ing Amalek and Reuben, derive from a “commentary” type source (cf. the
use of 1WA and WX KI7), while others, like the flood or Abram look
more like “rewritten Bible.” This would imply more than one source for the
entire text. How and why did a text like 4Q252 come into being? Although

20 The same sort of questions should perhaps be asked of works like 4Q225 (see previ-
ous note).
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it is certainly hazardous to speculate, I venture a suggestion, with a good
deal of diffidence, regarding the genesis of a composition of this kind.

The first selective biblical commentary of which we know, 4Q252 may
have been created by its composer through the selection from earlier
works of passages which interested him, whether they were “rewritten
Bible” or continuous biblical commentary (were it to have existed) or
pesher. This first commentary may thus be an anthology of passages from
earlier works which were not themselves commentaries, passages, which,
taken as a group, by virtue of their non-continuity constitute a new genre.
The compiler thus becomes a commentator through his act of synthesis.
In my opinion, what connects these disparate texts is the light that they
shed, in the view of the compiler, on exegetical difficulties in the Hebrew
Bible.

If this scenario is accepted, we may be able to integrate into it two
significant aspects of Brooke’s analysis. First, we may now understand the
abrupt opening lines of column 1 which are apparently the beginning of
the document. If the citation 81 M3 ™15 AW DAY MK PIIR NIwa
5 o¥p was lifted mid-sentence from some earlier “rewritten Bible” sort
of text, the antecedent of D¥P may have been left behind. There was no
preceding column which contained the earlier portion of the text. While
the meaning of | M1 D¥P K32 remains rather unclear (partially because it
is cited out of context), the goal of the citation is “exegetical,” the clarifica-
tion of the intent of the 120 years of Gen 6:3.

Similarly, if Brooke (41, n. 10) is correct about 2:5-8 being a citation
from an unknown poem, we need to add the poetic genre to the list of
possible sources of 4Q252 as well. The fact that it derives verbatim from
a “source” might explain why the “lemma” 112w W *5nR21 is not, strictly
speaking, a citation of Genesis.?! But even so, the rendition of (N1 P3N
1278 DANARY, “He gave the land to Abraham his friend,” accepted by
both Brooke and Eisenman-Wise, remains unacceptable. The quotation
should still be explained as an asyndetic relative clause (“the land which
he gave ... ”) which defines DW "5nR. The function of the “poetic” citation
is also “exegetical.”

Finally, regarding the last question posed above, I incline toward the
likelihood that the sources of 4Q252 were primarily non-sectarian, since a

21 The suggestion for its origin which I reluctantly made in my JJS article (above 105,
n. 37), the notion that paraphrases can substitute for quotations of the biblical text in this
kind of commentary, can then happily be discarded.
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review of the exegetical issues and solutions confronted in the document
shows nothing uniquely Qumranic. This then leads us back to the inten-
tion of the compiler or redactor who could very well have been Qumranic.
Did he, in excerpting these pre-existing non-tendentious sources, do any-
thing to “Qumranize” his commentary? In other words, while insisting on
the application of my “exegetical” approach to the individual comments
as they probably stood in their original authorial contexts, can I simulta-
neously accept some form of Brooke’s analysis of purpose and structure
on the redactional or compositional level of 4Q252? The answer to this
question is a qualified “no.”

While it may be true, as intimated earlier, that the interests of a com-
piler at Qumran may have governed some of the selection of comments
in 4Q252, it is also true that the structure of the work precludes an under-
standing of its overall purpose on any obvious level. We can read and ana-
lyze the individual comments, but there is no coherent reason or method
to connect successive lemmas with one another. What unifies the docu-
ment is its connection with the text of the Hebrew Bible. Since I do not
accept Brooke’s theologically-oriented interpretation of this document,
the reading-in of | non-overt themes like land, blessings and curses, and
promiscuity, I can find little uniquely Qumranic in this text other than,
perhaps, the blessing of Judah where sectarian interests and terminology
dovetail. Even in the discussion of calendar, whereas the solution to the
question of flood chronology falls in line with what we expect at Qumran,
it does so without any hint of tendentiousness.

There are no sectarian “messages” in 4Q252. The tone of the commen-
tary, too, which lacks the “polemical point-counterpoint”? which per-
vades other Qumran biblical interpretations, makes it atypical of that kind
of composition. If that be the case, we must ask why a sectarian compiler
should have gathered exegetical remarks which, taken together, do little
to enhance a Qumranic exegetical or theological agenda. The answer must
be, then, that 4Q252 is not a particularly Qumranic text even on the redac-
tional level. Brooke may be correct that several of the characters or topics
referred to in this document are of particular concern at Qumran, and
that, in some unknown way, may have been what impelled the compiler

22 M. Fishbane, “Use, Authority and Interpretation of Mikra at Qumran” in Mikra: Text,
Translation, Reading and Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Ancient Judaism and Early
Christianity (ed. M.J. Mulder; Minneapolis, 1990), 366.
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to gather these texts. But 4Q252, in the form in which we have it, does not
go farther than a non-ideological interpretation of biblical passages.

If my analysis is correct, an “exegetical” approach can explain the gen-
esis of the individual comments in 4Q252 as responses to various difficul-
ties in the text of the Hebrew Bible. To know anything further about its
structure and purpose will require information which we do not currently
possess. And, if this text is a primitive form of biblical commentary, that
search for structure is likely to be in vain. In any case, a variety of ques-
tions regarding 4Q252 remain unanswered, and a good deal more effort
will have to be expended before we shall be able to answer them.



CHAPTER SEVEN

FROM THE WATCHERS TO THE FLOOD:
STORY AND EXEGESIS IN THE EARLY COLUMNS OF THE
GENESIS APOCRYPHON!

The Genesis Apocryphon, or nwR1aH men b, or, more formally,
1QapGen ar, was for many years one of the most frustrating texts from
Qumran. The last of the original seven scrolls to be unrolled, and the only
one of them not to have been composed in the Hebrew language, it was
published incompletely by Nahman Avigad and Yigael Yadin in 1956.2
They presented the Aramaic text of only five | columns (2 and 19—22) with
translations into Hebrew and English, while the other columns were sum-
marized minimally.? Joseph A. Fitzmyer produced two successive editions

1 The initial research on which this paper is based was carried out during my tenure
as a Fellow of the group studying “Qumran and Related Second Temple Literature,” at the
Institute for Advanced Studies at the Hebrew University during the Fall 2001 semester.
I take this opportunity to thank the Institute for affording me the hospitality and col-
legiality that enabled me to advance my research in several areas of Qumran studies at
that time. The final writing took place while I was Lady Davis Visiting Professor in the
Department of Bible at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem in the Spring 2004 semester. A
significant portion of my research on the Apocryphon at the Institute and at the University
was carried out in weekly study sessions with Dr. Esther Eshel, now of Bar-Ilan University,
and many of the observations in this paper are based on ideas developed during our joint
efforts. I should also like to express our joint appreciation here to two other scholars who
have made working on this document much easier for Dr. Eshel and myself. Professor
Elisha Qimron has earned the thanks of all of us in the field of Qumran studies for his
work on the language of Qumran and his uncovering of improved and corrected readings
in so many Qumran texts. As an editor of the “new” material from the Apocryphon (see
n. 8 below), he encouraged our work on the Apocryphon, allowed us to use the photo-
graphs which were the basis of the editions of the “new” columns, and was always more
than ready to answer queries regarding other possible readings in the manuscript, as well
as about the Aramaic language in which it is written. Dr. Matthew Morgenstern also co-
edited some of the “new” Apocryphon material (n. 8 below), and produced a master’s thesis
on the language of this text (“N"WN125 mnwma AY30N (D DTN DIOW MR,
[M.A. thesis, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1997], hereafter Morgenstern, “MA”). He,
too, was most helpful to us in our early work on the Apocryphon, sharing his thoughts in
discussions of both language and content.

2 A Genesis Apocryphon: A Scroll from the Wilderness of Judaea ( Jerusalem: The Hebrew
University Magnes Press and The Shrine of the Book, Israel Museum, 1956).

3 The “minimal summary” to which I refer includes some brief verbal citations from
the texts of the other columns, as well as some pertinent observations on the nature of
the story line.
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of the scroll, in 1967 and 1971, with an important and valuable, primar-
ily philological, commentary, which has become the standard reference
text for the scroll.# Virtually from its initial date of publication the genre
of the Apocryphon was the subject of discussion, framed by the almost
universal agreement that the Apocryphon belongs to, and is indeed one
of the paradigmatic examples of, what has become in recent decades the
ever-expanding genre, which is termed “rewritten Bible.”> The initially
published material, column 2 covering the actions of Lamech, father of
Noabh, after the birth of an apparently wondrous child, and columns 19—22
encompassing the story of Abram’s adventures, which run parallel to the
narratives from Genesis 12 through the beginning of Genesis 15, differ in
their relationship to the Bible. The Lamech material is virtually freestand-
ing and unconnected to the biblical text, while the Abram story adheres
to the biblical story line, and, at times, even to the language of the text
itself. Because of these varying ways in which the Apocryphon retold the
portions of the biblical narrative covered in the published columns, a
debate ensued as to whether to refer to it as midrash, targum, or some-
thing else completely.®

| It was also clear almost immediately upon its publication that the
Apocryphon was related to traditions reflected in other Second Temple

4 The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave I: A Commentary (Rome: Biblical Institute
Press, 1967; 2nd ed.: BibOr 18.a; 1971). During the final revisions of this article Fitzmyer’s
third edition (BibOr 18.b; 2004) appeared, unfortunately too late to be taken into consid-
eration systematically in my discussion. Note that a definite article was added to the title
of the work between Avigad/Yadin and Fitzmyer.

5 The term was introduced by G. Vermes, Scripture and Tradition in Judaism: Haggadic
Studies (2nd ed.; Leiden: Brill, 1973), 95. See further, P.S. Alexander, “Retelling the Old Tes-
tament,” in It is Written: Scripture Citing Scripture: Essays in Honour of Barnabas Lindars,
SSF (ed. D.A. Carson and H.G.M. Williamson; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1987), 99-121; and C.A. Evans, “1QapGen and the Rewritten Bible,” RevQ 13 ([Memorial Jean
Carmignac] 1988): 153—65. Regarding the problems involved in employing “rewritten Bible”
too loosely, see my article, “Rewritten Bible: A Generic Category Which Has Outlived Its
Usefulness?” Textus 22 (2005): 169—96 (above 39—62), based on remarks delivered at the
Thirteenth World Congress of Jewish Studies, Jerusalem 2001

6 Evans, “1QapGen and the Rewritten Bible,” 153, collects a range of scholarly opinions
on the genre of the Apocryphon: “apocryphal version of stories from Genesis,” “Targum” “a
kind of midrash on Genesis,” “un midrash haggadique d’'un genre special,” “precieux speci-
men de midrash essenien,” and “the most ancient midrash of all.” Others have referred
to it as “haggada,” “parabiblical” and “paraphrase of biblical text.” Cf. also the remarks of
A. Lange, “1QGenAp XIX,;,—XX32 as Paradigm of the Wisdom Didactic Narrative,” in Qum-
ranstudien: Vortrdge und Beitrige der Teilnehmer des Qumranseminars auf dem interna-
tionalen Treffen der Society of Biblical Literature, Miinster, 25.—26. Juli 1993 (ed. HJ. Fabry,
et al.; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996), 191-204 (197, n. 44). [See now my “The
Genre(s) of the Genesis Apocryphon” (below 1.217-238).]
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texts that were just beginning to be restudied carefully, as interest in the
so-called pseudepigrapha was revived in the aftermath of the discovery
of the Dead Sea Scrolls. Works such as Jubilees and 1 Enoch were clearly
part of the background against which the Apocryphon had to be discussed,
although the precise relationship among these works was not, and indeed
still is not, obvious to all.” As the corpus of published literature related
to the stories of the Bible in the Dead Sea Scrolls grew, the Apocryphon
should have attracted further attention, but a survey of the available bib-
liographies indicates that, on the whole, it did not. In fact, discussions of
specific points in the text, usually with a view to comparing it with other
ancient exegetical literature, still focused primarily on the rabbinic mate-
rial rather than on the earlier Second Temple works to which the Apocry-
phon is more closely related.

The 1992 publication of column 12 of the Apocryphon by Jonas Green-
field 5"t and n'"52* Elisha Qimron, followed in 1995 by that of the rest of
the readable material from the other hitherto unpublished columns by
Matthew Morgenstern, Elisha Qimron and Daniel Sivan, should have pro-
duced an additional impetus to work on the Genesis Apocryphon.® Despite
the additional textual material now available, there has not been a flurry
of scholarly activity in this area, a fact that I have found rather surprising.
This paper is the first of a series devoted to the Apocryphon as a whole,
beginning with the “new” columns.®

| On the basis of the more recently published material we are dis-
cussing, it appears that the dichotomy which has been perceived in the

7 To take but one significant question, did the author of the Apocryphon use Jubilees,
did the author of jubilees use the Apocryphon, or did both of them draw from common
(written or oral) sources?

8 ]J.C. Greenfield and E. Qimron, “The Genesis Apocryphon Col. XII,” in Studies in Qum-
ran Aramaic, (ed. Takamitsu Muraoka; AbrNSup 3; Leuven: Peeters, 1992), 70—77; M. Mor-
genstern, E. Qimron, and D. Sivan, “The Hitherto Unpublished Columns of the Genesis
Apocryphon,” Abr-Nahrain 33 (1995): 30-54 (hereafter, MQS).

9 Subsequent to this, but prior to the publication of this article, I delivered the follow-
ing papers on the Apocryphon: “The Structure of the Early Columns of the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon,” Society of Biblical literature Annual Meeting, Toronto, Canada, November, 2002;
“The Genre(s) of the Genesis Apocryphon” Association for Jewish Studies Annual Confer-
ence, Los Angeles, CA, December, 2002; “The Genesis Apocryphon: Some ‘New’ Questions
About an ‘Old’ Text,” Columbia University Seminar on the Study of the Hebrew Bible,
New York, NY, February 2003, and New York University Conference “New Research into
the Dead Sea Scrolls,” New York NY, March 2003; and “/0wp” in the Genesis Apocryphon
and the Remainder of the Qumran Aramaic Corpus,” Society of Biblical Literature Annual
Meeting, Atlanta, GA, December 2003. [For my further work on the Apocryphon, see essays
9-12 in this collection, and my remarks in the Introduction to Volume 1.]
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relationship of the Apocryphon to the biblical text based on the first pub-
lished material, can be maintained to a limited degree. One of the issues
to which we must be sensitive is that as the story of the Apocryphon moves
further and further away from the biblical version, it becomes less and less
“rewritten Bible” (according to my preferred employment of the term),
and more and more something else, or, to put it in less formal, but more
recognizable terms, it begins to resemble the Book of Enoch more than the
Book of Jubilees. Thus the whole story of Noah, as related by this author
on the basis of whatever sources he includes,'® and not just the initially
published “Lamech material,” is not as tightly bound to the Hebrew text as
the Abram columns are. In this instance, we may certainly be justified in
hypothesizing that this unevenness, or lack of consistency, in the way that
the biblical text is treated, is predicated on the differing approaches to the
biblical story taken by the sources of the Apocryphon, rather than by any
divergences in method on the part of the author of the Apocryphon him-
self. This does not mean that a single author could not have treated dif-
ferent portions of the pentateuchal narrative differently, but that since a
variety of sources appear to underlie the work as a whole, some of the
divergences in these treatments should | probably be attributed to those
sources rather than to the “author” or “compiler” of the Apocryphon.
Neither of the terms in the title of this paper should be taken at face
value; in the early columns of the Apocryphon, even the fragments that
do tell a story are usually too unconnected to tell much of one, and the
relationship of this portion of the scroll to the biblical text, what we might
describe as its exegesis, is, as we shall see, somewhat loose. But I believe
that the theory behind the title is sound, as it sketches two significant

10 1 shall not rehash in this essay the meaning of M3 "1 an3 (5:29), discussed sev-
eral years ago by my colleague at Yeshiva University, Richard Steiner, in “The Heading of
the Book of the Words of Noah on a Fragment of the Genesis Apocryphon,” DSD 2 (1995):
69, which may indicate a shift in sources, or the purported existence in antiquity of a
“Book of Noah.” Devorah Dimant, Cana Werman and I, among the participants in the
January 2002 Orion Symposium at which this paper was delivered, have all written on this
topic. Cf. D. Dimant, “Noah in Early Jewish Literature,” in Biblical Figures Outside the Bible
(ed. M.E. Stone and T.A. Bergren; Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 1998), 123-50;
M.J. Bernstein, “Noah and the Flood at Qumran,” in The Provo International Conference
on the Dead Sea Scrolls: New Texts, Reformulated Issues and Technological Innovations (ed.
E. Ulrich and D. Parry; STDJ 30; Leiden: Brill, 1998), 199—231 (below, 1.291-322); and
C. Werman, “Qumran and the Book of Noah,” in Pseudepigraphic Perspectives: The Apoc-
rypha and Pseudepigrapha in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls. Proceedings of the Second Inter-
national Symposium of the Orion Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated
Literature, 12-14 January, 1997 (ed. M.E. Stone and E.G. Chazon; STDJ 28; Leiden: Brill, 1998),
171-81.
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trajectories for the study of the Apocryphon as a whole: the way it deals
with the underlying biblical text and the way it presents the more com-
plex story that it comprises.

This paper thus examines two related issues in the first part of the
Apocryphon the columns from o through 11: the narrative elements of
the preserved columns, the “story,” and the way in which it is related to
the biblical text, the “exegesis.” I do not give equal time to both aspects,
simply because the Apocryphon does not either; as we shall see, “story” is
far more prominent in this section than is “exegesis.” Furthermore, from a
methodological perspective, my reconstruction of the “story” section will
be more aggressive than my comments in the exegesis portion. I shall
attempt, relying even on very faint inferences, to elicit from the surviving
text as much as is possible of the outline of the story it contained. My
remarks on the exegesis of the text will be more conservative.

By column o of the Apocryphon 1 refer to the textual material that
appears to have preceded column 1. Michael O. Wise and Bruce Zuck-
erman presented their reconstruction of the 1Q2o0 fragments of the Gen-
esis Apocryphon, which had been published in DJD 1, at the 1991 meeting
of the Society of Biblical Literature. Aligning the fragments in such a way
that it was clear that “column 1” was not the first column of the work,
they clearly demonstrated that there was at least one column, designated
“column o,” to the right of column 1. The existence of this column should
actually have been clear even before their research, since the second of
the two columns that are preserved in 1Q20 fragment 1 cannot be the right
edge of column 2 and therefore must be the right edge of column 1. Hence
the right-hand column preserved on that fragment must precede column
1 and be what we have called “column o.”!

| What we cannot tell is how close to the beginning of the Apocryphon
our material stood originally. Despite Morgenstern’s claims based on the
letter-numbers on the surviving sheets, it is hard to imagine a document
of the length he presupposes.> But, on the other hand, it is also unwise

I The column o—1 material has just been published by Fitzmyer in his third edition; on
64-67 he presents the text and translation of columns o and 1 and on 15 offers a copy of
Zuckerman-Wise’s 1991 drawing. It was that drawing on which I based my original presen-
tation of this paper. In Spring 2002, however, Dr. Eshel and Professor Zuckerman modified
some of the arrangements of those fragments, and the published version of this paper thus
differs somewhat in that regard from the oral presentation.

12 M. Morgenstern, “A New Clue to the Original Length of the Genesis Apocryphon,”
JJS 47 (1996): 345—-47. Noting that the sheets on which columns 5, 10, and 17 began are
marked with the Hebrew characters 3, ¥, and P, respectively, Morgenstern suggests that
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to presume that the Apocryphon began with column 1 or even column o.
This uncertainty, although ultimately insoluble based on the available evi-
dence, is quite significant, because it goes to the heart of the elusive ques-
tion of the total scope of the Apocryphon. This question must be resolved
in order for us to have a complete picture of the work. How far back in
the narratives of Genesis did it begin? And, concomitantly (although not
relevant to our early columns), how far forward did it extend?

The early columns of the Apocryphon appear, as I noted earlier, to con-
tain much more “story” than exegesis. The narrative, as far as we can fol-
low it, seems to involve (aside from the related story of Noah’s birth) the
story of the angels who behaved badly and incurred divine displeasure.
This story, as everyone who works in the area of Qumran and related lit-
erature knows, was very prominent in the pseudepigraphic literature of
the Second Temple era. It finds its most significant expression in works
such as Jubilees and 1 Enoch, although we should also note its appearance
in a variety of other texts preserved at Qumran.!®> What can we discern
about the telling of this story in the Genesis Apocryphon?

In column o, references to “your anger” and “your fierce anger” are
most likely addressed to God by a group, probably the fallen angels who
have been imprisoned, who say " 1"OR RIMIR X7 1Y), | “and now we are
bound.”* Unfortunately, although several more words can be read, they
do not really help us reconstruct the narrative. The hypothetical focus on
these angels continues into column 1, where the words “and with women”
very likely refer to the behavior of the Watchers with the “daughters of
men,” known from Genesis 6 and, in greater detail, from the Book of Enoch.
Also prominent here are two references to 17 “secret” or “mystery,” a term
well known from the Hebrew writings of Qumran, and one which also
appears to play a significant role in the early (antediluvian) portion of the
Apocryphon, where it occurs about half a dozen times. The combination 1

if column 5 began on the sheet marked with the 17th letter of the alphabet, as many as
70—-105 columns may have preceded it, depending on the number of columns per sheet.
This would posit an exceptional original length to the Apocryphon. But is there any guar-
antee that all of the sheets numbered y-X were employed for this work?

13 Most notably in the texts which have been given the name “Book of Giants” and
which may have been a part of the Book of Enoch at Qumran. Cf. L.T. Stuckenbruck, The
Book of Giants from Qumran: Texts, Translation, and Commentary (Tiibingen: Mohr Sie-
beck, 1997).

14 There are also references to 137, “your anger” (presumably God’s) in these frag-
ments. Because of the absence of a standard edition of columns o and 1, I cannot employ
line numbers in references. The binding of the “fallen angels” is a theme found also in Jub.
5:6 and 10:1-9, and in 7 Enoch 10.
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RYW, “secret (mystery) of wickedness,” is a bit surprising, however, since
1 is generally a “positive” term, not associated with characters like the
Watchers.!> The fragmentary expression 9'pn OR probably belongs to
the story of the Watchers as well, regardless of how it is read (i.e., whether
the first word is noun or verb), and most likely refers to the binding of the
fallen Watchers.!6

One of the fragments of the Apocryphon which was recently published
has been referred to as the “Trever fragment,” because it had remained
unstudied in the possession of John Trever until about 1990. According to
the reconstruction by Zuckerman, which is apparently accepted by MQS,
it belongs toward the end of column 1 and contains vocabulary which
reminds us of the language of Genesis used to describe the antediluvian
period: X7w3 519, “all flesh,” appears twice as does 8YIR; the equivalent
Hebrew terms appear (the latter frequently) in Genesis 6 in the context
of the depravity of man.!” On the other hand, the idiom X7w2 5135 '75p'7,
“cursing all flesh,” | is not found explicitly in Genesis although we can
easily understand the context to which it belongs.'®

Since column 2 is probably familiar to most readers of this essay, I shall
discuss it only as necessary background to the following columns. We
must assume for the purpose of a coherent story that the birth of Noah
was reported between the end of column 1 (the Trever fragment is situ-
ated at approximately lines 25-29 of a column which probably was about
34 lines) and the discussion between Lamech and his wife Bitenosh in
column 2.1° The opening of column 2 takes us directly into the dialogue

15 Cf., however, ywa 17 in 1QH? 13 [Sukenik 5]:36 and 1Q27 11 2. It is possible that in the
case of the Watchers it refers to prohibited forms of esoteric knowledge which they shared
with humankind. Philip Alexander directed my attention to the mystérion tés anomias in
2 Thess 2:7, which bears a resemblance to these Hebrew and Aramaic idioms at Qumran,
a passage noted also by Fitzmyer (2004), 120.

16 The phrase 9]*Pn 710K also occurs in 4Q532 2 14. That text, edited under the name
4QLivre des Géants? ar, perhaps unsurprisingly bears other similarities in vocabulary to
this column of the Apocryphon: 4Q532 11 9 (11): 1ap3; 11 10 (12): W2 5[3; see also 2 g 52N
RPN HAIN 2N

17 For w3 Y3, cf. Gen 6:13—14; for YIR, cf. Gen 6:5 and 11—12 where the term appears
five times, all of them accompanied by ¥, onmA, or NNW.

18 It is possible that 59pY is a Hebraism in the Aramaic of the Apocryphon both in
root and in form. On the issue of Hebraisms, see further, Morgenstern, “MA,” 42—45 and
S. Fassberg, “Hebraisms in the Aramaic Documents from Qumran,” in Studies in Qumran
Aramaic (above n. 8), 48—69. In this case, however, Morgenstern, “MA,” 4142 (followed by
Fitzmyer [2004], 121), justifies rendering 55 as a noun, “as a shame for all flesh,” based on
its appearance in Syriac and because the form cannot be an infinitive in Aramaic.

19 The reference in 2:2 to 83T KDWY, “this child,” implies that the child has already
been born, although the conversation between Lamech and Bitenosh deals with the source
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between Lamech and his wife regarding the parentage of the child she
has borne. From the standpoint of the narrative, it is significant that there
is not a great deal of space within which Lamech could be introduced
(unless he was mentioned in the fragmentary portions of column o, 1,
or earlier, lost material), and for the birth and marvelous nature of the
child to be described. That is the minimum material necessary to justify
Lamech'’s reaction to the birth of the child and his accusation against his
wife of going astray (apparently) with one of the sinful Watchers.

This plausible disposition of the material may actually allow us safely to
make two inferences regarding the issue of the length of the Apocryphon,
to which I alluded above. The presence of Lamech as well as Enoch and
Methuselah in column 2 indicates that at least the latter two, and prob-
ably all three, must have been introduced at some earlier point in the nar-
rative. This implies that there was some amount of genealogical material
prior to the section of the Apocryphon that presents its elaboration of the
story of the Watchers. This is perhaps unsurprising, but it also indicates
a slight deviation in order | from the narrative of Genesis. In Genesis, the
birth of Noah is described at the end of chapter 5, just before the verses
that give rise to the stories of the “fallen angels.” The Apocryphon locates
the story of the Watchers before the birth of Noah, an arrangement which
is found elsewhere in the works from the Second Temple period that
expand the story of the Watchers.2? The narrative logic of the presenta-
tion in the Apocryphon does not introduce Noah, who will be the savior
of mankind, until after the Watchers, who are the threat to man, have
appeared on the scene. The effect of this is to highlight Noah even more
strongly than is done in the biblical story.

In response to the protestations of Bitenosh as to her innocence,
Lamech goes to his father Methuselah and asks him to ask his father
Enoch to clarify the situation. I should note that the vivid dialogue we
see in the relatively well-preserved portion of column 2 is a characteristic

of her pregnancy. There is nothing in the surviving material of the whole column which
describes the unusual appearance of the child which disturbs Lamech, although such
descriptions are to be found in 7 Enoch 106 and 1Qig, for example. The only reasonable
location for the depiction in the Apocryphon is at the bottom of column 1. We can infer
the presence of such a description from the fragments of the exchanges between Enoch
and Methuselah later on.

20 Jub. 415 has the Watchers descending in the days of Jared (albeit for positive rea-
sons); so do 1 Enoch 6:6 (= 4QEn® ar 1 iii 4) and 10613 (= 4QEn° 5 ii 17-18). Is it possible
that, in addition to the pun on the name Jared (see below, n. 21), this reordering could
be “supported” by the reading of the verb of Gen 6:2, DR @12 PR3 1A o810, as a
pluperfect?
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that seems to have been pervasive in the Apocryphon, regardless of the
various sources which may underlie the rewritten story. We can observe
this in many passages where we clearly have at least two interlocutors in
a dialogue, and we find either first or second person forms in other pas-
sages which imply a dialogue, even though we do not hear both sides in
the surviving text. Methuselah departs and greets Enoch, and with that we
revert from the poorly preserved text at the end of column 2 to the even
more poorly preserved fragments in the next columns.

In column 3, after Methuselah has gone to ask his father about the
nature of the unusual birth to Lamech and his wife, we find Enoch as
the speaker, since 3:3 reads “in the days of my father Jared.” He appar-
ently continues to speak for the next two and a half columns, and some
of his remarks appear to be repetitive, even granted the scanty remains of
the manuscript. The reply Methuselah gets is prophetic, and it is linked
to the corruption of the Watchers and the impending destruction of the
earth (as is also, perhaps, the reference to Jared, playing on the mean-
ing “descent”).2! The surviving | language of 3:9-13 also contains a dense
concentration of the word 8PIR (four times in thirteen words or partial
words); we may very easily reconstruct a scene wherein Enoch tells Meth-
uselah that there will be water or rain on the whole earth and perhaps
the earth will become sea. Immediately upon the birth of Noah, then, we
know that a flood is coming upon the earth.

At first glance, it appears that the vision of Enoch here is similar to those
in 7 Enoch 83-88, where Enoch also addresses Methuselah. But there is a
significant difference, I believe, between the visions in 7 Enoch (and this is
especially true regarding the visions in 85-88), which are not an element
in a narrative account, and the visions in the Apocryphon, which are an
integral part of the narrative. That integration seems to characterize not
only the visions in the portion of the Apocryphon where Enoch appears,
but later sections as well, where there are several visions involving Noah.
Like the rearrangement I noted just above, the sequence of events in the
Apocryphon creates a very different feel to the narrative from that which is
found in the Pentateuch, where the sins of the “fallen angels” (Gen 6:1—4)
are not described until after the birth of Noah (5:29), God’s decision to

2L Cf. previous note. We might be able to restore in 3:3-4 [R'W] 32 P[5>81] or 12
[%n5R]. A rather late rabbinic source (Midrash Aggadah [ed. S. Buber; Vienna: Panto,
1894], 14) has, “why was his name Jared? Because in his days the angels descended from
heaven and were teaching humans how to worship the Holy One Blessed be He.” As noted
by M.M. Kasher, Torah Shelemah 2.355, this formulation resembles that of jubilees.
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destroy mankind is first alluded to in Gen 6:7, and the flood itself is not
mentioned there until 6:17. In the Apocryphon, the flood is likely to have
been predicted while Noah was still an infant.

It is left to Methuselah to communicate this message, presumably to
Lamech, and the language used (presumably by Enoch) echoes the lan-
guage used by Bitenosh to Lamech earlier, “in truth, not in lies” (3:15).22
The reference to splitting the earth (3:17) may refer either to Noah’s dis-
tribution of the earth among his sons or to the division of the nations
in the time of Peleg. The former is more likely, since in the Apocryphon
these actions by Noah actually occupy a prominent place and a substan-
tial amount of text (columns 16-17). Note how Methuselah is commanded
to repeat the prophecy of Enoch to Lamech, and how this technique of
repeating the language of prophecies and commands is also characteristic
of the Apocryphon and as a result can help us to reconstruct missing por-
tions of the text.23

| Far less remains of column 4 than of 2, 3 or 5, but the one cluster
of the surviving phrases is of interest for the hypothetical story line we
are reconstructing. 411 reads (and whenever we say “reads” regarding this
manuscript, that may be an adventure in itself), 17 TAYNS nMm, “I/you
have seen fit to exercise judgment;"?* and 4:12 has PR "2IR 5p]... P,
“an end ... [o]n the face of the earth.”?5 The key issue is who is speaking:
if it is God (or Enoch quoting God), then the verb is first person; if it is
Enoch addressing God, then it is second person. Was there a passage in
the Apocryphon wherein God “visited” the earth to see the wickedness of
its inhabitants before executing judgment? Such a situation occurs twice
in Genesis: in the narrative of the Tower of Babel, Gen 11:5, &% ' 7
DRI 713 13 WK DTN DRI Y DR, “the Lord descended to see the
tower and city which the humans had built;” and in the story of Sodom
and Gomorrah, Gen 18:21, IRIRI RI NTIR, “Let me now descend and
see” whether the inhabitants of the city are worthy of punishment. It is

22 Cf. 2:7 12722 89 PHHRN MY vWIPA. T have discussed the significance of the root
VWP in the Aramaic corpus at Qumran in a recent paper (above note 9).

23 It is tempting to see the very repetitious language, which is clear even in the frag-
mentary remains of the Apocryphon that we have, and which is reminiscent of Homeric
style, as pointing to an oral level in the composition of the text. But there are insufficient
data to make any serious claims along these lines.

24 1 take the Aramaic 7 Tapnd as the equivalent of Hebrew vawn mMwyY, rather than
understanding "7 as the demonstrative pronoun “this.” The same idiom, 1711 7 5 T3y,
occurs in the Apocryphon at 2014 in Abram’s prayer to God that He should act on his
behalf against Pharaoh.

25 pp, of course, recalls Gen 6:13 *385 82 qwa Y3 pp.
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tempting to see a possible narrative parallel in the n"m of the Apocry-
phon, if, indeed, its meaning is not merely “to see fit,”?6 and the purpose
of such a passage would be to provide divine witness in order to justify
God'’s harsh verdict on mankind. There are other instances where phrases
and sentences from later portions of Genesis are employed in these early
sections of the Apocryphon sometimes merely for stylistic reasons, but
occasionally to draw connections and create similarities among diverse
portions of the pentateuchal narrative.??

Column 5 finds Enoch (5:3 7131 IR ¥72 &7) speaking to his son Methu-
selah explicitly (5:2 [™]2 nSwinn 79) and telling him (5:3-4) that the
child about whom he came to inquire (1% 1AW "33 13 [R5 P 0 8]
T2 '[D'? 11, | “is not from the Watchers, nor from the sons of Heaven, but
rather from your son Lamech.”?8 It is somewhat difficult to understand
what has been happening in the narrative during the last two columns.
Can this be the first place where Enoch mentions the legitimate parentage
of Noah to Methuselah? Even granting what we believe to be the repeti-
tious style of the text, this seems rather strange. Nonetheless, Enoch con-
tinues (5:5—-7) with an indication of what Lamech’s fear was. This does not
survive in the earlier portion of the text, but can perhaps be restored from
the fragmentary context here, 772 71% 517 mun [1n] ... 810 RS RATY,
“he did not appear like [a human being but rather like a celestial one, and
from] his appearance Lamech your son feared.”?® This assertion is made
emphatically j2'nn vwIpa (5:8).

After a vacat which was likely employed within the long speech of a
single speaker to indicate a slight change of subject,3® Enoch continues
“And now I tell you and relate to you my son” (5:9),3! with another refer-
ence to truth (OW1p) later in the line, and then 772 7155 N8 M8, “go tell

26 Of course, the phrase could simply reflect, or be exegesis of, Gen 6:5 121 ' "1 8™
PIN2 DTRA NP,

27 This feature may be a result of the author(s) of the Apocryphon employing the pen-
tateuchal text as a model even unconsciously. Cf. my “Re-Arrangement, Anticipation and
Harmonization as Exegetical Features in the Genesis Apocryphon,” DSD 3 (1996): 37-57
(48-50) (below 1185-188).

28 The restoration takes advantage of the repetitious idiom of the Apocryphon; cf. the
words of Bitenosh (2:15-16) PAW 233 513 10 89 P 510 89177 8P T T

29 Cf. 1Q19 and later this column.

30 The functions of the vacats in the Apocryphon is another subject which needs to be
analyzed as fully as possible. It appears that, despite the fragmentary nature of the ms, we
shall be able to draw some limited conclusions regarding the relationship between the
story and the way it is laid out in the text.

81 Another feature of the Apocryphon is the employment of pairs of words where one
alone would suffice. Cf. Morgenstern’s remarks, “MA,” 45-47 on 0'91 *11¥ (word-pairs).
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Lamech your son.” Either the idiom of the narrative is exceptionally rep-
etitious or each piece of the story needed to be introduced in this fashion.
Then, after an apparently parenthetical comment about the “action [of
the sons of heaven]” (cf. 6:11), Enoch proceeds once again to speak of the
child whose “eyes shone like the su[n],” and who is “fire” (or “something
of whom is fire;” 5:12—13). This matches descriptions of Noah'’s birth which
we know from other sources (1 Enoch 106 and 1Q19). The focus of Enoch’s
ensuing remarks, however, is not Noah, but the depravity of humankind
(or of the Watchers; it is not clear). It is clear that Enoch continues to
speak in lines 16ff. of the column, where we read: “...they are doing;
they will do much violence until...” There | unfortunately does not even
appear to be enough evidence to tell whether his indictment involves
human or celestial beings.

Enoch, furthermore, proceeds to describe what he has just told Methu-
selah as a 1 (5:20), which he, in turn, is to convey to Lamech, his son,
in whose days (or perhaps in the days of whose son) the events of this
secret will take place (5:22). The section seems to conclude with a state-
ment that Enoch praised (5:23; 772n) the Lord. This statement and the
next two lines (5:24—25) indicate that the framework of the narrative at
this point is clearly third person, and this phenomenon focuses our atten-
tion on the way in which different sorts of narrative are juxtaposed in the
telling of the Apocryphon. Much of the story is told in vivid dialogue or
monologue, and the conversation between Lamech and Bitenosh in col-
umn 2 is perhaps the lengthiest example, but there are also traces of more
conventional third person story telling.

The lines begin “And when Methuselah heard . .. and he spoke secretly
with Lamech his son...,” but the following line continues “And when
I Lamech...” The movement from Enoch’s final words to Methuselah’s
telling Lamech to Lamech’s speech appears to be accomplished in under
three lines. And those lines are followed by Lamech speaking fewer than
two lines, of which the only clearly meaningful words are “that he has
brought forth from me,” which might be an expression of thanks to God
for the son of whose significant and wondrous future he has just heard.
There is manifest disproportion in the allocation of space to different
parts of the story, and these few lines stand in sharp contrast to the very
lengthy prophetic monologue of Enoch that preceded them.

Following a full-line vacat we read the by-now-famous words *51 an3
M3, “the book of the words of Noah,” which may or may not have been
preceded by the word 14w13, “copy.” There is actually even more text, not
yet deciphered, in the last four or five lines of column 5, which must have
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furnished both some sort of introduction of Noah as a character in the
story, and a transition to the opening words of his speech, which we pick
up mid-sentence in column 6.

Even though Noah’s first speech is lacking its opening, we can see in
it another stylistic characteristic of the Apocryphon the use of balanced
clauses that makes the prose almost into poetry. This goes beyond the
tendency of the Apocryphon which we observed earlier to | employ pairs
of synonyms like "1NRY 7NR, “he said and told,” even in passages which
lack a balanced clause structure. This allows us to interpret the first words
of the column 9 11, if the reading is correct, as “from childhood,” with
the clauses aligning as follows:

... from childhood.

And in the furnace of my gestation I flourished toward truth (VW1p5);

And when I left my mother’s womb, I was rooted in truth (wa'?).

And I acted truthfully (X0w1p) all my days.

And would walk in paths of eternal truth (NnR).32

And with me (were) the holy ones on the paths3? of the way of truth...

And to warn me from the path(s) of falsehood which lead to eternal
darkness. .. 34

And I girded my loins with a vision of truth and wisdom33. .. all the paths
of violence, (vi 1-5)

The constant emphasis on YW1p in these lines is clearly “exegetical,” and
presumably indicates an expansion and highlighting of the word P 7% used
to characterize Noah in Gen 6:9. If 13 n7910 of that sentence is interpreted
to mean “life story,” the poetic lines express the view that throughout his
life Noah maintained the ideal of W1p=pTR. In addition to the repetitions

32 With these two lines compare Tobit 1:3. The question of the relationship of these
two texts or their respective sources is a very interesting one. (George Nickelsburg was,
I believe, the first to point out this parallel in language between the Apocryphon and Tobit
in an oral comment on Matthew Morgenstern’s presentation of this text at the first Orion
Symposium in 1996.)

33 MQS read nmK, which would normally mean “I hurried,” but they translate “on my
way truth sped,” which indeed avoids the apparent separation of the construct *5012 from
its nomen rectum VWP, but there is no reason for VWP to govern a feminine verb. With
a little reluctance, I therefore prefer the emended reading NM<7>I8 which produces a far
more coherent reading.

34 The reading {7T& published by MQS is feminine plural, but there seems to be a crack
in the Ms which appears to be the final nun. All readings, however, are difficult since 2°[n1]
is singular, while ">1& cannot be correct as it stands and even if emended to "X is plural.

35 The imagery is presumably borrowed from Isa 11:5: NIIARAY VINA MR PIR 7N
5N MR, with the introduction of 8NMAIM in place of ANNK, a point noted already by
Morgenstern in his discussion of this passage at the 1996 Orion conference.
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of “truth,” the image of the path, 2°[n1], 52w, Hon, and 8MK, domi-
nates the language of this brief passage, and, although it is brief and frag-
mentary, there can be no doubt that its structure is fundamentally poetic.
It should be noted further that within this brief piece there is an implicit
introduction of the theme of dualism, which is so well known from the
so-called sectarian documents found in the Qumran caves.?6 The appear-
ance of | this theme does not imply that the Apocryphon is necessarily a
“sectarian” document, but it indicates that such dualistic ideas could be
found widely in Second Temple literature, and that the narrator of the
Noabh story, or at least the composer of this piece, felt that they could and
should be introduced here.

These poetic words, however, despite first impressions, do not repre-
sent what I should call the Apocryphon’s primary exegesis of the biblical
verse Gen 6:9, "NI72 7' AN PTR® WK NJ; that interpretation occurs
in Noah’s continuing autobiography in 6:6—9 923 M1 MIR DM PIR2
... DapnrRY XRoWIpa NTNRI, “Then I, Noah, became a man and held on
to truth and held strongly . ..” Whether we judge that N 75110 means “biog-
raphy” or “family story” for the author of the Apocryphon, 6:6—9 continues
to describe the growth of Noah’s family, interpreting and expanding the
words of Gen 6:9.

In order to gain further insight into the discrete elements that com-
prise the Apocryphon, it is certainly worth asking the following question:
to what do the words M1 *51 2n3 toward the end of column 5 refer? Are
the “words of Noah” his poetic soliloquy or his prose autobiography, both
of which appear to go over the same ground and might very well belong to
different sources of the Apocryphon? Or does it actually refer to both, i.e.,
from this perspective no distinction should be drawn between the prose
and the poetry? The latter, I believe, is the more likely possibility, with the
1" TR2 that opens 6:6 plausibly serving as proof of the connection. What is
striking, then, is the fact that we find “ordinary” narrative and near poetry
side-by-side in our passage.

The Apocryphon expands the undetailed biblical reference to the birth
of Noah'’s sons (Gen 6:10) to include the name of his wife Amzara (and
the now missing name of her father, who undoubtedly was a relative of
Noah) and the fact that she bore three sons and an undisclosed num-
ber of daughters. Noah arranges endogamous marriages for them with

36 For the parallelism which appears here, cf. the doctrine of the “Two Ways” in 1QS
3:13—4:26, and see further J. Duhaime, “Dualism,” EDSS 1.215-220.
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the sons and daughters of his brother (or perhaps brothers; 'M& can be
either), “according to the law of the eternal statute which [the Lord] Most
High [ordained] for man” (6:8—9).37 | Here we have one of the examples of
the Apocryphon narrative being affected by halakhic positions held by its
author or his sources, since endogamous marriage is stressed in a number
of Second Temple literary works, notably Tobit and Jubilees.3® Once again,
this allusion should not be taken to imply that the Apocryphon is “sectar-
ian,” in the sense of deriving from the circles that produced texts such as
CD, 1QS and the pesharim. It is more accurate to describe it as belonging
to the likely wider circle of literary works in the Second Temple period
that share a halakhah different from that which we know from rabbinic
literature.

For a short while, then, column 6 of the Apocryphon has brought its
story line more into proximity with the narrative of Genesis 6 than the
earlier columns had done, but only for a moment. After a brief vacat, the
story of the Apocryphon turns away again from this brief coincidence with
the biblical narrative, and on the surface appears to contradict it. There are
actually two independently generated difficulties involved, one of which
may be more easily soluble than the other. If we follow the reconstruction
of the editors, the reference to ten jubilees in 6:9 of the Apocryphon refers
to Noah being 500 years old, and is coupled with the words, “then my sons
finished taking wives for themselves.”3? First of all, the birth of Noah'’s
children, according to Gen 5:32 (as well as Jub. 4:33), takes place when he
is 500 years old; second, leaving the chronological quandary aside, did the
Apocryphon not just finish telling us that Noah had already taken wives
and husbands for his sons and daughters? The answer to the former ques-
tion, I suspect, is that the ten jubilees have nothing to do with Noah'’s

37 1 believe that the term 85y PN N7, with the Hebraism PN (only here in the Ara-
maic of Qumran, and according to Morgenstern, “MA,” 43, virtually nowhere else in Ara-
maic) is an allusion to this regulation being inscribed (Ppr) on the heavenly tablets. For
the significance of this and related idioms as applied to marriage in a range of texts from
antiquity see M. Kister, “i°NT m"0awn ANDR 5w MmN PRTAM Awn 0T in 770p
PoanrnvaT {/’J&T o»n MosIa TIAa5 M3 Tnbna maooa Dpnn v’ (ed. D.
Boyarin et al.; Jerusalem: Magnes, 2000), 202-8, especially 206 and nn. 33-35.

38 As Elisha Qimron has already noted, “Toward a New Edition of 1QGenesis Apocry-
phon,” in Ulrich and Parry, The Provo International Conference (above, n. 10), 108 n. 7, Tobit
41213 also refers to Noah as having made an endogamous marriage. On Noah's marriage,
cf. further Jub. 4:33, and on endogamy in Qumran see 4QMMT B75-82 and the discussion
in E. Qimron and J. Strugnell eds., Qumran Cave 4.V: Migsat Ma‘ase Ha-Torah (DJD 10:
Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 171-75.

39 They translate “when ten jubilees—according to the calculation that I calculated—
had been completed for me (i.e. I was 500 years old)” (MQS, 41).
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lifetime, but are a part of Noah'’s (apparent) chronological calculation of
significant dates. The answer to the latter question may lie in the narrative
style of the Apocryphon, which allows for repetitions of information within
close proximity that our own narrative sensibilities would not allow.

| As we indicated earlier, one of the characteristic features of the Apoc-
ryphon is the presence and employment of visions, usually extrabiblical,
within the story. In 6:11 and 14 there are allusions to visions that Noah saw
at this time, and it is not completely clear whether we are dealing with
two different visions, or whether the “first” is a general statement which is
then expanded and explained in the “second.” In the first case, we are told
that Noah saw something “of the heavens,” and “was told and informed
about the action of the ‘sons of heaven’,” something which he describes as
17 N1, “this secret” or “mystery.” He asserts that he hid the secret within
him and informed no one of it. (This might imply that the following vision
differs from the “concealed” one, but that argument is tenuous.) This reap-
pearance of 17, earlier found both in the “Lamech” section as well as in
that which began ™M1 "1 2n3, may indicate the importance of the term to
the author of the Apocryphon and his sources. These appear not to be the
only references in Second Temple, and particularly in Qumran, literature
to Noah as the recipient of “esoteric” knowledge.*?

The brief comment about a vision ends with a vacat in 6:12, and in the
next line, albeit fragmentary, someone seems to appear to Noah, and then
Noah says “the great Watcher upon me in the embassy and mission of the
Holy One...and spoke to me in a vision and stood before me” (6:13-14).
Noah is directly addressed by the heavenly speaker,*! and it appears that
he is told about the conduct of mortals (RYIR 13, as opposed, perhaps,
to ;'MW *13). There are allusions to “the blood which the Nephilim spilled”
(6:19) and “the holy ones with the daughters of ma[n]” (6:20). The sins of
the fallen angels thus involve both murder and immorality. All this seems
to be within the telling of a single vision, although, if it is, there are |

40 Thus, for example, 4Q534 Naissance de Noé® ar 1 i 7-8 an]mnam na5n mn% nny
K11 512 1 YT AN RonnYy Mah annom RWIR 1 Y7[1 and 4Q536 Naissance de
Noée 2 i 8-9 17 DYLAY... w5y P11 8P (with a further occurrence in line 12). Granted
that the subject of these passages is debated, if they indeed refer to Noah, then their char-
acterization of him as one who knows 11 dovetails with that of the Apocryphon. The den-
sity of the occurrence of 17 in Enoch-Lamech-Noah contexts—i5 out of a total of 17 in the
Aramaic of Qumran according to The Dead Sea Scrolls Concordance: The Non-Biblical Texts
from Qumran (ed. M. Abegg et al.; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 1:923b—is not fortuitous.

4 Tshould reconstruct in 6:15 “{and the messenger at the se|nding of the great holy one
made me hear a voice ‘O Noah'.”
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a couple of first person verbs which must have the celestial messenger
as their speaker and not Noah. The thrust of the vision beyond this is
not clear.

We next find Noah speaking of himself as “finding favor, greatness,
and truth/righteousness” (6:23 VIWP1 127 1N), which may be an exegetical
expansion of Gen 6:8 "1 "1'p2 i1 8¥N N, “Noah found favor in the eyes of
the Lord.” We have observed that one of the Apocryphon’s stylistic tenden-
cies is to multiply synonymous terms, and this may be another example
of that phenomenon, where the biblical 1 is supplemented by V1wp1 127.
The few surviving lines of the end of the column (which preserves only
26 out of a likely 34 lines) refer to “the gates of Heaven” and to “men and
animals, wild beasts and birds.”

The opening lines of column 7 speak of “the earth and all that is upon
it in the seas and the mountains. .. all the constellations of the heavens,
the sun, the moon, the stars and the Watchers” (or “angels”; 851, which
occurs nineteen times in other Aramaic texts from Qumran, appears in
the Apocryphon only at 15:14). The line before a vacat (7:5) ends with “glory
and reward (?) I shall pay to you.” Noah then reacts to his being addressed
from the heavens (7:7) by saying, “I rejoiced at the words of the Lord of
Heaven.” In the second half of column 6 and the opening of column 7,
Noah may have had three separate divine communications. Unfortunately,
at this critical point in the narrative, shortly before the preparations for
the flood and the flood itself, the manuscript becomes particularly frag-
mentary and the remains are not terribly enlightening. We do find Noah
speaking again in 7:9, manh In™YnY, “to remove me and to build,”
which might refer to the divine plan to save Noah via the building of the
ark, and the two words “his wife after him” in the first line of column 8§,
but the rest of the introduction to the flood story and the actual narrative
of the flood have not survived.*> We next meet Noah in column 10 after
the flood is apparently over.

The first “meaningful” words are 10:8, 172" 155, which can be read
either as 3rd masculine plural perfects, “they praised and sang,” | or 2nd
masculine plural imperatives, “praise and sing.”#3 In either case, it is likely
that the subjects of the verb are Noah’s sons, who are probably also the
11951, “all of you” who are addressed in the next line, apparently with an

42 Tt is possible that further technical manipulation with the photographs of the Apoc-
ryphon will yield more readable material in both columns 8 and g as well as elsewhere.

43 The latter suggestion appears more likely because of the reference to 113713 in the
next line.
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exhortation to praise or sing or pray (no verb survives) “to your Lord, the
king of all the worlds (or “eternal king”) forever and ever until the end of
time” (10:9-10). The section is concluded by a vacat. This little vignette,
however we are to understand it, is, of course extrabiblical; before the ark
has come to rest, Noah and his family sing praises to God.

In the lines immediately following the vacat, we can be sure that the
flood has ended, as we read VN7 "NV D TN NN KRMAN (10:12), “The
ark rested [on] one of the mountains of Horarat,” a virtual targum of
Gen 8:4 VIR M HY ... nann mam, omitting only the date formula which
is found in the biblical text. This is rather significant because we have had
very few opportunities up to this point to refer to passages in the Apoc-
ryphon that have strong parallels in the Bible. If the reading 8% 71 is
correct, a tantalizing allusion to “the eternal fire” follows, but its meaning
remains completely mysterious.

The narrator is now clearly Noah once again, as he describes, in one of
the few passages in this portion of the Apocryphon to have been discussed
in recent scholarship, how he “atoned (n7a2) for the whole earth,” with
a series of sacrifices.** This, too, is one of the few passages in this section
that has, at least at first glance, a biblical foundation. The parallel biblical
text to this portion of the Apocryphon is Gen 8:20 P 'n% nNam N3 jan
nama noy Sym v ;Mpn Ham AMava Annan 9an, “Noah then built
an altar to the Lord and, taking from all the clean animals and all the clean
birds, he offered burnt offerings on the altar.” The list of offerings by Noah
in the Apocryphon, on the other hand, appears to consist of a sequence
| of three (cf. 10114 RIRIM ... "TPY and 10:15 *1">M), and, although the
specific references to the animals in the list are almost all unfortunately
missing, it would appear to be an expansion, i.e., an interpretation, of the
biblical “clean animals and clean birds.” Further details in the description
also are directly linked to the Pentateuch. The placing of salt 19123, “on
all of them [the offerings],” coincides with the commandment in Lev 213
AR =vpn e 92 Oy Tnmin Hyn hby nma nhn nawn 891 (“You
shall not omit from your grain-offerings the salt of your God’s covenant;
on all your sacrifices shall you offer salt”). P50 ®1WH *nNoPA N, “the

44 See J.C. Reeves, “What Does Noah Offer in I QApGen X, 15,” RevQ 12 (1986): 415-19;
C. Werman, “Qumran and the Book of Noah,” 175-76; and ].C. VanderKam, “The Angel
Story in the Book of Jubilees,” in Stone and Chazon, Pseudepigraphic Perspectives, 163—67.
Reeves’ insight, 417-18, made without the benefit of the “new” textual material, that the
verb NIVPRK in 1015 refers to the offering of fat and not incense, was confirmed by the
reading NIVPR RN 5v naam, “I burned the fat on the fire.”
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scent of my offering rose to the heavens,” is the equivalent of Gen 8:21 1"
mmIn m R 1, “the Lord smelled the sweet scent.” This “rendering”
might be described as a proto-targumic kind of avoidance of the overt
anthropomorphism found in the biblical text.

The description of the details of the offerings themselves, however,
presents a problem. While Noah'’s sacrifices in the Bible are only burnt
offerings, those he brings in the Apocryphon are not. The burning of the
fat of the first sacrifice on the altar (10:14) is not the custom for a burnt
offering, all of which is immolated, and, although the second offering has
all of its flesh burnt (10:15), Noah spills its blood on the base of the altar
(10115) (as prescribed by Lev 4:7, 18, 25, 30, and 34, all passages dealing with
nRoVnN, sin-offering), whereas the blood of burnt offerings is only sprinkled
and not subsequently spilled out, according to Lev 1:5 and 11;*® Jubilees,
like the Apocryphon, does not restrict Noah's offerings after the flood to
burnt offerings. In Jub. 6:2 Noah “made atonement for the earth, and took
a kid and made atonement by its blood for all the guilt of the earth,”#6
offering its fat on the altar as in the Apocryphon, and then a series of other
animals and birds as burnt offerings, followed by a grain offering, wine
and frankincense. Like the Apocryphon, Jubilees also | appears to see the
need for a sacrifice “to atone for the earth.”

Despite these connections to the biblical story and to the Pentateuch
more generally, if my reading of the narrative is correct, there appear to be
two very significant deviations from the pentateuchal story in the Apocry-
phon’s record of these events. In the biblical narrative, Gen 8:15-19, which
describes God’s command to Noah and his exit from the ark with the rest
of the survivors of the flood, precedes the description of the offering in
8:20—21. This does not seem to have been the case in the Apocryphon
where it appears that the resting of the ark (= Gen 8:4) is narrated in 1012,
and Noah’s sacrifice follows immediately in 10:13. The very likely infer-
ence is that Noah makes these offerings while he is still on the ark! The

45 1t is very possible that the assimilation of the handling of the blood of the burnt
offering to that of the sin offering is due to an inclination to include the burnt offering
in the atonement process, or, as Werman suggests (“Qumran and the Book of Noah,” 175
n. 8), merely to the proximity of the two offerings in this passage.

46 Taccept VanderKam'’s judgment, “Angel Story,” 164, that the original reading of 6:2 is
“he atoned for the earth,” against Werman (“Qumran and the Book of Noah” 176-77), who
accepts the reading of the better Mss of Jubilees, “he appeared on the earth.” According to
VanderKam, this reading is based on an inner-Ethiopic corruption. Werman'’s subsequent
claim, based on her reading, of a different motivation in jubilees from that in the Apocry-
phon for the sacrifices of Noah thus loses some substantial support.
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alternative, that he has already gone out of the ark somewhere in column
g or in the earlier portion of column 10, is made very unlikely by the open-
ing surviving words of 11:1, RN YIN2 M0 M1 MR, “I, Noah, was at the
entrance of the ark,” which would seem to imply that he has not yet left
the ark. I suggest that perhaps, from the perspective of the Apocryphon’s
author, the purification of the earth accomplished by Noah'’s sin-offerings
had to be completed before Noah and the others descended from the ark.
It would do no good for the survivors of the flood to be rendered impure
immediately by their descent onto an impure earth. This rearrangement
would constitute a major displacement in the Apocryphon’s version of the
biblical narrative.#”

If my reading is correct, and the resting of the ark on the mountains
occurs for the first time in 10:12, then the Apocryphon has also omitted, or
has displaced to someplace later in column 10, the contents of Gen 8:5—
14, including the sending out of the birds to discover whether the earth
had dried up.*® Despite these two apparent deviations from the story as
it appears in Genesis, it is very likely that the offerings described in this
column are indeed the equivalent of those in Gen. 8:20—21. The only alter-
native is to assume that in addition to these, extrabiblical, sacrifices, the
author of the Apocryphon included the sacrifices of Genesis 8 at a later
point in his narrative. | This, however, is unlikely, since when Noah leaves
the ark in column 11, which clearly relates to the beginning of Genesis g,
there is no room for the introduction of the Genesis 8 sacrifices. Regard-
ing the sending out of the birds, there remains the possibility of its having
been recorded in the latter portion of column 10 or, less likely, in the first
one of column 11. Whether we choose the view that the Apocryphon needs
to include all the details of the biblical story, while allowing nonbibli-
cal details to be inserted into the narrative, or that which says that the
recounting in the Apocryphon need not contain all the details of the Bible,
depends perhaps on our preconceptions of the freedom of the reteller of
the biblical narrative. Is his tale the whole biblical story with supplemen-
tation, or a story that happens to follow the line of the biblical story but
need not include every detail found in the Bible?

47 Once again, I accept VanderKam’s argument, “Angel Story,” 165-67, especially
167, rather than Werman’s, in order to understand how murder can be atoned for by
sacrifice.

48 In light of the fact that Jubilees omits the incidents with the birds, it is possible that
the Apocryphon did as well. Note that 4Q252 Commentary on Genesis A includes the dove,
but omits the raven.



FROM THE WATCHERS TO THE FLOOD 171

At what point in the Apocryphon Noah is given the command by God to
leave the ark is unclear, although it probably occurs in the second, illeg-
ible, portion of column 10, perhaps even beginning with the words "8
85y, “then the Most High,” in 10:18. But there is a great deal of space
between the last readable material in column 10 and the text in column
1:11 where Noah says that he left the ark. What is also not clear is the
nature of that divine command, which in Gen 8:16 consists merely of a
straightforward instruction for Noah to leave the ark with his family: 8%
TR 7732w 713 THWRY ANKR 1200 17, but is unattested in the surviv-
ing text of the Apocryphon. In the Apocryphon 11:1-14 we find Noah doing
several things which have no scriptural antecedent whatsoever, or almost
no antecedent, as we shall see. There we read “Then I, Noah, went out and
walked through the earth by its length and by its breadth.” These words,
of course, with the change making Noah the speaker, are a virtual citation
of God’s words to Abram in Gen 13:17: 1an79 A29K8Y PARa 750NN 0P
n3NR 75 '3, “Arise and walk through the land by its length and by its
breadth, for I shall give it to you.”9 In the Genesis Apocryphon, no explicit
divine command to Noah to do this survives, but it is quite reasonable to
assume that Noah is here carrying out divine bidding. If so, we have here
an explicit link between the Abram narrative and the Noah material, with
an attempt | being made to cast Noah in the model of the later patriarch.
As we shall see, this is not the only such occurrence in the Apocryphon,
and indeed it has other parallels in Qumran literature, in which Noah,
as well as Adam and Enoch, are viewed by the writers of these texts as
belonging to same chain of tradition, as it were, as the direct ancestors of
the Jewish people, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob.5°

Noah presents an idyllic description of the earth after the flood, and
if 17V in 112 is to be understood with MQS as “luxuriance,” it is perhaps
meant to recall the antediluvian period in the Garden of Eden; “there
was luxuriance in their leaves and fruit, and the whole earth was filled
with grass and herbage and grain.”>! He realizes that the flood has not

49 Context demands that XY in the Noah passage mean “earth,” while PR in the
Abram passage means “land.”

50 See my remarks in “Noah and the Flood at Qumran,” 220221 (below 1.311-312); my
tentative remarks there on the role of Noah as part of “Jewish” history in 5Q13 must be
supplemented by M. Kister, “5Q13 and the ‘Avodah: A Historical Survey and Its Signifi-
cance,” DSD 8 (2001): 13648 (137-39 and 144).

51 MQS, 47. Cf.].C. Greenfield, “A Touch of Eden,” Orientalia J. Duchesne-Guillemin emer-
ito oblata (Acta Iranica 23; Leiden: Brill, 1984), 219-24 = ‘Al Kanfei Yonah: Collected Studies
of Jonas C. Greenfield on Semitic Philology (ed. S.M. Paul et al.; Leiden: Brill; Jerusalem: The
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destroyed the earth’s capability to be fruitful, and thanks God for that.
He then, a little surprisingly, further thanks (n2731 nam) God for having
“destroyed doers of violence, wickedness and falsehood, while saving the
righteous man,” a reference, of course, to himself as pP7x.

The last readable material in column 11 begins with a heavenly procla-
mation to Noah: “Do not fear, Noah; I am with you and with your children
who will be like you forever”; this seems (the reading is not fully clear) to
give him dominion over the earth and what is in it (11:15-16). The opening
words are parallel to those in the Abram narrative (Gen 15:1), “Do not fear,
Abram; I am your shield,” another application to Noah of pentateuchal
terminology borrowed from one of the patriarchs.5? This line also contains
a subtle limitation of God’s promise to be on the side of Noah’s descen-
dants, wherein only those like Noah will deserve such assistance.

| In the line following that exhortation, however, the issue of how the
Apocryphon handles the biblical text, its “exegesis,” comes to the fore once
again. The description of Noah’s walk through the earth and his accom-
panying praise of God have no pentateuchal link. Neither do the opening
lines following the vacat of line 14 which we have cited, although if the
sense of 1115 is to grant Noah and his descendants dominion over the
earth, they echo God’s words to Adam in Gen 1:28 1771 “and rule.”3 Is
the author of the Apocryphon merely employing imitative language, or
does he mean consciously to link the passages?

The non-scriptural divine address to Noah is followed by a series of
statements which appear to be based on biblical texts. First, 11:16-17, XM
RYIN 7T RAWPY KPP HaRND 8912 773251 75 2 MR, “I give you and your
children everything to eat like the greenery and herbage of the earth,”>*
is a virtual targum of the underlined words in Gen 9:3 X117 WX W7 52
©> nx 255 *nmr oswy e m9RS 0 023% 'm. This is followed by a

Hebrew University Magnes Press, 2001), 750—55. It appears that this description contradicts
12:9 where Noah describes the earth after the flood, “for there was great desolation in the
land.” Perhaps the passages are describing two different geographical areas, but there is
nothing to imply that in the surviving material.

52 At the end of the final surviving column of the Apocryphon we read in God’s speech
to Abram (22:30): TAY MR HMTN YR, virtually the same words as are spoken to Noah, 58
IR TAY M KR ORI

53 Tt is interesting that BHS suggests the reading 13 1791 PIR2 1¥7W in place of MT 127
712 at Gen 9:7. It should, however, be noted that in Gen 1:28 w22 is used of the earth, and
1177 of its animal kingdoms.

54 [2012 addition: Despite its syntactical awkwardness and divergence from 2wy pa"2
of MT, the reading is almost certainly 8p7"3, and not Xp7"> as confirmed by Daniel
Machiela’s examination of all the photographs.]
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prohibition against consuming blood, UL/'DNI'\ R85 07 9195 093, which at
first glance appears to derive from Gen g:4 138N &% 127 Wo13 W1 TR,
but, beyond 072 which represents IR, actually uses the language of
Lev 317 Toa8n XS ©87 521 250 52 or 17:14 %9280 8% w2 55 8% (more
likely the former). Did the author of the Apocryphon consciously intro-
duce the language of Leviticus into Genesis, or was he perhaps composing
from memory without a biblical text before him, and unconsciously har-
monized the verses? Finally, 1117 concludes with Nan5nT 120K which
can only represent Gen 9:2, (7'11") D2NM DIRNN. Note how the author of
this section of the Apocryphon has handled three consecutive verses, Gen
9:2—4. He starts with 9:3, and virtually translates it; proceeds to 9:4, begins
with its first word and then substitutes another verse for it; and only then
does he begin with the subject of 9:2. The text unfortunately breaks off at
this point before we hear more about God’s covenant with Noah, of which
only a reference to the rainbow survives in 12:1 (parallel to Gen g:3).

| In this survey of Genesis Apocryphon 1-11, I have attempted to draw
attention to a variety of the prominent features of this very fragmentary
document, while presenting as much of the outline of the narrative as the
fragments currently allow us. I have described a variety of compositional
features such as vivid dialogue, repetitive language, shifts in narrator and
frequent occurrence of visions. A limited number of tentative inferences
regarding the broader storytelling technique of the composer have also
been discussed. I have also noted certain aspects of the kinship of the
Apocryphon to other Second Temple works such as Jubilees, 1 Enoch and
the Book of the Giants, although we cannot yet determine any genetic
relationship among them.

It should be clear that this entire section (as well as the remainder of
the Noah section, columns 12—17) is heavily “nonbiblical,” as the composer
of the Apocryphon tells a story related to the Bible, but draws on narra-
tive material not found in the Bible. In this manner, the Lamech-Noah
material (and not just the originally published Lamech material) differs
considerably in its handling from the Abram portion of the document in
columns 19—22. Despite the fact that the Lamech and Noah materials may
themselves very well derive from two different sources, these two narra-
tives are similar in their highly expanded and non-exegetical approach to
the biblical text (although there appears to be more biblical interpretation
in the fragmentary remains of the Noah portion than in the Lamech mate-
rial, but that may be proportional to the presence of each in the biblical
text itself ). Is the difference between the early portions of the Apocryphon
and the Abram material due merely to the fact that they drew on sources
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of different sorts? Was there simply more “midrashic” material available
to the composer about Noah and his forbears than there was about Gen-
esis 12—14, which tells the story of Abram covered in columns 19—227? Or,
was the antediluvian section of the Pentateuch particularly significant
to the Weltanschauung of the author? This issue, like others, which are
not bounded by the limits of columns 1-11 and were not touched upon
in this paper, will be addressed in my subsequent work on the Genesis
Apocryphon.



CHAPTER EIGHT

REARRANGEMENT, ANTICIPATION AND HARMONIZATION AS
EXEGETICAL FEATURES IN THE GENESIS APOCRYPHON*

I. INTRODUCTION

Daniel J. Harrington concludes his discussion of the genre often called
“Rewritten Bible” with an important, if obvious, historical observation:
“The discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls has revivified or begun research
on these adaptations of biblical narratives to a considerable extent.”! This
statement was true when applied to texts like the Genesis Apocryphon
and 1QTemple, and even truer now that we have material like Reworked
Pentateuch (4QRP), pseudo-Jubilees (4Q225-27), Genesis commentaries
(4Q252-54), and other fragmentary works. The renewed analysis of all of
these diverse texts, whether recently published or known for a long time,
has proceeded along a variety of paths, from discussions of the nature
of the biblical text which underlies the rewriting, to the formal aspects
of rewriting, to debates about targum-type vs. midrash-type, to the the-
ology which generates and shapes the retelling.? Occasionally lost amid
these larger issues is one of the fundamental questions in the study of
“Rewritten Bible”: the identification of the exegetical technique of each of

* An earlier version of this paper, focusing on the passages in 1QapGen 19:19-20 and
the Arnem, Eshkol, and Mamre material, was read at the Aramaic Studies Section of the
Annual Meeting of the SBL, November, 1986, under the title “An Exegetical Feature in the
Genesis Apocryphon.”

1 DJ. Harrington, “The Bible Rewritten (Narratives),” in Early Judaism and Its Modem
Interpreters (ed. R.A. Kraft and G.W.E. Nickelsburg; Atlanta: Scholars, 1986), 246.

2 There are discussions of “Rewritten Bible” in most discussions of Jewish literature of
the Second Temple era. Cf. Harrington “The Bible Rewritten,” 239—47; G.W.E. Nickelsburg,
“Stories of Biblical and Early Post-Biblical Times,” and “The Bible Rewritten and Expanded,”
in Jewish Writings of the Second Temple Period: Apocrypha, Pseudepigrapha, Qumran Sectar-
ian Writings, Philo, Josephus (ed. Michael Stone; CRINT 2.2; Assen/Philadelphia: Van Gor-
cum/Fortress, 1984), 33-156; P.S. Alexander, “Re-telling the Old Testament,” in It is Written:
Scripture Citing Scripture: Essays in Honour of Barnabas Lindars, SSF, (ed. D.A. Carson and
H.G.M. Williamson; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 99—121. J.L. Kugel's In
Potiphar’s House: The Interpretive Life of Biblical Texts (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco,
1990) is a valuable study of certain of the exegetical aspects of the genre (which Kugel, 264,
calls “Retold Bible”). Editions and translations of the various works which are generally
characterized as “Rewritten Bible” often have discussions of the ways in which they relate
to and operate upon the biblical text.
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these documents, the ways in which they operate with and on the Hebrew
biblical text on the most fundamental level.

| One of the means by which “Rewritten Bible” “improves” on the Bible
is by attempting to create a more seamless narrative than the biblical
original through the removal of slight irregularities and inconsistencies
in the story by the furnishing of useful details in advance of their occur-
rence in the biblical narrative. There are a number of ways in which this
can be done, and we shall see in this paper how the Genesis Apocryphon
employs several of them. The techniques which we call “anticipation,”
“rearrangement” and “constructive harmonization” are related devices
whose goal is the production of the smoother narrative of which we speak.
We shall describe these phenomena in this paper in some detail in order
to highlight the nuances which distinguish them and in order to show
more clearly how they function in relation to their biblical original. Some
of the dichotomization will be done with the intention of sharpening our
sense of the distinctions between them, possibly creating the impression
that they are more different than they really are.

By rearrangement we mean the moving around of information already
contained within the biblical text. There need not be a serious difficulty
with the text as it stands in the Bible, but the redistribution of the data
improves the flow of the story in some way. Rearrangement puts the
material of the biblical text into an order which the author of the “Rewrit-
ten Bible” thinks is more logical or easier to understand. “Anticipation”
is similar to rearrangement, although it does not merely rearrange the
data in the Bible, but adds to it details whose goal is the same as that of a
rearrangement, the creation of a more perfect narrative. At times, indeed,
one might ask whether rearrangement and anticipation are not really the
same device, but for the purposes of our discussion I prefer to differenti-
ate them in this fashion.

Constructive harmonization stands next to anticipation on the spec-
trum of exegetical devices. This technique, known best from the tenden-
cies of the Samaritan Pentateuch which will be discussed below, involves
the insertion into the narrative of an event or a speech which does not
appear in the biblical text, but which seems to be demanded | by the bibli-
cal text itself by virtue of a subsequent allusion. As in the case of “anticipa-
tion,” the information is added to the text, but, unlike the situation with
anticipation, its supplementation is virtually demanded by the later nar-
rative. Once again, it is possible to suggest that the difference between
anticipation and constructive harmonization is one of scope rather than
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technique, but for the purpose of evaluating how exegetical technique
works they should be distinguished in our analysis.

These techniques are not unique to “Rewritten Bible,” but are also
found in biblical texts known to us from late antiquity. In fact, one of
the persistently troublesome issues which has not been fully worked out
in dealing with biblical and para-biblical texts from Jewish late antiquity
is the question of the point where a reworking of biblical material ceases
being a copy of a biblical book and starts being “Rewritten Bible.”? In the
case of the Genesis Apocryphon, we are in no danger of erring and defin-
ing it as a biblical text, if for no other reason than that it was composed
in Aramaic rather than Hebrew. It is one of the works which appears in
all lists of that somewhat undefined genre, the Rewritten Bible. Our dis-
cussion of the three related features, rearrangement, anticipation, and
harmonization, will therefore focus on the way that they are employed
in “Rewritten Bible,” although our conclusions may have ramifications for
their utilization in biblical texts as well.#

II. RE-ARRANGEMENT

The rearrangements which we shall discuss in this section involve the
disposition of the information in a biblical narrative in a manner differ-
ing from the biblical original.’> These fairly small-scope | rearrangements
are directed at making the biblical narrative flow more smoothly. As an
example of a minor rearrangement in the Genesis Apocryphon, we point
to the statements about Abram’s wealth (Gen. 13:2 = 1QapGen 20:33) as
well as Lot’s (Gen. 13:5 = 1QapGen 20:34) which are displaced from their
locations, and set after the end of Genesis 12 (12:20 = 1QapGen 20:32) and

3 E. Tov (“Biblical Texts as Reworked in Some Qumran Manuscripts with Special Atten-
tion to 4QRP and 4QParaGen—-Exod,” in The Community of the Renewed Covenant [ed.
E. Ulrich and J.C. VanderKam; Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1994],
111-34) discusses the issue, but does not furnish definitions of what specific parameters are
to be employed to distinguish one genre from the other.

4 Tov has studied quite fully the many aspects of textual harmonization to be found
within MT (e.g. Samuel-Kings vs. Chronicles), as well as between or among MT, the Samar-
itan Pentateuch, and Qumran biblical material in “The Nature and Background of Har-
monizations in Biblical Manuscripts,” /SOT 31 (1985): 3—29. Cf. also his remarks in Textual
Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992), 85-89, 241-42, 261-62.

5 Discussions of arrangement or order in biblical texts usually focus on sections or chap-
ters of biblical books. See, e.g., Tov, Textual Criticism, 320—21, on the different sequence of
chapters in Jeremiah in MT and LXX.
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sandwiched around the beginning of Genesis 13 (Gen. 131 = 1QapGen
20:33). This rearrangement can perhaps not be attributed to the author of
the Apocryphon because it appears in Jubilees as well. Jubilees (13:14-15)
sets these statements before the return of Sarai and Abram’s expulsion
from Egypt. In both Jubilees and the Apocryphon, the comments about
the wealth of Abram and Lot no longer interrupt the narrative as they do
in Genesis, and the story of their return and subsequent separation can
be told without a break.

In col. 12 of the Genesis Apocryphon we find a more interesting rear-
rangement of broader scope, for which the impulse is likely to have been
exegetical.® ]. Fitzmyer, in remarking on the few lines of this column which
he was able to publish in his edition of the Apocryphon, comments

It is not easy to get a good impression of the contents of this column, because
it apparently did not follow the order of Gn itself, at least if the phrases pre-
served have been correctly identified with elements of the Genesis story. For
these seem to come from Gn g, 10, 11 rather indiscriminately.”

He suggests that line 10, of which he reads only 702 1w RN Tw2a9K
89130, is related to Gen. 11:10 91207 MK DNIW TWISIR NR T7M, while 712
DW "33 (10) and {P331 V1B (1) come from Genesis 10, and NM781% ... MW
D072 DA KRPIRA (13) is “a modification of Gn g.20.”

The further reconstruction of these lines by Greenfield and Qimron,
however, enables us to understand the relationship of these lines to the
biblical text, as well as their arrangement in the Apocryphon. In | their
reading, the birth of Noah'’s grandchildren, the children of Shem, Ham
and Japhet, is described in lines 9—12.8 There follows, on line 13, Noah and
his sons working the land and planting a large vineyard on Mt. Lubar.
These two passages which are based on the biblical text of Genesis are

6 Col. 12, which J. Greenfield presented at a session devoted to the Genesis Apocryphon
at the SBL in Kansas City in November 1991, was published by him and E. Qimron in “The
Genesis Apocryphon Col. XII,” in Studies in Qumran Aramaic (ed. Takamitsu Muraoka;
AbrNSup 3; Leuven: Peeters, 1992), 70—77. A facsimile of the column appears on 71, and
text and translation on 72-73.

7 J.A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave I: A Commentary [= GAQ]
(Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1971), 100. For our citations of the text of the Apocryphon,
we utilize this edition, unless otherwise noted.

8 The fact that the Apocryphon adds daughters to each of Noah'’s sons’ families is not
of concern to us in this context. On that topic, see J.C. VanderKam, “The Granddaughters
and Grandsons of Noah,” RevQ 16 (1994): 457—61.
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followed by a non-biblical supplement which describes the celebration of
the drinking of the first wine from the vineyard in the fifth year (13-19).%

One textual comment on the Greenfield-Qimron text is necessary
before we can proceed to demonstrate the nature of the rearrangement.
They read (with suitable reservation), in line g, 1 3[32 ] j[*32 *]5 1"
891273 1N3, rendering “and [son]s were born to me [ ... dau]ghters after
the flood.” Their comment on these words is “ ‘Sons and daughters’ means
progeny, that is grandchildren as listed in the following lines.”’® Their con-
fidence in the restoration [*]9, to the degree that it is not bracketed in the
translation, is a bit surprising. It would appear to me more likely that the
referent of the missing pronominal suffix attached to % is %32 7321 321 (“and
my children and grandchildren”) of line 8, and that the reading ought to
be [pn]% (“to them”). This restoration makes the line into a translation
(targum?) of Gen. 10ab 91271 9NR 032 DAY 1797, “children were born
to them after the flood.” This is the beginning of the rearrangement in this
section, as the author of the Apocryphon goes to the later verse to begin
the genealogies of Noah’s children. To introduce the progeny of Shem,
however, the Apocryphon proceeds first to Gen. 1:10 TWI8IR NR ToM
91207 IR DY in POIN TWI9IR PRTPY 92 19 Y K31 2 [owh]
89121 N3 1w, and then returns to Gen. 10:22 for the order of listing of
Shem’s sons DR T1H TwWI9IR MWK o[>0

The Apocryphon then proceeds to list the sons of Ham in line 11 212]1
V121 V1Y J[*I¥A1 WD 0N, a verbatim citation of Gen. 10:6, and of Japhet
in line 12 o'M TIwm 5a1m IRV YT UM M neY [y, a quota-
tion (except for spelling) of Genesis 10:2. The sons of Noah are thus listed
completely out of order: Shem, Ham, Japhet in the Apocryphon vs. Japhet,
Ham, Shem in the Bible. But can we agree with | Fitzmyer’s judgment
that the arrangement of the biblical material is indiscriminate? If only
Shem had been displaced, moved to the head of the list, we should not
be surprised, because he is, after all, the most prominent of Noah'’s sons.
But how can we explain the further dislocation?

I believe that the slight rearrangement is a product of a larger one. What
is it which engenders the shift of the families of the sons of Noah from their

9 Although non-pentateuchal, this passage has a parallel at Jub. 71-6.

10 Greenfield and Qimron, “Col. XII,” 75. [The restoration, i1 that I proposed here
was based on the reading "33 321 *321 at the end of line 8. Daniel Machiela, The Dead Sea
Genesis Apocryphon: A New Text and Translation with Introduction and Special Treatment of
Columns 13-17 (STDJ, 79; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 57-58, however, has shown that the reading
at the end of line 8 is 837321 123, rendering my suggestion superfluous.]

It is possible that 827, as Greenfield and Qimron note, may reflect S Na* "MK.
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location in Genesis 10 to a position within the Apocryphon’s equivalent
of Genesis 9? Granted the extremely fragmentary state of the manuscript
beyond line 17, it is very difficult to be certain, but if we may presume that
the text of the Apocryphon in col. 12 or col. 13 contained material equiv-
alent to Gen. 9:21-27, a reasonable hypothesis can be offered. It is well
known that there is an awkwardness in the biblical text at Gen. 9:18-19
where, following the covenant which God makes with Noah and the sign
of the rainbow, Noah’s sons are listed, DW 1207 1A DR N3 22 1M
na"1 om (“the sons of Noah leaving the ark were Shem, Ham and Japhet”)
followed by {p32 "aR K17 oM (“Ham was the father of Canaan”)—a state-
ment which itself is an anticipation of the entry of Canaan to the scene
in 9:22—and then by an unconnected statement that 13 33 758 IwWHw
PRI 53 nwal nORM (“These three were Noah’s sons, and from them
the whole earth dispersed”). Since the opening lines of col. 12 apparently
reflect Gen. 9:16-17, with XVIR of line 2 probably representing the final
word of one of those two verses in the Hebrew, the following lines until
line g probably had no biblical source. But the author of the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon apparently felt that there could not be a scene involving Noah'’s
grandson until he had been introduced to the reader, but that the way in
which Canaan was inserted into the biblical narrative was not effective.
He therefore moved the list of all of Noah’s grandchildren (but not their
children) before Gen. 9:20 (= 1QapGen 12:13) and the (presumed) equiva-
lent of Gen. 9:21-27. The genealogy is led by Shem, as we noted, but Ham
is moved ahead of Japhet because his son Canaan is to be mentioned in
the ensuing narrative.

The rearrangement in this portion of the Apocryphon is thus condi-
tioned by the desire to create a smoother and more coherent narrative.
Its following the language of the biblical text as closely as it does demon-
strates clearly to us the building blocks of its structure. If we compare the
Apocryphon with jubilees in this context, we can see the tendencies of
the Apocryphon more clearly. Jubilees 6 describes | the debarking of Noah
and his family from the ark, the covenant and the sign of the rainbow,
and the establishment of the festival of Shavuot with the importance of a
364—day calendar. Any equivalent of Gen. 9:18-19 is omitted, and jubilees
7 begins with the planting of the vineyard of Gen. g:20. The story of the
celebration over the production of the first wine, parallel to the account
in the Apocryphon, is told in 7:2—6. There is no allusion to the offspring of
Ham, and Canaan is cursed without our being told who he is (Jub. 7:10-11).
It is only in 7:13 that Canaan is identified as Ham’s son. It is there, too,
that all of Ham’s children are listed, while Shem’s children and Japhet’s
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are enumerated in 7:18-19. The author of jubilees, we observe, makes
no attempt to smooth out the biblical narrative, other than the omission
of 9:18-19.

By way of contrast, in the Apocryphon’s rewriting, after the supplement
following the equivalent of Gen. 9:17, the families of Noah’s children are
listed, introduced by the equivalent of Gen. 10:1, and the genealogies taken
from Genesis 10 are presented in the order Shem, Ham, Japhet. Gen. 9:18-19
are omitted from the retelling. The story of Noah and his vineyard is intro-
duced with a slightly rewritten Gen. 9:20, followed by a description of the
thanksgiving over its first production of wine (as in Jubilees). We hypoth-
esize that somewhere in the succeeding lines the Apocryphon contained
its equivalent of Noah’s drunkenness and its ensuing embarrassment.!?

The rearrangement of the biblical material in this passage is indicative
of a close reading of the biblical text, and a sensitivity to | matters of
apparent disorganization of the subject matter therein. Nothing has been
added to the biblical account in the course of the rearrangement. The
non-biblical material in the passage, the story of the celebration of the
first-fruits of the vine which the Genesis Apocryphon shares with Jubilees,
is not exegesis in the strict sense, since it comes not to interpret the bibli-
cal material but to supplement it. If we focus our attention only on the
material in the Apocryphon which has a biblical equivalent, the motiva-
tion for and function of the rearrangement becomes fairly clear.

12 T believe that an alternative argument can be offered for the rearrangement even if
there was no equivalent of Gen. g9:21-27 in the Apocryphon. The shift of Noah’s sons’ fami-
lies to before the celebration of the first vintage would then be made simply to introduce
Noah'’s whole family before the scene when they come together to celebrate. The equiva-
lent of Gen. 9:18-19 is omitted because neither portion is absolutely necessary for the nar-
rative. It is perhaps noteworthy that Josephus also rearranges the biblical material when
including this narrative in the Jewish Antiquities, although the rearrangements differ. In
1101-103, he summarizes Gen. 9:1-17, and continues in 104 with a remark about the length
of Noah'’s life, parallel with Gen. 9:28—29. The story (excluding Josephus’ digressions) con-
tinues with the tale of the Tower of Babel (1:109-19; it is possible that the first line of 109
represents Gen. 918 or 9:9). It is only after the Tower of Babel that Josephus presents
the list of Noah’s children and their descendants: Japheth (1:122—-29), Ham (1:130-39) and
Shem (1:1143—47). The story of Noah'’s planting and drunkenness (1:140—42) is placed after
the list of the children of Ham and before that of Shem’s, presumably because of the curse
on Ham’s descendants. For a fuller discussion of Josephus’ treatment of this section, see
T.W. Franxman, Genesis and the ‘Jewish Antiquities” of Flavius Josephus (Rome: Biblical
Institute Press, 1979), 89—91 and 100-13. [Machiela, Genesis Apocryphon, 102—104, has now
suggested a more likely explanation of the Apocryphon’s handling of Gen g:21ff,, based
on the exegesis of 3n™ as “it was revealed,” referring to the vision that Noah sees in
cols. 13-15.]
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III. ANTICIPATION

Anticipation operates very much like rearrangement, but it involves the
supplementation of additional material to the biblical text; it does not
only reposition the material. Once again, let us begin with a small-scale
example. At 20:31-32, Abraham narrates that an[T1 §02] 8351 "5 amm
5 Anbwy NG g1 RIATIP [MIR DWI ] IRRI P12 T 1w wiah Ra[w];
“the king gave me much gold and silver ... and also Hagar. And he handed
her over to me.” It is quite clear, and has been observed by others, that
the insertion of Hagar into the narrative at this point is anticipatory (to
employ my term) of her appearance at Gen. 16:1 where she is described
as "X ANaw, “an Egyptian maidservant.” Although Fitzmyer calls this
“a midrashic development of Gn 16.1,”3 and at first glance the expansion
is not, strictly speaking, textually generated, I prefer not employing a term
derived from “midrash” to describe this sort of phenomenon. From the
standpoint of the author of the Apocryphon, this is not merely a superim-
posed, eisegetical attempt to explain Hagar’s presence in a fashion which
allows the biblical narrative to proceed smoothly and straightforwardly.
It is more likely that Hagar's presence at 16:1 implies to him that she was
given to Sarai by Pharaoh at the time that she and Abram left Egypt.14
The possibility that the anticipation is inferred from the | text makes me
reluctant to call it “midrashic,” a term often used for more fanciful supple-
ments. This is a fairly unexceptional utilization of anticipation as a kind
of exegetical tool. Likewise, the reference (19:9) to the building of Hebron,
and to Abram’s spending two years there, coupled with the five years
which he spends in Egypt before Pharaoh’s men take Sarai (19:23—24) is an

13 Fitzmyer, GAQ, 143.

14 G.B.A. Sarfatti (“Notes on the Genesis Apocryphon,” Tarbiz 28 [1959]: 256-57
[Hebrew]) writes [my translation from the Hebrew, MJB]: “One cannot understand what
the relevance of Hagar is in this context if we do not take as a basis the derashah of Hazal
which derives that Hagar was given as a gift by Pharaoh to Abraham and Sarah from the
description ‘Egyptian maid’ used of her (Gen. 16:1) or the derashah on the name Hagar
[= (Aramaic) ‘agar] = “reward,” that reward which Pharaoh gave to Sarah.” Writing shortly
after the publication of the Apocryphon and at a fairly early stage of Qumran research, Sar-
fatti was attempting to locate the Apocryphon between what he perceived as the poles of
rabbinic and apocryphal literature. But, while I certainly agree with his first option for the
source of the allusion in the Apocryphon, I believe that his choice of terminology could be
improved upon. The selection of language appropriate to rabbinic midrash, like Fitzmyer’s
choice of that term, suggests a different frame of reference for this text from that which
I think should be emphasized. I therefore prefer a more nuanced vocabulary which is suit-
able for discussion of the technique of “Rewritten Bible” in any of its forms.
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anticipation of the statement in Num. 13:22 that Hebron was built seven
years before Zoan, the residence of the Pharaoh of this story (19:24).15 But,
like the rearrangement of Abram’s and Lot’s wealth, this anticipation is
already found in Jub. 13:110-12.16

A somewhat more complex, if not more significant, anticipation is to
be found in cols. 21—22 of the Apocryphon. The Bible indicates Abram’s
dwelling at the time of the war of the five kings vs. the four as being 11582
D9aR D™ HPA 0 Y MR DIWKR TR MIARD RN, “Among the oak
trees of Mamre the Amorite, brother of Eshkol and brother of Aner, all of
whom were confederates of Abram” (Gen. 14:13). Subsequent to Abram’s
victory over the four kings, he declines the material rewards offered to
him by the king of Sodom, claiming, inter alia, 1357 WX DWIRA POM
DPSM NPT DN RIAM HOWK 1Y DR, “as for the portion of the men who
went with me, Aner, Eshkol and Mamre, let them take their portion” (Gen.
14:24). But the Bible has not told us prior to this disclosure that Aner,
Eshkol and | Mamre participated in Abram’s military exploit. Abram took
to war with him M&n wHW 9wy HInw a1 »oun (“his retainers,
born in his house, three hundred and eighteen” [Gen. 14:14]). V. 15, as well,
refers only to Abram and his servants (772y). The difficulty this posed to
the author of our rewritten Bible is obvious.

Once again, the Apocryphon has smoothed out the irregularity, this time
via anticipation. We are first introduced to Mamre, Arnem and Eshkol in
21:21-22 as participants in a banquet with Abram. 7715 N™p NNYw
MY POWRY MY RTMI 1DIRT MO RRNNDR RAR NN°N 790K 0wy
“I summoned Mamre, Arnem and Eshkol, the trio of brothers, . .. and they
joined me in eating and drank with me.” This text has no overt scriptural
antecedent (as it is located where Genesis 13 ends in Scripture), and its
function seems to be to identify the three brothers as Abram’s colleagues

15 D. Patte (Early Jewish Hermeneutic in Palestine [SBLDS 22; Missoula: Scholars Press,
1975, 234) follows N. Avigad and Y. Yadin (A Genesis Apocryphon: A Scroll from the Wil-
derness of Judaea [Jerusalem: Magnes and Heikhal Ha-Sefer, 1956], 25) in referring to this
combination as “a harmonizing of the Genesis text with Num. 13:22.” According to our dis-
tinctions among these devices, this is an anticipation rather than a harmonization because
the statement neither echoes the other biblical text, nor is it demanded by it. But we can
also see from it how similar these devices can be to one another.

16 Fitzmyer, (GAQ, 16—-17) points out the difficulty in the Apocryphon’s sequence vs.
Jubilees’s in Abram’s going toward Zoan (19:22) which has not yet been built according
to its chronology. He suggests that Zoan had already been built, an assumption which
destroys the anticipation; I prefer to assume either an anachronism or a slight awkward-
ness in the Apocryphon’s adaptation of Jubilees.
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without intruding upon the later narrative of the war.’? But this is not
the only anticipatory smoothing of the flow of the narrative which the
Apocryphon performs in this section, and the second component of the
rewriting is more significant than the first. The Apocryphon, to anticipate
the presence of Aner, Eshkol and Mamre at the return from battle, writes
that Abram took with him “three hundred and eighteen men, and Arnem,
Eshkol and Mamre” (22:6—7). We now understand their right to share in
the spoils of war on the basis of their participation. In fact, the text of the
Apocryphon merely alludes to them after the battle as T 8™33 nnon
nmy 1OIR (“the three men who went with me” 22:23-24), where MT names
them explicitly.

This anticipation is not as striking as the one above, although it is exe-
getically sounder. It ranges over a few verses rather than over chapters.
Here we have an anticipatory rearrangement on a smaller scale than our
first one to locate Arnem, Eshkol and Mamre with Abram at the outset of
the battle so that their meriting a reward at the end does not appear out
of place.!®

17 This point has been made independently by P.S. Alexander, “Retelling the Old Testa-
ment,” 107. Fitzmyer’s suggestion, (GAQ, 156) that “It is a covenant meal that Abram takes
with them,” is a reasonable interpretation of the Apocryphon’s exegesis of the phrase "5y
DIaXR N2,

18 The statement in 21:6-7 that Lot bought a house in Sodom and dwelled there (jan
72 anm "2 0Toa 1Y) where the biblical text merely states he lived in the cities of the
plain and pitched his tents until Sodom (D170 Ty 58N 9237 ™3 AW [Gen. 13:12]) is
probably not made only in anticipation of the presence of Lot’s home in Gen. 19:2-3, as
Fitzmyer suggests. More likely, it is also an anticipation of Gen. 14:12 which describes Lot’s
being taken captive which in Scripture is followed by a comment D702 2w X1, “and he
had been living in Sodom.” That phrase interrupts the flow of the narrative slightly, and
the author of the Apocryphon employs the familiar technique of slight rearrangement
in order to prepare us for the statement in 21:34—22:1 8171 T 07K T "R 932 V1Y 1AW
1NRY KRIND 0702 2, “they captured Lot the nephew of Abram who had been living
in Sodom together with them.” This is a rather trivial anticipation. Alexander (“Retelling
the Old Testament,” 107) suggests perceptively that the statement “[Abram] added very
much to Lot’s property” in 1QapGen 21:6 “anticipates a detail introduced later, to the effect
that the ‘one who escaped’ and told Abram about Lot’s capture (Gen. 14:13) was ‘one of
the herdsmen of the flock which Abram gave to Lot’ (1QGenAp 22:1—2).” This is probably
another good example of the kind of anticipation we are discussing, as it creates a context
for the “one who escaped.” My only reservation might be the fact that there is no explicit
statement that Abram left herdsmen with Lot in the earlier passage, but such an objection
might very well be nitpicking.
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| IV. HARMONIZATION

A. Non-Constructive Harmonization

Although our focus in this paper is on what I term “constructive harmo-
nization,” one related to the rearrangement and anticipation which we
have discussed above, the phenomenon of harmonization in a general
sense belongs to a different broad category of textual-exegetical features.
In his discussion of harmonization, Tov refers to non-biblical composi-
tions which may have “influenced the tradition of the biblical MSS with
regard to the combinations of certain biblical texts and even the insertion
of the same exegetical remarks.” He stresses that we know such material
from Qumran and proceeds to list Qumran texts which combine bibli-
cal passages, such as nQTemple and others, although he does not cite
the Genesis Apocryphon as furnishing evidence of such harmonization.
He continues: “Further discoveries of literary compositions like the ones
mentioned . .. with further studies of extant MSS will help in refining our
knowledge on the issues treated in this article.”9

What is harmonization in this broader sense? We can begin with Tov’s
characterization: “Scribes adapted many elements in the text to other
details in the same verse, in the immediate context or in a similar one,
in the same book and in parallel sections elsewhere in the Bible.”? The
nature of that adaptation can be of several types, and for the purpose
of our discussion it is profitable to distinguish among them. One of the
most important lines of discrimination is the issue of intention, i.e., is the
harmonization conscious or not (as far as we can tell)? In a work such
as the Apocryphon, a re-worked biblical | narrative, at least two types of
harmonization can occur (with one possibly having two subcategories),
but they do not derive from the same source, nor do they function in the
same fashion.

Beginning with the simplest and least conscious type of harmonization,
we have the sort which has been described by Luijken as “associative.”?!

19 “Harmonizations,” 19.

20 Tov, Textual Criticism, 261.

21 M. Luijken, “A Striking Case of Harmonization in the Genesis Apocryphon (1QapGen
Col. xxii:2—3),” delivered at the International Meeting of the SBL in Amsterdam, August
1985. She borrows the term “associative” from M. Klein’s important study of the targumic
phenomenon which he calls “associative translation.” Klein uses the term to refer to a
tendency found occasionally in the Aramaic versions wherein parallel and similar verses
influence the translator to render not the verse before him, but a passage which sounds
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In it, the translation or adaptation of a biblical text is affected linguisti-
cally by another passage which is analogous to it or with which it shares
common elements.??2 An example of this sort of harmonization in the
Apocryphon might be the expression ™xna [R1]7 K312y *7 nynw,
“I heard that there was grain in Egypt” (19:10), which, by its usage of lan-
guage reminiscent of Gen. 42:2 D% NIV W' "2 "NYNW 11, “indeed
I have heard that there is grain in Egypt,” associates the famine in Canaan
in the days of Abram when there was plenty in Egypt with the famine
in Canaan in the days of Joseph when there was plenty in Egypt. This
influence of the other passage is most likely to take place unconsciously,
although it is possible that a scribe or editor could associate two passages
or stories intentionally.23

Another form of harmonization is described by Zakovitch as
“assimilationist.”?* It occurs when “two separate but somewhat simi-
lar events have come to resemble each other more in the course of |
transmission.”? This type, I believe, is analogous to the “associative,” but
is perhaps to be distinguished from it in both scale and quality. The more
removed from one another two passages are, and the less narrow the
nature of their resemblance, the more we have to consider the possibility
that the harmonization is a conscious one, although assimilationist har-
monizations may certainly also take place unconsciously. The difference
between “associative” and “assimilationist” harmonizations may be, in
the final analysis, one of degree, and I should categorize them in the same

like it or is similar to it in some other way (cf. Eretz Israel 16 [H.M. Orlinsky Festschrift;
Jerusalem, 1982]: *134—40).

22 There exist “harmonizations” of an even lower level than this, stylistic imitations
within Scripture of other passages in the Bible, or in rewritten Bible of unrelated and
unconnected passages in the Bible. Scholars have occasionally pointed out such phenom-
ena and called them harmonizations when actually they are only the imitation of scrip-
tural language as a model.

28 Tov (Textual Criticism, 261) claims that most of the harmonizations in medieval bibli-
cal manuscripts “were apparently made unconsciously,” while those of the pre-Samaritan
and Samaritan texts “were made consciously.” When we are talking about the composi-
tion of rewritten Bible, as opposed to the copying of a biblical text, there is much greater
opportunity for unconscious harmonization of several types.

24 Y. Zakovitch, “Assimilation in Biblical Narratives,” in Empirical Models for Biblical
Criticism (ed. ]J. Tigay; Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, 1986), 176—77. He refers
to traditions which start out as parallel whose “similarity...has been secondarily aug-
mented with borrowed motifs.” Language and idiom may operate on a lower level than
motifs, but the same principle of assimilation applies. Zakovitch introduces his discussion
of assimilation in biblical narratives with examples of the same phenomenon in extra-
biblical paraphrases (177-80).

25 J. Tigay, “Editor’s Note,” introducing Zakovitch'’s essay, 175.
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class in contrast with the quite different type which we shall examine
shortly.

In the Apocryphon, the following two examples, in which details of the
Sarah-Abimelech episode appear in its version of the Sarah-Pharaoh epi-
sode, may be categorized as assimilationist harmonizations.26 Pharaoh'’s
inability to approach Sarai, which is not mentioned explicitly in the bibli-
cal text of Genesis 12, is described with the words 812 2pnY bar &Y,
“he was unable to approach her” (20:17) which echo 5& 27p &Y 75N
(Gen. 20:4), “and Abimelech did not approach her.”?” Later, Lot’s words to
Hirganos, | M5y 15 8nHpa% min Annir nown 83515 0K SR v
7, “go now and tell the king to send his wife away from him to her hus-
band, so that he may pray over him and he may live” (20:23) correspond
to God’s words to Abimelech 99m™ X171 ®'21 ™ VRN NWKR 2w IOy
7'M 772 “now return the wife of the man since he is a prophet, so that
he will pray for you, and [you will] stay alive” (Gen. 20:7). Both of these
harmonizations are more substantive, in my view, than the one in 19:10
described earlier, and this is what leads me to consider them in a differ-
ent subcategory.

If the author of the Apocryphon included both of the Abraham/Sarah
wife-sister stories of MT in his narrative, then these assimilationist har-
monizations function like the associative ones, but thematically, and not

26 Avigad-Yadin, (A Genesis Apocryphon, 26) remark that “the story in the scroll about
the plagues that afflicted Pharaoh and the manner in which he was finally healed by
Abram’s prayers is based only partly upon Genesis xii and is actually much closer to Gen-
esis xx, dealing with Sarah and Abimelech.” Sarfatti (“Notes on the Genesis Apocryphon,”
256) categorizes these two examples, as well as the very different one which we shall dis-
cuss below under “B. Constructive Harmonization,” as “transfer of details from one peri-
cope to another.” In addition to these, he includes other cases which are linguistically less
convincing, calling this technique “the basis of the [rabbinic hermeneutical] rules gezerah
shavah and binyan ab.” Sarfatti sees in this sharing of details in the Apocryphon an ante-
cedent of the rabbinic technique which harmonizes biblical as well as midrashic details
of the two wife-sister episodes (Gen. Rab. 41:2 and 45:1). But the failure to acknowledge
the “exegetical” function of some of this material in the Apocryphon blurs the distinctions
which should be drawn between it and the rabbinic material. Furthermore, it is far from
clear whether the sharing of details between episodes functions the same way in a work
like the Apocryphon and in rabbinic midrash.

27 Tt is quite possible that in this instance the assimilation may be conscious, but for a
theological, as opposed to an exegetical reason. (Drawing a fine line between exegetical
and theological may not find favor in all eyes, but it is a distinction which I believe is criti-
cal in our attempts to analyze exegetical documents from antiquity.) It may be employed
to avoid the theological difficulty implicit in the Genesis 12 passage which does not assert
explicitly that Sarai remained untouched by Pharaoh. Cf. the discussion in J. Kugel, Early
Biblical Interpretation (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1986), 76. He writes that Abram’s “ ‘lie’
about Sarah is both justified and harmonized with Genesis 20.”
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merely verbally. It should be stressed that this sort of associative/assimi-
lationist harmonization, whether conscious or not, is not an exegetical
device; it is not a composer or compiler’s response to a difficulty in the
biblical text. It is very unlikely that what appear to be harmonizations are
the result of the author of the Apocryphon’s having had but one wife-sister
story in his Vorlage, although assimilation could result from a conscious
reduction of the two wife-sister episodes in the Abraham story to a single
one. In that case we have a special sort of assimilation which I should
term “reductionist,” where combining two episodes produces a single one
with traits of both. That kind of harmonization would be exegetical, in
a sense, and would then actually function in a textual direction, namely
the compression of a text rather than its expansion, opposite to that of
most others.

B. Constructive Harmonization

The other category of harmonization, for which I suggest the term “con-
structive,” refers to the smoothing out of the narrative by means of such
devices as the secondary, anticipatory, filling-in of information not found
at that location in the biblical text, but which is referred to later. This sort
of harmonization is virtually certainly conscious, and is a product of the
exegetical view of the author. When we recognize this sort of harmoniza-
tion as an exegetical, i.e., an interpretive, device, it is not difficult to see
how it is related to rearrangement or | anticipation of details in a text
by the composer of “Rewritten Bible,” e.g., the supplying of particulars
in advance of the place where reference is made to them in the biblical
narrative. Every rearrangement for exegetical purposes is a harmonization
of a sort.

In col. 19 of the Apocryphon, after Abram describes his dream and its
meaning to Sarai, he proceeds (19:19—20)

RM120 99 KT 072
12903 MRT R TR T OY AR 72 mna] 7 [AnR] 593 oy pTayn ]
573 "wal vham

This be the whole kindness [which you shall do with me], [wher]ever [we
are, say| regarding me that “he is my brother.” And I shall live because of
you and my soul shall escape for your sake.?8

28 The reading 073, where Fitzmyer reads 07[ ], follows E. Qimron, “Towards a New
Edition of the Genesis Apocryphon,” JSP 10 (1992): 15-16. He cites with approval the read-
ing of B. Jongeling, CJ. Labuschagne, A.S. van der Woude, Aramaic Texts From Qumran, I
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It has been duly noted by others that the words from 8Mav 513 &7 are a
translation (one would almost say “a targum”) of Gen. 20:13 WK T70N 77
K17 MR D DR DWW K123 WK D1pna 93 YR *T0Y "wyn, and have been
integrated into the context of Genesis 12:12—13 DX TR IR "2 "N
5 ap» ]}7?35 DR NAKR K1 MK PO TOKRY DX AT DKRT INWKR 10K
15532 *wa1 anm T1apa.2o Ginsberg, for example, commented that “The
author of GA ... in his account of that episode [Abram in Egypt] combines
both abridged versions into what he believes to be the full text of what
Abram said at that time.”30

| What I believe has not been noticed regarding this passage is its full
harmonistic nature. Abraham tells Abimelech in Gen. 2023 that he had
said to Sarah (719 971N1) at the time of their initial wandering (N WK
AR Man D79R NR) that “wherever we arrive, say that he is my brother.”
Yet nowhere in Genesis do we find such a general favor requested by
Abraham. We are not surprised that the biblical text does not preserve
such an allusion, because not every detail of the earlier narrative which
is alluded to later in the Pentateuch is found in its chronologically proper
location. The Apocryphon creates a reference to this earlier statement in
the framework of Genesis 12. Abraham’s statement to Abimelech in chap.
20 is now vindicated by the text.

This type of inserted anticipation of a passage occurring later has long
been known as a stylistic characteristic of the Samaritan Pentateuch (= SP)

(Leiden: Brill, 1976), noting that it was confirmed by E. Puech in RevQ g (1978): 590. A literal
targum might read on% nNR3I with Ginsberg (see the next note), but, as Fitzmyer notes,
there are no remains of the lamed as we should have expected. Either the scribe wrote a
very short 9, which would be atypical of the script of the Apocryphon, or our translator
is not as literal as we should prefer. There is perhaps another slight indication in favor of
Fitzmyer's reading, the preposition bet before the word for “all.” The biblical &, which
suits a verb meaning “come,” has been modified, and the resultant phrase means “wher-
ever we are,” rather than “wherever we arrive.”

29 H.L. Ginsberg, “Notes on Some Old Aramaic Documents,” JNES 18 (1959): 147; Fitzmyer,
GAQ, 114-15. On this section in the Genesis Apocryphon see H.P. Rueger, “1Q Genesis Apoc-
ryphon XIX 19f. im Lichte der Targumim,” ZNW 55 (1964): 129—31 and E. Osswald, “Beobach-
tungen zur Erzihlung von Abrahams Aufenthalt in Agypten in Genesis Apokryphon,” ZAW
72 (1960): 7—25. J.C. VanderKam, (“The Textual Affinities of the Biblical Citations in the
Genesis Apocryphon,” JBL 97 [1978]: 51) points out that the Apocryphon, like LXX, lacks
the 2nd feminine suffix on the word for favor (MT 770m; LXX 3txatootvy; GA KMV as
if 7oni), but that issue is not germane to our discussion; neither is the presence of 912
(“whole”) before the word for “kindness” in the Apocryphon.

80 Ginsberg, ibid. Fitzmyer (GAQ, 115) speaks of the “author of the scroll [introducing]
an element...of Abram’s encounter with Abimelech into the account that he is otherwise
following, derived from Gn 12.” Both of these scholars consider the author’s action only at
the most mechanical level.
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which frequently expands the Hebrew text at an early point in the narra-
tive in order to corroborate a statement occurring at a later point in the
Pentateuch to the effect that something has already been done or said.3!
For example, Jacob tells his wives in Gen. 31:11-13 of a dream in which an
angel had spoken to him. The SP adds an account of the dream in 30:36.32
Moses’ account of the instructions which the Lord had given the Israelites
to leave Mount Sinai (Deut. 1:6-8) is interpolated into the biblical narra-
tive in Num. 10:10. The Israelites’ complaint to Moses before crossing the
Red Sea refers to an earlier incident when they had said “Leave us alone
and let us serve the Egyptians” (Exod. 14:12). Although there is no such ref-
erence in MT, SP inserts it after Exod. 6:9: “They listened not unto Moses,
and said ‘leave us alone...’ "33

| It is generally acknowledged that these harmonizing expansions in SP
are secondary textual developments rather than reflections of genuinely
varying textual traditions. Purvis speaks of “a strong pleonastic tendency
in the text of SP, seen in the number of redundancies of expansion or
supplementation.” Skehan identifies “the fullest instance of the expansion-
ist technique” as “the ‘Samaritan’ recension of the Torah.”3* Tov consid-
ers harmonization which involves assimilation to parallel passages “as a

8L Cf. J. Purvis, The Samaritan Pentateuch and the Origin of the Samaritan Sect (Cam-
bridge: Harvard University Press, 1968), 72: “There are also portions of the narratives of
the Pentateuch which presuppose certain incidents or speeches unrecorded in MT.” The
Samaritan text responds by providing the earlier incident.

32 This harmonization is also found in one of the so-called Reworked Pentateuch texts
from Qumran (4Q364 4b—e ii 21-26). Cf. E. Tov and S.A. White, “Reworked Pentateuch,”
in H. Attridge et al. eds., Qumran Cave 4, VIII: Parabiblical Texts, Part 1 (DJD XIII; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1994), 209-10.

33 Further examples can be found in any treatment of the Samaritan text, as well as in
Tov, Textual Criticism, 86—-89. He treats, “The Addition of a ‘Source’ for a Quotation” as a
separate category from “Changes on the Basis of Parallel Texts, Remote or Close.”

34 Purvis, The Samaritan Pentateuch, 71; P.W. Skehan, “Biblical Scrolls from Qumran and
the Text of the Old Testament,” BA 28 (1965): 99 (the emphases are mine, MJB). The latter
continues: “The Qumran caves have yielded manuscripts of the expanded Samaritan sort
(but not fully Samaritan).” Cf. Skehan, “Exodus in the Samaritan Recension from Qumran,”
JBL 74 (1965): 182—-87 and “The Scrolls and the Old Testament Text” in New Directions in
Biblical Archaeology (ed. D.N. Freedman and ].C. Greenfield; New York: Doubleday, 1971),
101-103; and, more recently, J. Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll from Qumran (Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1986) and Tov, Textual Criticism, 80o—100. Our understanding of the nature of “Samar-
itan” and “proto-Samaritan” texts has developed considerably since those articles from the
1960’s and 1970’s. Some of Sanderson’s remarks regarding “editorial and scribal processes”
in the copying of biblical texts may have implications for our definition and understand-
ing of the genre which Vermes has aptly termed “Rewritten Bible.” The question of any
relationship between the Apocryphon and the Samaritan-like material at Qumran is, of
course, open.
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subcategory of the lectio difficilior, for the assimilated reading is the ‘eas-
ier’ one, and the other reading the more ‘difficult’ one.”3> He writes of the
harmonizations in SP: “The harmonizations in [SP] reflect a tendency not
to leave in the Pentateuchal text any internal contradiction or irregularity
which could be taken as harmful to the sanctity of the text.”36

Rabbinic exegetical literature responds, on occasion, to the same sort
of formal stimulus in the biblical text, namely a reference to an earlier
statement which is missing in the text, by demonstrating that the state-
ment referred to is implicitly affirmed by a passage earlier in the Penta-
teuch. The rabbis often ask regarding such idioms as 927 WX, “As He
has spoken,” 727 12°M “where, then, did He speak?”3” The Midrash then
supplies an earlier text which, while not a verbatim anticipation of the
927 TWRKD passage, contains its germ sufficiently, in the view of the rab-
bis, to be reckoned as its antecedent. The | earlier complaint of the Isra-
elites against Moses which is referred to at Exod. 14:12 and is located by
SP at Exod. 6:9, is connected by the rabbis, equally plausibly, with Exod.
5:21 where Moses and Aaron have left Pharaoh following his initial rejec-
tion of their pleas (Mek. Vayhi Be-shallah 2 and Tg. Ps.-]. Ex. 1412). The
fact that different locations are found by different traditions, textual and
exegetical, for the same anticipatory harmonization is further evidence of
its secondary nature.

It is quite interesting that SP has no such expansion, here or elsewhere
(as far as I can tell), to corroborate Abraham’s reference in Genesis 20 to
what he had said in the past, despite the explicit verb 97R3, nor (as far
as I can trace) is there any effort in rabbinic literature to find an earlier
“site” for Gen. 20:13.38 This passage in the Genesis Apocryphon, however,
is responding to the same sort of stimulus in the biblical verse which com-
pels the Samaritan text and the rabbis’ comments elsewhere. Tov speaks
of “texts which allowed for the insertion of changes, while other texts did
not.”3 SP is a text of the former sort, whereas the rabbis certainly never

35 Textual Criticism, 307.

36 Thid., 85-86.

87 For example, Mek. Pisha 12 (ed. Horovitz-Rabin, 39, line 17): “‘The land which the
Lord shall give to you as He has spoken (Ex. 12:24).” Where did He speak? ‘T shall bring
you to the land (Ex. 618).”” Further listing may be found in Sifre Numbers 46 and g1 (ed.
Horovitz, 52 and 91, respectively).

38 Tov (Textual Criticism, 86) stresses that harmonization in the Samaritan and pre-
Samaritan texts is “neither thorough nor consistent,” but “reflect[s] a mere tendency.”

39 Tov, “Harmonizations,” 15.
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envisioned such a text and therefore had to resolve the difficulty through
hyper-close reading of the only text they had.

The Apocryphon, since it is “Rewritten” Bible, can introduce the har-
monization where it belongs, but it is not clear whether its author would
have considered the absence of such a detail from his Torah text a “flaw”
which needed to be repaired. It is unlikely that we can learn anything
definitive about the textual affiliations of the Apocryphon from the har-
monizing in its re-writing. Even if we had another ancient source which
harmonized here as the Apocryphon does, we could not claim for certain
that the textual or exegetical resemblance between them was due to a
genetic connection, since the exegesis demanded by MT is quite logical
and could have been carried out by independent exegetes. On the other
hand, the connection between the tendency to harmonize in biblical texts
and in “Rewritten Bible” may very well be related, and if we were to find
a biblical text which had harmonized in the way in which the Apocry-
phon has, we should not be surprised to hear it pronounced “Samaritan.”
Indeed VanderKam | has shown that the Hebrew text underlying the Gen-
esis Apocryphon is a “Palestinian” type.?

Constructive harmonizations also are thus intended to resolve diffi-
culties or inconsistencies which appeared in the text that lay before the
composer or copyist of the harmonized version. They differ from associa-
tive and assimilationist harmonizations in that they are very unlikely to
be unconscious, and they fulfill the task of removing from the later ver-
sion a difficulty which was present in the earlier one. This harmonization
in the Apocryphon can only be attributed to such an exegetical intent.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Until now, we have stressed the sometimes subtle ways in which
rearrangement, anticipation and constructive harmonization differ from
one another. It is time to acknowledge, once again, how they are really
variations on a single theme. All three respond to the perception of the
narrator that information is missing in the biblical narrative at a point
where it ought to have been furnished. In the case of rearrangement, once
the information has been supplied, it no longer has to be restated later.
The reason for the apparent deficiency in the biblical text may be fairly

40 VanderKam, “The Textual Affinities,” passim, particularly his conclusion, 55.
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trivial as in the case of the wealth of Abram and Lot where the rearrange-
ment merely allows the narrative to proceed without parenthetical inter-
ruption, or more serious as in the case of the genealogy of the family of
Noah where the same information in a new location is presented more
effectively than in the biblical text. But the latter, wholesale rearrange-
ment is directed at the same type of perceived difficulty as the narrow
one, the failure of the pentateuchal narrative to offer the genealogy at the
location where it seems to be demanded.

In the case of anticipation, the necessary material is introduced at an
earlier point in the narrative than it is in the biblical story, but it is not
removed from its original location as in the case of rearrangement. It still
belongs where it appeared in the biblical narrative, but its appearance
there is unexpected, or unexplained, without the earlier reference. The
advance information about Hagar, Zoan/Hebron, and Arnem, Eshkol and
Mamre prevents the reader of the later passage | from asking: “Where did
this character, or fact, come from”? The question responded to is very much
like the one precluded by the rearrangement of Noah’s genealogy, and
underlines the similarity between what we call rearrangement and what
we term anticipation. On the other hand, we could almost have described
what the author of the Apocryphon does with the Arnem, Eshkol, and
Mamre material as a rearrangement, rather than an anticipation.

Anticipation and constructive harmonization are the most alike of these
techniques; both fill a perceived gap in the biblical text.#! The problem
resolved by the technique is more pronounced in the case of the harmo-
nization because the difficulty is implied, and the information demanded,
by the biblical text itself. Gen. 20:13 provokes the question, “Where did
Abram say this?” while the stimulus for the questions in the instances of
anticipation is not as sharp. Nevertheless, we could easily have included
constructive harmonization as a subcategory of anticipation.

A few examples of this kind do not establish a grand pattern of rear-
rangement, anticipation and harmonization, but they certainly reaffirm
the presence of these sorts of exegetical methodology which have been
observed in other material from this period. Alexander characterizes the
Genesis Apocryphon’s approach to the biblical text as “holistic,” wherein
“the author thinks ahead, and does not (as often happens in rabbinic

41 In the case of rearrangement, it is more difficult to speak of gap-filling, since the
problem it addresses is not always lack of information as much as a different disposition of
the information already there. But when the rearrangement’s goal is to supply information
at a different point, we can speak of it, too, as gap-filling.
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midrash) treat the Bible atomistically as a series of discrete statements.”#?
Although the statement was made in the context of “anticipations,” it
applies equally well to the other devices we have discussed in this paper.
This “exegetical foresight” indicates to us that the author of the Apocry-
phon was a careful reader | as well as a careful composer, and that he did
not feel bound to maintain the form of the biblical original if he felt that it
presented any obstacle to his reader. He employed the techniques which
we have examined to produce a “Rewritten Bible” which would be a more
coherent and consistent narrative than its original.

42 Alexander, “Retelling the Old Testament,” 107. One of his examples there is the
Arnem, Eshkol and Mamre treatment. Sarfatti (“Notes on the Genesis Apocryphon,” 257)
although he stresses that which the Apocryphon has in common with rabbinic midrash,
draws another significant distinction between Qumranic and rabbinic “creative interpreta-
tion” which bears repetition. Whereas rabbinic midrash consciously shows its exegetical
process overtly and formally, a work such as the Apocryphon (and other “Rewritten Bible”
texts) hides it and presents only the finished results of its recasting of the biblical text.
It is that very concealing by the “Rewritten Bible” of its interpretive methodology which
stimulates studies like this one to attempt to expose the exegesis concealed within the
narrative.



CHAPTER NINE

DIVINE TITLES AND EPITHETS AND THE SOURCES OF THE
GENESIS APOCRYPHON*

Already from the time of the initial publication of the Genesis Apocryphon,
it was clear that the entire composition was not cut from one cloth. The
editors of the editio princeps wrote a half century ago, “The work is evi-
dently a literary unit in style and structure, though...it may perhaps be
divisible into books—a Book of Lamech, a Book of Enoch, a Book of Noah,
a Book of Abraham.” Column 2, | describing the reaction of Lamech to
the (apparently) miraculous birth and/or appearance of his son Noah, was
related to the biblical narrative of Genesis differently from the way that
cols. 19—22 that describe the adventures of Abram from Gen 12:8-15:4 were.
The Abram material adhered much more closely to the biblical story line,
while the earlier section presented considerably freer composition. With

* Presented at the New York University-University of Notre Dame Joint Program: Jew-
ish and Christian Scholars on Judaism and Christianity in Antiquity, held at New York Uni-
versity, New York, New York, May 2931, 2007. Several colleagues from both near and far
were kind enough to read this paper during the various phases of its development (some
of them more than once) and to offer constructive criticism. Among them are Dr. Shani
[Berrin] Tzoref, Professor George J. Brooke, Dr. Alex Jassen, Dr. Aaron Koller, Dr. Daniel
Machiela, Professor George W.E. Nickelsburg, Dr. Michael Segal, and Professors Mark S.
Smith and James C. VanderKam. Professor Smith deserves particular thanks for subject-
ing the penultimate version of the essay to a meticulously detailed and careful critique,
above and beyond that which could be expected from any colleague, which made a sig-
nificant impact on the final version. Since I have not accepted all of their suggestions for
improving the essay, I alone remain responsible for whatever errors in fact or judgment
remain. My readings of the Apocryphon are based on all the images that have been avail-
able to me over the past several years, during which period I had several opportunities to
study them and read the text together with Dr. Esther Eshel of Bar Ilan University, who
is not, however, responsible for the conclusions of this essay. As I approached the final
stages of my rewriting, Dr. Machiela was kind enough to furnish me with a copy of his
recently completed Ph.D. dissertation, “The Genesis Apocryphon (1Q20): A Reevaluation
of Its Text, Interpretive Character, and Relationship to the Book of Jubilees” (University
of Notre Dame, 2007), which was of significant value to me, although I was not able to
assimilate all of his new textual data (some of which remain speculative in my view) into
my tabulation and conclusions.

! Nahman Avigad and Yigael Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon: A Scroll from the Wilderness
of Judaea (Jerusalem: Magnes Press of the Hebrew University and Heikhal Ha-Sefer, 1956),
38. We are less ready today to claim the literary unity that they asserted, and more ready
to divide the work into sources, perhaps for better reasons. The presentation of further
arguments for one such division is the aim of this study.

202



293

196 CHAPTER NINE

the publication of the remains of the other columns in the early 1990s, the
dichotomy between the two major sections of the Apocryphon appeared
even sharper.? Even in places in cols. 3-17 where the Apocryphon comes
closer to the biblical story than in col. 2, the narrative never seems to be as
closely linked to the Bible as some of the Abram material. The decipher-
ment of the words M3 "5 an3 [13wna], “[copy] of the book of the words
of Noah,” toward the end of col. 5 of the Apocryphon, shortly before Noah’s
appearance on the scene in the midst of delivering a speech at the begin-
ning of col. 6, raised further qualms among scholars that the Apocryphon
was not an integral whole.® The suspicions of the initial editors that it had
been put together by its “author” out of the “Book of Lamech,” “Book of
Noah,” and “Book of Abram” seemed to have been vindicated.*

| Regardless of whether we can identify the sources upon which the
author/composer of the Apocryphon drew, and from which he apparently
stitched together or integrated the composite document into a whole, both
the early and later observations about its somewhat disjointed nature still
ring true. I believe that I have discovered a pattern, in the course of my
current work on the Apocryphon, that supports the broadly impressionis-
tic view that the work does not stem from a single hand. The goal of this

2 Jonas C. Greenfield and Elisha Qimron, “The Genesis Apocryphon Col. XIL,” in Studies
in Qumran Aramaic (ed. Takamitsu Muraoka; AbrNSup 3; Leuven: Peeters, 1992), 70-77;
and Matthew Morgenstern, Elisha Qimron, and Daniel Sivan, “The Hitherto Unpublished
Columns of the Genesis Apocryphon,” AbrN 33 (1995): 30—54. The most extensive study of
these columns to date is Moshe (Matthew) Morgenstern, i3 1207501 DIVW MMNYN
mwRIa mnwnn 790" (“The Hitherto Unpublished Columns of the Genesis Apocry-
phon” [M.A. thesis, Department of Hebrew Language, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem,
1996], hereafter, Morgenstern, “MA”).

3 For a discussion of that phrase, see Richard C. Steiner, “The Heading of the Book of
the Words of Noah on a Fragment of the Genesis Apocryphon: New Light on a ‘Lost’ Work,”
DSD 2 (1995): 66—71.

4 Regarding the hypothetical “Book of Noah,” see Devorah Dimant, “Noah in Early Jew-
ish Literature,” in Biblical Figures Outside the Bible (ed. Michael E. Stone and Theodore A.
Bergren; Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 1998), 123—50; Michael E. Stone, “The
Axis of History at Qumran,” in Pseudepigraphic Perspectives: The Apocrypha and Pseude-
pigrapha in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Proceedings of the Second International Symposium
of the Orion Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature, 12-14 Janu-
ary, 1997 (ed. Esther G. Chazon and Michael E. Stone; STD] 31; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 133-47;
Cana Werman, “Qumran and the Book of Noah,” ibid., 171—-81; Moshe ]. Bernstein, “Noah
and the Flood at Qumran,” in The Provo International Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls:
New Texts, Reformulated Issues and Technological Innovations (ed. Eugene Ulrich and Don-
ald Parry; STD] 30; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 199—231 (below 1.291-322); Michael E. Stone, “The
Book(s) Attributed to Noah” DSD 13 (2006): 4—23; and Devorah Dimant, “Two Scientific
Fictions: The So-called Book of Noah and the Alleged Quotation of jubilees in CD 16:3—4,”
in Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Qumran, and the Septuagint Presented to Eugene Ulrich (ed.
Peter W. Flint et al.; VTSup 101; Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2006), 230—49, esp. 231—42.
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article is to present that evidence. In light of the very fragmented nature
of many sections of the Apocryphon in the pre-Abram section, cols. 0-17,°
some of these observations and their analysis could be questioned, but I
feel that it is methodologically sounder to proceed from the position that
the surviving material is representative than to argue that it is anomalous
and atypical of the whole.

In the same ways that God participates in the narratives of the Hebrew
Bible, he plays roles in the stories of the “rewritten Bible” as well. He may
be a character in the narrative; other characters may address God or pray
to him; they may swear oaths by God or refer to him in other ways in
their dialogue. Sometimes those references to God are made by replac-
ing or supplementing the divine name with titles or epithets, while on
other occasions characters may string together in a series various divine
titles or epithets. Even if the Genesis Apocryphon were an indubitably inte-
gral work, it would be valuable to investigate the pattern revealed by the
different ways in which it refers to God. The possibility that this exami-
nation can contribute to our understanding of the Apocryphon’s composi-
tion makes the undertaking of such a study mandatory.5 Since most of
the Apocryphon is first-person narration by one character or another, we
should like to know whether different characters employ the same termi-
nology in addressing or referring to God. It is also important to observe
how the Apocryphon handles, in its Aramaic | adaptation, names of or
epithets for God whose equivalents appear already in the Hebrew biblical
text as compared with those that are elements of its free composition.

What will immediately become clear from our examination is that
not all sections of the Apocryphon use the same set of titles and epithets.
In particular, there is a fairly clear dichotomy between all of the material

5 The rather unusual designation col. o is employed for the fragments of the first extant
column of the Apocryphon, which extends to the right of what had been referred to as col.
1 since the initial publication. The term, which has been adopted by all current students
of the Apocryphon, was suggested by Michael Wise and Bruce Zuckerman when they pre-
sented these data at the 1991 SBL Annual Meeting.

6 Jonas C. Greenfield and Michael Sokoloff discuss “Divine Names and Epithets” in
Qumran Aramaic (based almost exclusively on the Genesis Apocryphon) (“The Contribu-
tion of Qumran Aramaic to the Aramaic Vocabulary” in Studies in Qumran Aramaic, ed.
Muraoka, 92—-94). From their list (93-94), which makes no claim to exhaustiveness, it
appears that they did not yet have available cols. 0-1, 3-6, 8-11, or 13-17. For that reason,
and since the focus of the article is on vocabulary, we should not be surprised that the
distribution of epithets within the Apocryphon is not of interest to the authors. The fol-
lowing observation is quite telling, in my view: X19R is said by Greenfield and Sokoloff to
be found “passim” (93), but it actually is not found in the surviving material of cols. 0-17,
rather only in 19—22.
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up to the Abram narrative, namely, the Lamech-Noah portion in cols. 0-17
(hereafter Part I), and the story of Abram told in cols. 19—22 (hereafter
Part II). This distinction points to yet another difference between these
two parts of the story, beyond the divergent ways in which they relate to
the biblical text. Anticipating our results in this fashion, we shall therefore
present the evidence from cols. 0-17 and 19—22 separately.”

This study will be a strictly formal one, listing and classifying the
names and epithets of God employed throughout the Genesis Apocry-
phon. Other Second Temple texts will serve for comparison or contrast
with the Apocryphon. Since the goal of this presentation is its implications
for the sources of the Genesis Apocryphon, we must defer, for the present,
any discussion of what we can learn about the mind-set of the authors
or compilers of any portion of these texts from the ways in which they
refer to God. The “theological” implications of the distribution of divine
titles in these works are undoubtedly significant, but must be deemed
to lie beyond the boundaries of this article. A further study of that topic
should probably not be limited to the Apocryphon but should be a part
of a much-needed comprehensive study of divine titles and epithets in
Second Temple literature.®

7 This essay, unsurprisingly, began not as an exercise in source criticism but as a study
of the epithets for God in conjunction with my ongoing research on the Genesis Apocry-
phon. When 1 listed the epithets and plotted their distribution, the source-critical issue
emerged immediately.

8 In “The God of the pre-Maccabees: Designations of the Divine in the Early Hellenistic
Period,” in The God of Israel (ed. Robert P. Gordon; University of Cambridge Oriental Pub-
lications 64; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 246-66, James K. Aitken pro-
vides preliminary data that may prove valuable to such a study, although he examines very
few terms and limits his study, as the title indicates, to pre-Maccabean material. One of the
difficulties in the broad treatment of Second Temple texts is that we do not have most of
the texts in their original languages. We therefore shall limit ourselves, for the most part, in
this discussion to parallels from the Aramaic material at Qumran. Significant conclusions
can be drawn for our limited goals from even this restricted corpus of texts. I note here
that my treatment of Enoch is based on George W.E. Nickelsburg’s magisterial translation
and commentary, 1 Enoch 1: A Commentary on the Book of 1 Enoch, Chapters 1-36; 81-108 (ed.
Klaus Baltzer; Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2001), and on Josef T. Milik, ed., The Books
of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of Qumran Cave 4 (Oxford: Clarendon, 1976), as well as on the
earlier translations of Robert H. Charles in APOT, and of Matthew Black in idem, The Book
of Enoch or 1 Enoch: A New English Edition (SVTP 7; Leiden: Brill, 1985). Black’s index, s.v.
“God, names of ” (461a—b) was a particularly useful tool in my investigation. Because of the
choices from the different ancient versions and manuscripts thereof made by different edi-
tors and translators in their translations of Enoch, it is difficult to present an indisputable
picture of the divine epithets employed in 7 Enoch, and some of my specific remarks may
require minor modification. Furthermore, there appears to have been some fluidity in the
way that epithets for God were reflected among the different ancient versions of Enoch,
as there were in the Greek recensions of Tobit, and this is another obstacle to sketching
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| The Distribution of Divine Titles and Epithets in the Genesis Apocryphon®

Divine Epithet or Title ~ Part I (columns 0-17) Part II (columns 19—22)
N2 RWTP o:11; 2:14; 6:[13]; 6:15; 7:7;
7:20; 1217
4 7] 6:[2]
Y 2:4; [2:6]; 6:9; 6:24; 1018
RN 7N 2:4; [2:6]; 1511
ooy 51 Ton 2:[4]; 2:7; 10110 (912 THnH
913 7Y YN 09 KNP
onby)
xnYy 1N 018 21:2 R9Y 171 (cf. 2012-
13 0% M1a% M)
[xn]w 7o 2:[14]
KW 77N 7:7; 1:12—[13], 15; 12117 (cf. 2216, 21 R'DW 7N
RPINY)
K912 7N 5:23 (cf. 2013 Hp ©HWI AN
8912 and 20:15-16 710
RYIR 151 9aY)
]1’531 58 12:17 20:12, 16; 21:2, 20; 22:15;
22116 (bis); 22:20—21
RIOR 19:[7]; 19:[7-87?]; 21:2—3
(ter); 21:8; 22:27; 22:32
Mn (cf. 10:9 113705) 20:12—13; 20:14; 20:15; 22:32

| I. PART I (COLUMNS 0-17)

Part I shows an extremely strong tendency to avoid the terms Y& and
R1OK for God in the narrative, so strong that in all the text that survives
from these columns there is only one example of 9, in 1217 7737 NMM
837 RWMPY 0OV HRH 8w 7nh,10 and none of KAYR.I This passage

systematically the broader picture of divine epithets in Second Temple literature. Thus,
in Tob 10:1 the texts vary between “God of Heaven” and “Lord of Heaven,” and in 13:10
between “Lord of eternity” and “King of eternity.” I believe, however, that the overall pic-
ture that I have drawn is accurate and will stand up to scrutiny.

9 T acknowledge the tenuousness of many of the readings in this manuscript, but shall
not be indicating them with the customary dots and circlets above the letters, believing
that it would distract the reader from the argument.

10 Machiela finds a second example of {159 X in Part I in 12:21; if my argument requires
modification in light of that, I take solace in the fact that both of these “anomalous” occur-
rences are found in the same context.

11 In light of this fact, the restoration by Joseph A. Fitzmyer (The Genesis Apocryphon
of Qumran Cave 1 [1Q20]: A Commentary [BibOr 18B; 3rd ed.; Rome: Pontifical Biblical
Institute, 2004; hereafter, Fitzmyer], 68) of [R-‘l’?& 23], “favorite of God,” in 2:20 as a
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places the familiar “biblical” Hebrew title ]1’517 5K between the two “Sec-
ond Temple” titles, X'NW 771, “Lord of Heaven,” and X237 Xw TP, “Great
Holy One.”2 Furthermore, throughout both portions of the Apocryphon,
5& is employed only in conjunction with [1"5p. That limitation is not to be
found in other Aramaic texts from Qumran.!® The Aramaic term parallel

description of Enoch by Methuselah is almost certainly to be rejected, especially since he
adduces no parallels for it. I unfortunately have no suggestion that can be made with con-
fidence to fill that lacuna. The same argument can be made against Qimron’s restoration of
XY 19K in 6:9 (“Toward a New Edition of 1QGenesis Apocryphon,” in Provo International
Conference, ed. Ulrich and Parry, 107).

12 1phY 58 can really be called a biblical title only in contrast to the other two titles in
this phrase, since it actually occurs in the Hebrew Bible only five times: four in Genesis
14, as we shall see, and once in Ps 78:35. In point of fact, we shall conclude that, despite
those antecedent occurrences, this idiom in the Genesis Apocryphon should perhaps be
identified not as a “biblical” one but as one quite at home in Second Temple literature.
In the Hebrew Bible, 59 019X occurs in Ps 57:3 and 78:56, and 119 ' in Pss 7:16; 11:15;
and perhaps 97:9. For discussion of {"9p in the Bible and its ancient Near Eastern context,
accompanied by bibliography, see Eric E. Elnes and Patrick D. Miller, “Elyon,” DDD, 2nd
ed., 293—99. References to Second Temple literature occupy less than a paragraph on 298.
See also Cilliers Breytenbach, “Hypsistos,” ibid., 438—43.

13 See the data in Martin G. Abegg et al., The Dead Sea Scrolls Concordance, vol. 1, The
Non-Biblical Texts from Qumran (Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2003), 2:782b—83a, s.v. 9&. In Biblical
Aramaic, 11"7}7 is found four times in Daniel 7, always as the nomen rectum of "w™p. It
is more than a little noteworthy that the combination 1”99 58 appears nowhere outside
the Genesis Apocryphon in the Aramaic corpus at Qumran according to the Concordance
except for 4Qs52 frg. 3, line 10 in an unintelligible context (in the absence of a DJD edi-
tion, see Edward M. Cook’s in The Dead Sea Scrolls Reader, part 6, Additional Genres and
Unclassified Texts [ed. Donald W. Parry and Emanuel Tov; Leiden: Brill, 2005], 76). Three
occurrences of the idiom, however, are to be found in Jonas C. Greenfield et al., eds., The
Aramaic Levi Document (SVTP 19; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 66 (4:7), reconstructed from minimal
traces in 1Q21 (a reading not included in the Concordance); 70 (5:8), from the medieval
Geniza manuscript; and 83 (8:6), from the medieval Geniza manuscript and the Greek text
from Mt. Athos. Emile Puech’s aggressive restoration [J19p SR ]®1 w™Ip 113 at 4Q545
frg. 4, line 16 (Qumran Grotte 4, XXII: Textes Arameens, Premier Partie: 4Q529-549 [DJD
31; Oxford: Clarendon, 2001], 342—43) is itself based on the first of those passages in the
Aramaic Levi Document, and therefore needs to be weighed against the virtual absence
of this title from Aramaic texts other than the Apocryphon at Qumran. For a discussion
of this title (albeit not a fully comprehensive one), see Friedemann Schubert, “El ‘Zljon
als Gottesname im Jubildenbuch,” Mitteilungen und Beitrage: Forschungsstelle Judentum an
der Theologische Fakultat Leipzig 8 (1994): 3-18. Hartmut Stegemann touches on 159 9® in
the Apocryphon in the course of his remarks on divine titles at Qumran, but he does not
address the issue in a way that is relevant for our study (“Religionsgeschichtliche Erwagun-
gen zu den Gottesbezeichnungen in den Qumrantexten,” in Qumran: Sa piété, sa théologie
et son milieu [ed. Mathias Delcor; BETL 46; Leuven: Leuven University Press; Gembloux:
Duculot, 1979], 195—218, esp. 214-16). Aitken’s remarks (n. 8 above) on “God most high” are
focused on earlier Second Temple material (“God of the pre-Maccabees,” 264—65). After
this essay had been submitted and accepted for publication, Dr. Jassen brought to my
attention Richard Bauckham, “The Nature of the ‘Most High’ God and the Nature of Early
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to {1"5}1, ROy, | is used four times to refer to God (and can reasonably be
reconstructed a fifth time) in Part I (2:4, [6]; 6:9,' 24; 10:18). One of these
occurrences is used in a series of divine epithets in an oath; one of them
refers to God as prescriber of law, and two unfortunately lack context.
Part I, in contrast, has no occurrences of the epithet N5y 15

The most common epithet for God in Part I of the Apocryphon is RW™Tp
X127, which occurs five times (with a sixth virtually certain because it dupli-
cates an idiom found two lines later but has a lacuna where 827 should be).
Although one of the | epithets lacks any context, we can see from the
ones that are located in a recognizable framework that this epithet is not
particularly limited by context. An oath is taken by “the Great Holy One”
(and [®1]w T91; 2:14); Noah receives an emissary of the “Great Holy One”
(613, 15); he rejoices at the words of the “Lord of Heaven” (employed in
parallelism with the “Great Holy One”; 7:7); and, as we saw above, his
blessing of God is directed toward “the Lord of Heaven, God Most High,

Jewish Monotheism,” in Israel’s God and Rebecca’s Children: Christology and Community in
Early Judaism and Christianity: Essays in Honor of Larry W. Hurtado and Alan F. Segal (ed.
David B. Capes et al.; Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2007), 39-53 and 378-86, whose
observations I have not had the opportunity to integrate into my discussion.

14 Machiela does not read 899 at this point, but I nevertheless believe that the reading
is more than defensible.

15 Tt appears in its ordinary sense as an adjective in the Apocryphon in 20:7. As far as
I can tell, neither {"5Y nor 89y is a divine epithet in any of the texts that are cited in
DNWSI (although the phrase 1> 5% is found in Sefire I A 11; see Joseph A. Fitzmyer,
The Aramaic Inscriptions of Sefire Lrev. ed.; BibOr 19/A; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute,
1995], 75, with bibliography on 175y 5R). The only other occurrence of &9 referring to
God in the Aramaic corpus from Qumran is in 4Qs50c 1 iii 1 [-2]1 PHNT pOIR 7T xiy[
RY[IR 919]2 5w 11 PRS (ed. Cook in Dead Sea Scrolls Reader, 6:76). Pace Fitzmyer,
127, 4QVisAmram® 2:6 (= 4Q544 frg. 2, line 6) does not contain a divine epithet, even if it
reads VOW NIR RWPIR TY ROY[ 11 as Garcia Martinez and Beyer have it; the first letter,
however, is most probably ¥, as Puech reads it. In Biblical Aramaic, all ten occurrences
of 8OY refer to God, four of them in the idiom 85y 875K, the Aramaic equivalent of
5P 58, The term “Most High” is employed as a title for God more than a dozen times
in 7 Enoch (excluding the Parables), standing alone, unaccompanied by any other term
in all but one (9811, “the Lord the Most High”) or possibly two (99:3; see n. 48 below) of
the cases; unfortunately, none of these passages survives in the Aramaic fragments from
Qumran. Nickelsburg, commenting on 7 En. 9:3 writes, “Most High (Aypsistos) is the first
of a number of divine appellatives in this context that stress the supremacy of God. In the
Hellenistic period, the title is especially popular as a designation for the God of Israel”
(1 Enoch 1, 208). The relative infrequency of 899 in the surviving Aramaic material from
Qumran vs. the slightly more common presence of 17"9p in those texts raises an important
question regarding the appellation “Most High” in 7 Enoch: Did the original Aramaic have
the Hebraism 11"717 or the Aramaic form R5Y (cf. n. 48 below)?
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the Great Holy One” (12:17).16 Furthermore, in his self-introduction to the
scene at 6:2, Noah asserts that “the Holy O[ne] was with me” (6:2), a usage
of Xw»TP without modifier that obviously must be classified with the fore-
going examples.'” The ubiquity of 827 XW™p in Part I stands in stark
contrast to its complete absence from Part II of the Apocryphon.

This shared use of (X27) XW"Tp as a divine title clearly points toward
some sort of link, perhaps a common tradition, between this portion of
the Genesis Apocryphon and 1 Enoch. Nickelsburg writes, “The main title
for God in chaps. 1-36 is ‘the Great Holy One.'”® Thus, the narrative of
1En. 1:3 begins with “The Great Holy One will come forth,” which survives
at Qumran in 4Qzo1 1 i 5, 7[27 AJwTH pod. The use of KW TP without
modifier is found less frequently in 7 Enoch, as it is rare in the Apocryphon.
The opening of 7 Enoch, however, employs this title in 1:2, “who had the
vision of the Holy One.”®

The remainder of the divine titles in Part I are combinations employ-
ing the epithets 83N, “Lord,” and 150, “King,” with the former dominat-
ing. X'AW 171, “Lord of Heaven,” occurs twice for certain, and is a likely
reconstruction in two other passages. In the former examples, Noah
rejoices at the words of the Lord of | Heaven (7:7) before the flood, and
blesses him after his successful wine production (12:17). The more certain
of the two reconstructions has Noah blessing “the Lord [of Heaven]” when

16 The reference without context is o:11. Machiela would add to this list a possible
appearance of 817 KW in 4u2.

17 Morgenstern (“MA,” 55 n. 9o) suggests that W™ TP NP1 may be a reflection of NX
N3 757NN 05K, an observation that would point to what appears as a divine name in
the biblical text being replaced by an epithet in the Apocryphon.

18 Nickelsburg, 7 Enoch 1, 139. See further his discussion of this epithet, 144 and nn. 3—4,
where he lists as its occurrences 1:3; 10:1; 14:1; 25:3; 84:1; 92:2; 97:6; and 98:6. He suggests that
“‘Great Holy One’ may have originated as a conflation of the common title ‘the Holy One’
and the rare title ‘the Great God’ (Ezra 5:8; Dan 2:45).” In “Patriarchs Who Worry about
Their Wives: A Haggadic Technique in the Genesis Apocryphon,” in Biblical Perspectives:
Early Use and Interpretation of the Bible in the 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, 12-14 May 1996 (ed. Michael E. Stone and Esther G. Chazon;
STDJ 28; Leiden: Brill, 1998), 141, Nickelsburg writes of 1QapGen 1-5, “Traditions preserved
in the early strata of 1 Enoch, some of them about Enoch, are a major component in this
story’s interpretation of Genesis.” Among them he notes, 141—42, the divine epithets “Great
Holy One” and “Lord/King of all the ages.”

19 Nickelsburg comments that “the simple title ‘Holy One’ occurs elsewhere in 1 Enoch
only in 37:2; 93:11; 104:9, always in the expression, ‘the words of the Holy One’” (1 Enoch 1,
139). This Enochic usage may militate against Morgenstern’s remark, “the reading of [this]
word [in 6:2] is very difficult, and it is likely that it is not correct” (“MA,” 53).
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he has seen the earth resume its agricultural productivity after the flood
(1112—13); a couple of lines later, it is very reasonable to reconstruct, “[the
Lord] of Heaven [appeared] to me” (11:15).2°

Lamech demands of Bitenosh that she swear to him F923 x5pa
onhy 93 T5na AT, “by the Most High, by the Lord of Majesty, by
the Eternal King” (2:4, 6),2! that the child is his. This expression “Lord of
Majesty,” almost certainly occurs in 15:11 as well.22 The only other possible
appearance of this idiom at Qumran is in 4Q205 1 xi 2 [1772 7™2 M)
NN127, “May the majestic Lord be blessed” (=7 En. 22:14). This shared usage
is another probable indicator of the ideological and linguistic connections
between these works.23

Other occurrences of 87 in Part I are 8912 105 7720, “blessing the
Lord of all,”?# in 5:23, probably spoken by Enoch, since Methuselah “hears”
in 5:24, and RNHY 190 OTIP, “before the eternal Lord,” with no context
in col. “0” (028 in Fitzmyer).25 Finally, Noah tells his children to praise or

20 The other possible restoration is 87w [791], but its only appearance in Part I (2:14)
is in a (partially reconstructed) oath, while 8w 777 appears in several different narrative
contexts. The title “Lord of Heaven” appears in Dan 5:23, and once in 7 Enoch (13:4), accord-
ing to Nickelsburg, 7 Enoch 1, 238 and n. 2. It also appears in the Ethiopic version in 106:11,
but there Nickelsburg, 538, prefers “Lord of eternity,” the reading of the Greek and Latin
versions. Nickelsburg's reference to “God of Heaven” in Dan 218, 37, and 44 seems to imply
that he sees “Lord” in the idiom “Lord of Heaven” as replacing biblical “God.” Dr. Segal
pointed out (communication of November 26, 2006) that in the first of those passages in
Daniel, the LXX has kyriou tou hypsistou, which may indicate the same sort of flexibility
in the treatment of divine epithets that we have observed if it does not reflect a different
original reading. Machiela suggests reading 8'nW [17n] in 0:14 as well, and, although I
would not be inclined to reject the possibility of that reading, I am less confident of the
viability of his reading 8w [ *5 "INNXY] in 6:11 for reasons of both spacing and syntax.
It is nevertheless possible that a divine epithet was found in the lacuna there. On the other
hand, Machiela is skeptical of my reading X'nW [771] in 11:15.

21 There are lacunae in both formulas, but the repetitive nature of the language of the
Apocryphon makes the restorations virtually certain.

22 My thanks to Dr. Machiela for pointing out to me that this reading is not merely a
reconstruction.

28 It appears in 1 Enoch also in 12:3, where Nickelsburg renders “Lord of majesty”
(1Enoch1, 234), and in that passage, like this one in the Apocryphon, it is joined with “King
of the ages.”

24 Machiela suggests this epithet in 101 as well. The Hebrew equivalent of this term
appears twice in the very fragmentary 4QLiturgical Work A (4Q409) 11 6 and 8, with the
latter probably reading 127 1178 n& J[3, “bless the Lord of all,” a fairly striking parallel
to this passage. It may also appear in 1QPsa (11Q5), depending on how the syntax of col. 18,
line 7 is analyzed.

25 Machiela reads 8n5Y 7171 12 in oa7, the previous line, as well. Rn5Y RIN occurs
outside the Apocryphon at Qumran in 4Q202 1iii 14 and probably six times in 4Qs529 frg. 1,
lines 6-12.
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thank (the verb is missing) | 13719, “your Lord” (10:9).26 The latter term
is followed almost immediately by 513 Tp Tp» 055 &by 513 7915
0% (10:10), “To the king of all ages, forever and ever, until all eternity.”
It thus appears that this lengthy epithet stands in apposition to 13775. In
addition to the employment of “King of all ages, forever and ever, until all
eternity” as a divine title in this context of thanksgiving, we find in oaths
“eternal King” (2% 913 791; 2:4, 6) and [R1]w 797, “King of He[aven]”
the latter paired with 837 XW™Tp in Bitenosh’s oath to Lamech (2:14).27

II. ParT II (COLUMNS 19—22)

Compared with Part I of the Apocryphon, Part II exhibits a completely dif-
ferent pattern of divine names and epithets. Since this difference is due in
part to a closer connection with the biblical text than Part I demonstrates,
we must take that textual proximity into consideration in our analysis. It
appears, however, that even when the Apocryphon is not closely modeled
on the biblical text in Part II, it manifests significant differences from the
pattern of divine names and epithets that we discerned in Part I. Two
terms stand out most sharply: the first, R15R, the Aramaic word for “God,”
which we did not encounter at all in Part I, occurs at least six times (with-
out counting reconstructions) in Part II; the second, {"9Y Y&, occurs eight
times in Part II, and only once in Part 1.

All of the certain occurrences of ®9R are in cols. 21 and 22. After
building an altar upon his return to Canaan from Egypt, Abram describes
(using three different titles for God) how he made offerings, called on
God’s name, and, finally, in a triple expression of praise 87178 DWH nHom
RMOR OTIP A0 MR RADYRS 19733, “And T praised the name of God
and blessed God and gave thanks there before God” (21:2—3). A few lines
later, he describes God’s appearing to him with 875& * Tnn&y, “And God
appeared to me” (21:8). It is particularly noteworthy that these are cases
where the narrative of the Apocryphon is not following the biblical story
closely, and the employment of 81%X can therefore not be ascribed to
adherence to biblical phraseology.?® The author of this segment is using

26 As Fitzmyer notes, 152, the spelling of this word, with no indication of the yod fol-
lowing the resh, is anomalous.

27 Machiela suggests the plausible, but acontextual, reading [&]'2w 7513 in 8:10 also.

28 Tt should be noted that 87", the Hebrew equivalent of 11NNy, is found three times
(with the Tetragrammaton as subject) in the Abra(ha)m narratives: Gen 12:7; 17:1; and
181, and it is well known that in the Second Temple era there is a tendency to avoid the
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words of his own choosing at this point in the story. It is also interesting to
note that the language of 21:8 is parallel to that of 11:15 if we accept the edi-
tors’ plausible contextual | reconstruction in the latter passage ["TNnN1]
nyp 55n R'nw [n] 5. The author of Part 11, however, uses 879K where
Part I would have used an idiom with Xnw.29

The other two certain appearances of 819 lie at the very end of Part
IT, and both occur in passages modeled on the biblical text. In 22:27, we
find 1% AR RN2 07ARY RAOR (IPINNR 98 R'NIND N3, “after these
things, God appeared to Abram in a vision and said to him,” representing
Gen 151, IRY AIMN2 0IAR HR 71 73T 70 AORA DM2TA NR, “after
these things the word of the Lord came to Abram in a vision, saying.”
The Apocryphon, by replacing “the word of the Lord” with 879, actually
rewrites the verse more anthropomorphically than the biblical original
had it; God’s “word” is not the subject of the action in the Apocryphon,
but God, who “revealed himself” in a vision. Note the similarity to the
language of 21:8 and the divergence, once again, from the reconstructed
formula of 11:215.30

Abram’s response to the divine revelation, parallel to Gen 15:2, "JTR
S nn A M, “Lord God, what will you give me?” is 3w RAYR N
PoIN Y *9, “My Lord God, I have much wealth and property.”s! The
Apocryphon replicates exactly in Aramaic the double terminology of the
biblical address, reading (or understanding) it as the MT does, rendering
it as “Lord God” (as opposed to “Lord, Lord” found in Ethiopic Jubilees).3?
Only in this last instance can the employment of 8158 by the author of
Part IT be claimed to be directly dependent on the biblical text he was
following.

There remains one significant passage pertinent to Part II's employment
of 819X and similar terms for God—19:7-8. The poor state of preservation
of the text at that point, however, constitutes a serious impediment to
drawing any definitive conclusions. At the same time, this passage raises

Tetragrammaton and replace it with, among other terms, & or the equivalent. Thus, 8715
is not at all unexpected in this context and formula.

29 We note that the expression R'IW 15K, which occurs a dozen times in the Ara-
maic portions of the Hebrew Bible and a number of times in the Elephantine papyri, is
not found in non-biblical Aramaic texts at Qumran, making it unlikely that it should be
restored at 11:15.

30 Jubilees 14 reads, “The word of the Lord came to Abram in a dream,” as does the MT.

81 That the Apocryphon mitigates the apparent inappropriate tone of Abram’s question
has been noted.

82 Segal suggested that the Ge'ez translator is most likely following a Greek translator
who probably rendered kyrie kyrie as in Deut 3:24.
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in a pointed fashion a significant question regarding the relationship of
Part II of the Apocryphon to its biblical model. The first legible line of col.
19, and hence of the Abram story, begins }20 N™pP1 K[N27TN AN N3]
[8A]5[& D]wa, “[I built there an alta]r and called there on the na[me of
Glo[d].” It reflects Gen 12:8, ' DWa RIPM 15 N OW 1AM, “He built
there an altar to the Lord and called on the name of the Lord,” with the
expected shift from third-person narrative to first, and with 818 once
again replacing the Tetragrammaton in a near verbatim citation.3® Line
7 continues K17 MR NIARY, “I said, ‘You are,”” while the beginning of
line 8 cannot be read | with confidence.3* All the proposed restorations
have a form of either 58 or 819K, which can thus be added to the count
for Part II.

Fitzmyer observes correctly that Abram’s words in jub. 13:8 are “You
(are) my God, the eternal God,” or “Thou, the eternal God, art my God,”
so that the Apocryphon here may be employing jubilees as its source and
the reconstruction can be supported with that evidence.3> It is also pos-
sible, however, that both Jubilees and the Apocryphon (independently or
not) have here leveled their language with Gen 21:33, 'n Dwa oW KRIpn
oy YR, “He called there on the name of the LorD, eternal God.” In their
rewritings of Gen 13:4 as well, MIWRI1 oW WY WK NANA 01PN 58
'n Dwa DIAR W KRIPM, “to the place of the altar which he had made
there originally, and Abram called there upon the name of the Lorp,”
both the Apocryphon (21:2, “I called there on the name of &% n71”)
and Jubilees (1318, “Thou, the most high God, art my God for ever and
ever”) introduce language that might be linked to Gen 21:33.36

33 Jubilees 13:8 also has “he called on the name of the Lord.”

34 Fitzmyer, 98, reads 055 1% [n]55[m 8n]5[] (& *]5 (note that because of the
height of the lamed in the hand of the scribe of the Apocryphon, it is often the case that it
is the only letter that has left readable traces in lacunae in the Apocryphon); the Concor-
dance, 2.783a, has X5V n]9[R *N]OK; Esti Eshel and I have read with much diffidence *5
ondynh no5[m]...8 R[A]5Y 5[R]. Machiela reads B[*]n5y T5m1...5R. The fact that Y
is not used in the Apocryphon except with "9 may militate against the restoration of 98
and recommend some form of XX as the reading.

35 The Syriac Chronicle preserves 8n5YT 819X for “eternal God” in Jub. 12:29, which is
identical to 13:8.

36 Dr. Segal pointed out to me (e-mail of June 26, 2006) when I inquired about the
Ethiopic of the verse in Jubilees, that “for ever and ever” modifies the verb, not God, and
that the surviving Latin “tu es deus excelsus deus meus in saecula saeculorum” points in
the same direction. But it is still possible that the Hebrew 091y 58 underlies the formula.
Combinations of divine epithets with DY occur in both Part I and Part I of the Apocry-
phon. In Part I, we have 05 912 7503 (214, 7) and 912 Tp 99 09H 8onby 5o 1onh
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Unlike its employment of 819X, the Apocryphon’s use of "9y R in
Part II is partly dependent on the underlying biblical text, and this close-
ness to the biblical model can be said to emphasize one aspect of the style
of the original author of Part I1.37 Thus, all four of the appearances of this
divine epithet in 22:15-16, 21, which narrate the scene between Abram,
Melchizedek, and the king of Sodom, replicate the four occurrences of the
term in the biblical narrative and dialogue, Gen 14:18-20, 22.38 This por-
tion comes close to resembling an Aramaic targum of the Biblical Hebrew
passage.

| The other four appearances of {1"5p Y& in Part II, on the other hand,
cannot be attributed to a slavish imitation of the underlying Hebrew text.
Abram’s plea to God, after Sarai has been taken from him, begins with a
blessing formula, o5 H12% n U"?}J bR NI 773, “Blessed are you, most
high God, my Lord for all ages” (20:12-13), and the narrative description of
the punishment of Pharaoh reads, w721 mn 11"731 58 15 MHw, “the most
high God sent a crushing spirit against him” (20:16). Both sets of Abram’s
offerings, upon his return from Egypt and following his circumambulation
of the land, are directed to 1159 HR: 175y HRH Anany ROY *mHy napK[1],
“and I offered on it burnt-offerings and a meal offering to God most
high” (21:2) and "5 585 8mam 85y [*]MO5Y npoxy, “and 1 offered up
on i[t] a burnt offering and meal offering to God most high” (21:20),
respectively. So it is evident that this epithet is one readily used by
the author of Part II even where it does not appear in his biblical
Vorlage.

Dby (10:10). In Part II, we have 19:8, however we reconstruct it, as well as ®bY 10
(21:2) and 0% 5135 ™ (20:12). On the form ™1 in the latter, see below.

87 Fitzmyer, 162, speaks of the “frequent occurrence of ]1”7}7 5% in the Old Testament,”
but, as we noted above (n. 12), the two words appear conjoined as an epithet only in
Ps 78:35, outside the four occurrences in Gen 14:18—22. They appear, however, in parallel-
ism in Num 24:16 and Ps 73:11.

38 It is worth noting that in 22:20-21 || Gen 14:22, the Apocryphon omits any repre-
sentation of the Tetragrammaton in its “translation.” Fitzmyer writes, 251, “The author of
this text has either omitted the tetragram, or, more likely, translated merely what was
in his text of Genesis.” The former possibility would likely be due, he suggests, to the
reverence for the Tetragrammaton found so often at Qumran. But Fitzmyer prefers the
second option, writing, “[B]ecause the omission in this text agrees with the LXX...and
the Peshitta against the targums, it is more likely that mn in the MT of Gen 14:22 is a
later gloss introduced into MSS of biblical tradition.” There is a third possibility, however,
that at some point in the textual transmission, the Tetragrammaton was omitted, not out
of reverence, but by leveling this verse with the three proximate occurrences of 11"711 bR,
whether consciously or unconsciously.
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If we may speculate on the nonbiblical connections of this title, its
most likely link would appear to be to jubilees or the circles that pro-
duced that work, since the titles “God Most High” and “Most High” occur
over twenty times in Jubilees.3® We have observed above some other slight
convergence between the Apocryphon and Jubilees in their employment of
epithets, and we shall suggest tentatively that if Part I of the Apocryphon
shows connections in its employment of divine epithets to the Enoch lit-
erature, Part II may be linked in a similar, if slightly less demonstrable,
fashion, to the world of Jubilees.*® The ramifications of this limited obser-
vation, if | it is correct, go well beyond tendencies in the employment
of divine epithets. We shall return to this matter toward the end of this
essay.

One of the differences between the two segments of the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon is that Abram addresses God directly several times in Part II, while
none of the characters in cols. 0-17 do so.*! We therefore can observe
how divine epithets are treated in Part II in contexts of direct address
that do not occur in Part I. In his speech beginning in 20:12, Abram twice
addresses God as ™, presumably to be understood as “my Lord”—in 20:14,
"M '[ﬂ'?:p, and 20:15,71 7711142 The final segment of the epithet in 20112,
however, has been disputed by translators and interpreters. How is ™1
0% 9123Y to be analyzed? Earlier translations, beginning with Nahman

39 Schubert (“’El ‘&ljon,” 3) lists fourteen occurrences of 799 9 in Jubilees, but Profes-
sor James C. VanderKam was kind enough to examine the Ethiopic text on my behalf, and
he confirmed my observations that there are twenty-four combinations of the equivalents
of 1"9Y preceded by the equivalent either of 98 or of the Tetragrammaton in Ethiopic Jubi-
lees: twenty of the former, and four of the latter (the Latin translation, where it survives,
follows the same pattern with deus and dominus, with one variation in each direction). The
Hebrew manuscripts of Jubilees at Qumran unfortunately preserve only a few of these pas-
sages: 4QJub? (4Q219 frg. 2, line 21) has the whole term in Hebrew in 21:20; 4QJub? (4Q219
frg. 2, line 32), ]1”7[ in 2 1:25; 4QJub’ (4Q221 frg. 1, line 5), the second half in 21:23; and 4QJubs
(4Q222 frg. 1, line 4), the whole in 25:11. Although Schubert unfortunately did not include
the Genesis Apocryphon in his discussion (“’El ‘£ljon,” 15-16) of “Die Verwendung von 'El
‘Zljon in Qumran,” he does remark, 12, on the use of the Hebrew term in Aramaic Levi
“das ja mit dem Jub verwandt ist.”

40 Nickelsburg (“Patriarchs,” 149-51) suggests that there are points of contact between
Enochic traditions and the Abram material in the Apocryphon. Even if we accept all of his
claims, it does not vitiate our arguments that the two parts of the Apocryphon derive from
two differing sources and types of tradition.

41 'We perhaps should not be surprised at the absence of such direct address, since nei-
ther Enoch, nor Methuselah, nor Lamech, nor Noah, addresses God in the Hebrew Bible. It
is possible that in Part I of the Apocryphon unnamed speakers address God in 0:5-6.

42 Fitzmyer points out, 201, that "1 in the Apocryphon always has the sense “my Lord.”
It is used, beyond addresses to the deity, by human beings to one another in 2:9, 13, 24;
20:25; and 2218, 32.
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Avigad and Yigael Yadin, understood "1 as a construct, and hence ren-
dered the phrase “Lord of all worlds/ages,” or the like.#3 Fitzmyer, how-
ever, insists for good reason that the yod suffix is the first person singular
possessive, and that the word is to be rendered “my Lord.”** Accepting
Fitzmyer’s argument, we have three occurrences of the direct address to
God as ™, in addition to the appearance of "1 in the last surviving lines
of the document, in the rendition of a biblical verse.

In addition to these occurrences of ™, “my Lord,” which we have just
observed, there are four instances of 8731 in Part II of the Apocryphon.
One (21:2), which we noted earlier, XnbYy 10 owa 10 NP, stands
at the location of Gen 13:4, but has apparently been influenced by the
language of Gen 21:33, oby R 'n owa ow RPN, The result is either
that 8'75p 171 stands in the place of the Tetragrammaton of Gen 13:4 or,
more likely, that the Tetragrammaton has been omitted, and Ny 790
stands in the place of D9 HR of Genesis 21. A second instance, V9w 1190
8913 5, which occurs in Abram'’s prayer to God after Sarai has been taken
from him (20:13), may not be a “divine” epithet, since 177 may be the
equivalent of “lord” and not “Lord.”® It stands in a relative clause describ-
ing God and is not part of a direct address to him.

| Finally, the epithet RYIRY R'W 771 (2216, 21) as a translation of
Gen 1419 and 22, PIRY DAY 73p, is of unique interest. It is not a literal
translation, although it might be said to capture the sense of the Hebrew
well. All the extant Jewish Aramaic versions as well as the Peshitta employ
a nominal or verbal form of Aramaic X1 to represent Hebrew Mip in
both of these verses, and it is worth considering whether the nonliteral
translation adopted here by the Apocryphon is due to the influence of
the “Second Temple” epithet 80w 7171.46 We would then not conceive
of 17N as an Aramaic “translation” of NP, but rather think of the title

43 See Fitzmyer, 201, for full discussion and references.

44 Tbid. The entire blessing formula o'nby 919 Min 11"7}7 58 ANIR 73, “Blessed are
you, God Most High, my Lord for all ages,” bears a strong resemblance to Jub. 1316, dis-
cussed above, “You, God Most High, my God forever and ever.”

45 Cf. Fitzmyer’s note (ad loc., 202), following Greenfield, that the idiom is judicial in
nature and may therefore not fall under the rubric “divine epithet.”

46 Noting the several occurrences of 82w 7171 in Part I that we observed above, I
prefer this alternative to Fitzmyer’s suggestion, 250, that “the Genesis Apocryphon thus
witnesses to a contemporary Jewish understanding [of PIRY 0'AW 71p], when the force
of N3P became obscure.” Segal pointed out (e-mail of October 30, 2007) that the epithet
RYINT RNV 771 is reminiscent of 1 Esdr 6:12, tod xvpiov Tod xticavtog Tov 0dpavov xai v
Y#v, where Ezra 51 has RYIR1 R'NW oy, noting that ti{w is the verb used by the LXX
to render 713 in Gen 1419 and 22.
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RYINT XYW 797 as a unit, a term that the author has introduced out of
his “thesaurus” of divine epithets to render a biblical term that to his ears
sounded similar to it.

III. CONCLUSIONS

Let us review our specific observations to this point beyond the obvious
one that Parts I and II of the Apocryphon do not employ parallel designa-
tions for God. Part I does not employ &719; Part II does. Part IT does not
use 837 RW™TP, KRMAT 771, R'HY, or any combination with 75; Part I
does. The first three titles in the latter group are characteristic of 7 Enoch.
15y YR, a Hebraism#? not found in Ethiopic Enoch,*® but found fre-
quently in Jubilees, occurs almost exclusively in Part II. There are no direct
addresses to God in Part I, so that we cannot compare the two segments of
the Apocryphon in that way. When Abram addresses God, he does so using
the term 7, “my Lord” (four times, with one of those further modified by
0'9p 9129).49 Part I does not have the rich variety of terms compounded
with 8737 that Part I does, with only one K5 791 and one VOWY N;
Part I has four | different compounds of 877, occurring a total of about
ten times (with one of them being 8%y 17N, perhaps an equivalent of
Part II's 8'%p 1n).50

Given the radically different terminology that they employ in refer-
ring to God, it is evident that Part I and Part II of the Apocryphon derive

47 1 think that we can speak of the combination ]1"7}7 5K as a Hebraism, despite the fact
that, as Moshe Bar-Asher pointed out (“Regarding Vocalization Mistakes in the Kaufman
MS of the Mishnah,” [in Hebrew], Mesorot 1 [1984]: 6—7), biblical Aramaic as well as Syriac
maintain the ending 6n side-by-side with dn. (I thank Aaron Koller for this reference.)

48 At1En. 99:3, Nickelsburg translates based on the restoration of a lacuna in the Greek
text to Tod Vic[tov Beod], although all the Ethiopic manuscripts have only “Most High”
(communication of July 27, 2006, for which I thank Professor Nickelsburg), which might
very well represent Aramaic 8% standing alone. The Greek reading should perhaps be
understood either as a gloss (Nickelsburg), or an unconscious harmonization with the bib-
lical Hebrew title (Bernstein).

49 In the fragmentary remains of 19:7-8 Abram refers to God in direct address with a
form of 819% or (less likely) 5.

50 Florentino Garcia Martinez made the following observation (“4QMess Ar and the
Book of Noah,” in Qumran and Apocalyptic: Studies on the Aramaic Texts from Qumran
[STD] o; Leiden: Brill, 1992], 41), which dovetails nicely, although unintentionally, with
our analysis of the epithets in the Apocryphon: “1QapGn VII, 7 and XII, 17 use the divine title
X'nW 171 which never appears in Jub, although it shows a great variety of divine titles.
Among them God of Heaven (Jub 12, 4; 20, 7) and Lord of the World (Jub 25,23) are the
most similar ones to the Lord of Heaven. This title, however, is found in 7 Enoch 106, 11, in
a summary of the Book of Noah, not elsewhere in 1 Enoch.”
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originally from different sources.?! This argument correlating the employ-
ment of specific divine epithets with the hypothetical sources of the
Genesis Apocryphon does not imply that the “author” of the Apocryphon
took a number of pre-existing works and copied them out sequentially
without any editorial activity whatsoever, or that these sources diverged
stylistically in an absolutely rigorous fashion. Indeed, the “anomalous”
appearance(s) of "9 Y& in col. 12 of the Apocryphon may be due either
to greater flexibility in choice of epithets by the source of Part I than we
have seen (since, after all, it is a perfectly good Second Temple title for
God) or to the editorial hand of the composer of the Genesis Apocryphon.
In either case, the editorial hand was light enough in its broad treatment
to allow the overall distinction to stand otherwise.

Part I of the Apocryphon is itself composite, since it clearly contains
at least Lamech material and Noah material, with the clear transition
between the parts marked toward the end of col. 5 by the words 2n2
M "9n. Yet it would appear that, from the standpoint of the employ-
ment of divine epithets, both of these segments | belong to approximately
the same tradition, especially when we compare them to the later Abram
material. It is true that the only occurrences of "W &b 77N, 791, and
8913 7171 appear in the section before M3 *51 2n3, while all occurrences
of N'NW 77N are found after that line. That is probably not sufficiently
weighty evidence, however, to draw a sharp demarcating line in this
regard between the Noah material and what preceded it. If more textual
material had survived from Part I, perhaps a slightly different picture

51 There is an alternative possibility to my source analysis that was suggested by Alex
Jassen (e-mail of August 20, 2007) and that could account for the evidence, although I
think that it is less likely. Acknowledging that Part I (like 7 Enoch) follows the biblical text
more loosely than Part II, Jassen argues that the choice of divine epithets may be generi-
cally determined, with Part II, which is closer to the Bible (like jubilees), employing epi-
thets, even when it is not following the biblical text closely, that are more biblical in nature
than those in Part I. As a result, he is reluctant to follow my claim that Part I is related
to 1 Enoch in some sense and that Part II is connected to Jubilees, and he suggests instead
that the phenomena in the two parts of the Apocryphon are merely parallel to phenomena
in 1 Enoch and Jubilees. 1 think that the generic and source-critical issues are related, and
that the generic connections with 1 Enoch and Jubilees, in terms of the closeness of each to
the biblical text, still point in the direction of my hypothesis. Other evidence, moreover,
appears to support these conclusions. I have demonstrated in a paper entitled “Vowp in
the Genesis Apocryphon and the Remainder of the Qumran Aramaic Corpus” (presented
at the Society of Biblical Literature Annual Meeting in Atlanta, Georgia, in November
2003) that DWIP/OWP, a term that occurs frequently in Enoch and related works, appears
almost twenty times in Part I of the Apocryphon but only once in Part II. I hope to publish
these results soon.
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could be sketched, and we might have been able to distinguish between
its individual components as well.

Part II, the Abram narrative, has also often been seen as falling into two
parts whose dichotomy is also fairly clear: 19:7—21:22 and 21:23-22:34. In
the first of those two segments, Abram is the first-person narrator, while
in the second, beginning where the narrative is parallel to Genesis 14, but
continuing into the equivalent of Genesis 15, the narrator is third per-
son. We might have expected that these segments, if the shift in narrative
technique derives from their belonging to different sources, would be dis-
tinguished in the ways that they refer to God.52 There does not, however,
seem to be any noticeable difference between the divine titles and epi-
thets employed in the first-person and third-person sections of the Abram
narrative. Perhaps the Abram material, therefore, should not be divided
into sources at that point on the basis of the shift in narrative styles.

IV. QUESTIONS FOR FURTHER INVESTIGATION

I indicated at the outset of this study that its goal was almost exclusively
formal, despite the fact that it also presents a variety of opportunities for
further investigation. In conclusion, I should like to touch on several ave-
nues that are likely to prove particularly fruitful when analyzed further.

1. The Genesis Apocryphon and Jubilees

I have suggested that in the limited area of divine epithets the second
section of the Apocryphon appears to be under the influence of jubilees
or the traditions reflected in Jubilees. The relationship between jubilees
and the Genesis Apocryphon has been the subject of discussion ever since
the editio princeps of the Apocryphon | was published, with some scholars
believing that Jubilees drew on the Apocryphon®® and others that jubilees

52 Nickelsburg reminded me that the same shift in narrative technique takes place in
Tobit, where there is a shift, in almost all versions of the story, between 3:6, where the first-
person narrative ends, and 3:7, where the third-person narrative begins. See the discussion
in Irene Nowell, “The Narrator in the Book of Tobit,” in Society of Biblical Literature 1988
Seminar Papers (ed. David J. Lull; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), 27—38. James E. Miller
suggests parallels between the two works on the basis of this similarity of technique (“The
Redaction of Tobit and the Genesis Apocryphon,” JSP 8 [1991]: 53—61).

53 Avigad and Yadin write: “For the time being, however, we may confidently empha-
size 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
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was a source for the Apocryphon.>* My analysis could perhaps contribute
to the resolution of that question, if the divergence between the two parts
of the Apocryphon in this limited area is symptomatic of their possessing
diverse lineages. But it is perhaps equally likely that the whole picture is
more complex than the analysis on the basis of these restricted features
would indicate. In addition to Nickelsburg’s observation about Enochic
elements in Part IT (n. 40 above), it is also clear that there are strong paral-
lels between some of the stories in Part I and Jubilees.5 It is also possible
that both jubilees and the Genesis Apocryphon are drawing from a com-
mon source or sources, and at this point perhaps we can do no better
than Fitzmyer’s balanced remark, “The most we can say is that this scroll
belongs to the same sort of literature as 7 Enoch and Jubilees and therefore
probably dates from the same general period.”>¢

2. The Genesis Apocryphon and Genre5”

My conclusion regarding the composite nature of the Genesis Apocryphon
based on these literary features and my further claim that its sources seem

source for a number of stories told more concisely in those two books” (Genesis Apocryphon,
38; emphasis in the original). Géza Vermes, from his earliest edition of the scrolls in Eng-
lish to the latest, agrees: “I slightly prefer the theory that in its pre-Qumran version the
Genesis Apocryphon precedes Jubilees, which would postulate for the former a date at
least as early as the first half of the second century BCE” (The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls
in English [rev. ed.; London: Penguin, 2004], 481). More recently, Cana Werman has main-
tained this view as well; see “Qumran and the Book of Noah,” 172 and 17577, bringing her
evidence from the “unjubileean” (from our standpoint) Part I of the Apocryphon.

54 Fitzmyer writes, 20, in reaction to the original editors’ remarks cited in the last note,
“just the opposite seems to be more likely, viz., that the work in this scroll depends on 7
Enoch and Jubilees”. He asserts that this view of Avigad and Yadin was subject to wide-
spread skepticism in reviews (20 and n. 38).

55 For an impressionistic picture, see the references to Jubilees in Part I in the index to
Fitzmyer’'s commentary (338). It should go without saying that Jubilees is generally consid-
ered to have made use of Enoch as well, thus complicating matters further.

56 Fitzmyer, 21.

57 1 initially raised some of the issues in the following paragraphs in “The Genre(s)
of the Genesis Apocryphon,” a paper read at the Association for Jewish Studies Annual
Conference, Los Angeles, California, December 2002, and then in greater detail in “The
Genre(s) of the Genesis Apocryphon” at the International Conference entitled “The Ara-
maic Texts from Qumran” (Maison Méditerranéenne des Sciences de 'Homme, Aix-en-
Provence, France, June 30-July 2, 2008), now published as “The Genre(s) of the Genesis
Apocryphon,” Aramaica Qumranica: The Aix-en-Provence Colloguium on the Aramaic Dead
Sea Scrolls (ed. Katell Berthelot and Daniel Stokl Ben Ezra; STD] 94; Leiden; Brill, 2010)
317—-343 (including discussion and responses) (below 1.217-238, without discussion and
responses).



309

214 CHAPTER NINE

to derive | from divergent traditions lead to a further, less easily soluble
question pertaining to genre. How are we now to classify a work that is
clearly made up of earlier materials that have been fused together? Is it
meaningful to speak of the genre of the final product? The Genesis Apoc-
ryphon is certainly not the only work of Second Temple Judaism that is
overtly composite—the book of 1 Enoch is probably the best complete
example of that phenomenon—but the Genesis Apocryphon is of a dif-
ferent nature from 1 Enoch in this regard. 1 Enoch manifests its five divi-
sions fairly clearly, and does not give the impression of ever having been
intended to be an integral whole, while the Apocryphon (granted its frag-
mentary disiecta membra) is a coherent sequential narrative.>8 1 Enoch, as
a totality, is not at all easy to categorize generically, beyond such broad
terminology as “parabiblical,” while the Apocryphon has often been treated
as a paradigmatic example of the genre dubbed by Géza Vermes “rewrit-
ten Bible.”5?

What are we to say now, however, that the Apocryphon’s component
parts are more clearly distinguishable as a result of the analysis in this
article, and now that the joins in that flowing narrative stand out more
sharply? It has become clearer to us that this is not a work composed by
an author sequentially ab initio, but is the product of the stringing together
by an editor or redactor of originally separate compositions, or of the edi-
tor/redactor’s adding of his own material to a preexisting work. How are
we to characterize generically that composite whole? Can we indeed con-
tinue to speak of the Apocryphon as a whole, and can we demand of it
whatever ideological consistency we might have expected in the past? Or
should we continue to refer to it as “rewritten Bible” because that term
is certainly descriptive of its overall outlines, while acknowledging that
its separate sources need to be scrutinized individually to ascertain their
possibly divergent Weltanschauungen?

58 Should the reference to the “Book of Noah” be taken as undermining that percep-
tion of the work? Should the shifts in narrator accomplish the same thing even without
allusions to earlier sources?

59 Géza Vermes, Scripture and Tradition in Judaism: Haggadic Studies (SPB; 2nd ed.;
Leiden: Brill, 1973), 95. See further my “‘Rewritten Bible’: A Generic Category Which Has
Outlived Its Usefulness?” Textus 22 (2005): 169-96 (above, 1.39-62). I should stress that
according to my narrow (and Vermesian) view of rewritten Bible, 7 Enoch does not belong
to that category because it strays much too far from the biblical story and is only mini-
mally devoted to explicating the biblical text in the course of its rewriting of that story.
For the “history” of the generic classification of the Apocryphon, see Fitzmyer, 16—22, “The
Literary Genre of the Text.”
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It appears that even the rather restricted definition of “rewritten Bible”
that I advocated in the Textus article is in need of further restriction or,
at least, modification. We should probably distinguish, on some level,
between two types of works belonging to this genre. Jubilees and pseudo-
Philo, for example, were composed as units, as far as we can tell, by an
author whose controlling hand we can see throughout the work; the Gen-
esis Apocryphon, and perhaps the Temple Scroll if we are willing to accept
it as a uniquely legal exemplar of “rewritten Bible,” exhibit clear marks
| of their composite nature. They manifest two fundamentally different
sorts of rewriting, although each of them merits the generic label in its
own way. The “rewritten Bible” of the Genesis Apocryphon is composed of
a series of mini-rewritings of limited scope, which we could call the books
of Lamech, Noah, and Abram, that, when juxtaposed, form a continuous
narrative and, hence, what we might call a secondary form of “rewritten
Bible.” It remains to be seen whether these conclusions can contribute
meaningfully to discussions regarding genre in Second Temple works,
particularly those characterized as “rewritten Bible.”

3. Implications for the Further Study of the Genesis Apocryphon and
Related Works

If our analysis is accepted as having established the division of Parts I
and II of the Apocryphon on a firmer footing, then the necessity of com-
paring them from a variety of different vantage points is made more evi-
dent. Other stylistic divergences between the two parts should be sought,
and their narrative techniques can be contrasted with a greater degree of
confidence. The reasons, beyond literary lineage, for the divergent divine
epithets can begin to be sought; we can ask how the titles and epithets
function in the narratives to which they belong. And, perhaps most sig-
nificant, the fairly sharp dichotomy between the divine epithets in Parts I
and II of the Apocryphon can now be set against the more complex picture
of its sources that I suggested above. What further information about the
streams of tradition that flow into the Apocryphon can be derived from
the intersection of the data in this study and what may emerge from other
ways of looking at them?

Finally, this study will, it is hoped, challenge some scholar or group of
scholars to work on that larger picture of divine epithets in works of the
Second Temple period that I suggested at the outset of this essay was a
desideratum. As a first step, the pattern of divine epithets within each
work should be laid out, with attention being paid both to the way in
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which the epithets are employed within the work and to what they might
tell us about the literary or theological links they create with other works
from this era. Then the overall picture that is created by the integration
of the individual patterns should be studied, with the anticipated results
being valuable in terms of both the literary and the theological stemmat-
ics of the Second Temple era.



CHAPTER TEN

THE GENRE(S) OF THE GENESIS APOCRYPHON!

Genre analysis of ancient Jewish literature has become increasingly impor-
tant over the last half-century and more. The most significant stimuli for
such study have been the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls with their
thousands of fragments of works hitherto unknown and concomitantly
difficult to reconstruct, analyze and classify; and the rediscovery of the
Pseudepigrapha and other literary remains of Second Temple Judaisms as
well as their integration into the intellectual portrait of that period. One of
the ways in which a coherent picture of the literary landscape of that era
can be drawn is through the generic categorization of the complete and
fragmentary works which have survived to our day. The notion of genre, of
course, belongs largely to the students of ancient literature rather than to
its authors, and we must always, therefore, be exceptionally wary of two
hazards: that of attaching modern concepts to ancient works, and that of
adopting an attitude of certainty toward our taxonomies. We classify for
our scholarly benefit, but we do so at our own risk.

My work on the Genesis Apocryphon over the last several years has led
me on several occasions to reflect on the question of its genre, and, in fact,
I delivered an earlier, less comprehensive paper with the same title as this
one at the Association for Jewish Studies Annual Conference in Los Ange-
les in December 2002. The proximate impetus for this paper, however, is a
piece of research with the title “Divine Titles and Epithets and the Sources
of the Genesis Apocryphon,” which I completed last year (/BL 128 [2009]:
291-310). In the course of surveying the ways in which God is referred

! One of the outstanding features of the conference at which this paper was delivered
was a format that allowed for an unusual amount of informed discussion among the par-
ticipants. I am very appreciative of the questions and comments on this paper raised by
the formal respondent, Professor Hanan Eshel, 5", as well as other members of the audi-
ence: Dr. Jonathan Ben-Dov, Professors John J. Collins and Devorah Dimant, Dr. Esti Eshel,
and Professors Florentino Garcia Martinez and Armin Lange, Dr. Daniel Stokl Ben Ezra,
and Professor Michael E. Stone. I have attempted to integrate the responses to as many of
the queries as I could into the body and notes of the paper, while leaving the remainder
for the discussion section following it. [At the advice of the editor of STD], Professor Garcia
Martinez, the actual transcript of the discussion has been omitted from this version of the

paper.]
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to in the Genesis Apocryphon, 1 collected the various epithets which are
employed in the text and plotted | them on a chart. To my surprise, there
was a virtually total dichotomy between the terms which were employed
in the Lamech-Noah section of the Genesis Apocryphon, columns 0—-XVII,
which I shall designate from now on as Part I, and those employed in the
Abram section, columns XIX-XXII, to be referred to as Part II.2

Furthermore, not only were the divine epithets of the two parts of the
Genesis Apocryphon divergent, but each set appeared to be linked to a
different Second Temple work. The epithets of Part I bore a very striking
similarity to those employed in 7 Enoch, while those found in Part II bore a
similarity, albeit less striking, to those found in jubilees. My conclusion was
that these two sections of the Genesis Apocryphon derived from different
sources.? Part I itself, of course, appears to be composite in some sense,
with the dividing line marked at column V with M3 *5n ana [jwa],
but the Lamech-Noah material exhibits (based on the very fragmentary
textual material which survives) a unity which does not extend into the
Abram section.* On the other hand, despite the fact that the best known
division within the Genesis Apocryphon is between the first and third per-
son narratives in the Abram material at XXI 23, there is no divergence
between the divine epithets which are employed in the two subsections
of the Abram material.5

2 The rather unusual designation column o is employed for the fragments of the Genesis
Apocryphon which extend to the right of what had been referred to as column I since the
initial publication, based on the arrangement of the pieces of 1Q20. The term, which has
been adopted by all current students of the Genesis Apocryphon, was suggested by Michael
Wise and Bruce Zuckerman when they presented this data at the 1991 SBL meeting.

3 The divergent natures of the two sections have been observed before, of course, but
I do not know whether any hard evidence has been brought to bear on the question.
(Between presenting this paper and preparing it for publication, I saw that Daniel Falk,
The Parabiblical Texts: Strategies for Extending the Scriptures among the Dead Sea Scrolls
[LSTS 63; CQS 8; London: T&T Clark International, 2007], 97, has noticed the relationship
between some of the epithets in Part I and those in Enoch.) I believe that there is evidence
beyond the divine epithets that points in the same direction: in a paper presented at the
Society of Biblical Literature Annual Meeting in Atlanta, GA in November 2003, “VOWp in
the Genesis Apocryphon and the Remainder of the Qumran Aramaic Corpus,” I showed
that VWIP/OWP, a term that occurs frequently in Enoch and related works, appears almost
twenty times in Part I of the Genesis Apocryphon, and only once in Part IL

4 There is some very tenuous evidence, based on divine epithets, for a further division
between the Lamech and Noah material, but there is not sufficient textual data to be
confident of it. Note that Avigad and Yadin (cited below 222 and n. 9) saw the Genesis
Apocryphon as being composed of several “books of X.”

5 I shall return later to the possible generic implications of the bifurcation of Part I
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| If my source-critical analysis is correct, the questions which it raises
are crucial for the determination of the genre of the Genesis Apocryphon.
Generic taxonomy is applied, as a rule, to complete works. How then are
we to classify a work which is clearly composed of earlier materials that
have been fused together? Should we speak of the genres of its compo-
nent parts? Is it at all meaningful to speak of the genre of the final product
as a whole? This paper will attempt to answer these questions, or, at least,
to confront them even without suggesting fully determinative answers.

It might seem strange, at first glance, to discuss the history of the generic
classification of an ancient composition as opposed simply to discussing
its genre, but, as we have often seen in analysis of the works of Second
Temple Judaism, especially in the last six decades spent on the Dead Sea
Scrolls, definitions and boundaries are often shifting and fluid, and tracing
the history of those malleable boundaries is sometimes a necessary com-
ponent of our modern scholarship. The categories which were available
for generic cataloguing a century, or even a half-century, ago have proven
insufficient for appropriate classification of the multitude of works and
fragments of works which have enriched our studies during that period.
The adventures in generic classification, even when they followed paths
which led to dead-ends, can be instructive to us as we reflect on issues of
genre at the beginning of the 21st century. A substantial portion, therefore,
of my discussion of “The Genre(s) of the Genesis Apocryphon” will entail
some discussion of the directions that consideration of this issue have
taken, before turning to the current state of the question.

Fundamentally, there have been two approaches to the discussion of
the genre of the Genesis Apocryphon, although they were not chronolog-
ically discrete, and the generic terms which they employ are drawn from
different literary strata of Judaism in late antiquity from the Second Tem-
ple through the rabbinic periods. The first approach sought to classify
the Genesis Apocryphon against the background of literary forms which
were known before its discovery, whereas the second, acknowledging
that none of the pre-existent categories were appropriate for the Genesis
Apocryphon, searched more broadly for ways to describe its genre more
accurately. (We shall note as well that these approaches operate with two
somewhat different notions of genre—one formal and one which might
be characterized as functional.)

| Before tackling the question of genre, however, we must first present
a brief outline of the Genesis Apocryphon, one which claims far less cer-
tainty for the first 17 columns than for the last four:
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Columns o-I: Watchers/“fallen angels” speaking about their imprison-
ment; pleading with God(?); it is difficult to identify the narrator in
most of very fragmentary column I.

Column II: Lamech is the narrator; Lamech and Bitenosh in dialogue about
unusual child; Lamech goes to Methuselah; Methuselah to Enoch.

Columns III-V: Enoch speaks to Methuselah about future and legitimacy
of child; Methuselah reports to Lamech; Lamech rejoices (brief third
person narration); “Book of Noah” begins.

Columns VI-VIII: Noah introduces himself; tells some of his own story;
divine emissary appears to him in vision about corruption on earth;
prediction of Noah’s domination of earth; presumably the building of
the ark and the entry of humans and animals into it was described.

Column IX: virtually nothing survives; probably contained the narrative
of the flood.

Columns X—XII: Noah speaking (from the ark); calls on family to praise
God; ark rests on mountain; Noah performs sacrifices of atonement;
leaves ark, walks through the earth; praises God; God/emissary encour-
ages him from heaven; permits him to eat everything but blood; (God
speaking) rainbow placed in cloud; Noah speaking—he and family
descend and build city; descendants begin to be born; vineyard planted;
wine drunk in fifth year. Noah sleeps and has revelation.

Columns XIII-XV: Noah’s dream; he wakes up.

Columns XVI-XVII: Noah divides land among sons; narration is third
person.

Column XVIII: Nothing readable survives; must have contained the transi-
tion from the Noah to the Abram narratives.%

Columns XIX-XXI 22 Opens in the first part of Genesis 12; Abram is the
narrator; tells the story of Genesis 12:9-13:18 with interpretive and
expansive additions.

Columns XXI 23—XXII 34 Third person narrative beginning with Genesis
141 through 15:4 where the surviving text breaks off, mid-sentence.

6 Armin Lange has pointed out (“1QGenAp XIX 10-XX 32 as Paradigm of the Wisdom
Didactic Narrative,” in Qumranstudien: Vortrige und Beitrdge der Teilnehmer des Qumran-
seminars auf dem internationalen Treffen der Society of Biblical Literature, Munster, 25.—26.
Juli 1993 [ed. H.-J. Fabry et al.; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996], 192, n. 10), that
there is a one and a half line vacat before XVIII 25 which very likely marks the beginning
of the Abram material. Unfortunately we do not have any idea whether or not the section
began with a heading such as “Book of the words of Abram.”
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We can readily observe that the way in which the Genesis Apocryphon
tells its story does not make it easy to establish its genre, with one of the
| most obvious obstacles to a clear definition being the variation in nar-
rator. The first 17 fragmentary columns consist on the whole of a series of
first person narratives, with Lamech being the apparent narrator of II-V
except when he is “off-camera,” and Methuselah and Enoch during that
interval. Noah clearly becomes the narrator toward the end of column V,
where the words ™3 *513 2N [13w19] are found, and he continues to nar-
rate, as far as we can tell, through column XV. The division of the earth
among Noah’s descendants, however, is narrated in the third-person, a
point which has not been noticed by most scholars studying the Genesis
Apocryphon, who, as a rule, appear to be aware of third-person narration
only at the end of the Abram section.” There are indications of a non-
first-person narrative in XVI 12, 21; XVII 15 and 22. We lack the transition
between the Noah and Abram sections, although when the reader first
encounters Abram, he is the narrator of the text from XIX through XXI 22.
At that point, parallel to the beginning of Genesis 14, a third-person nar-
rative resumes and continues through the end of the Genesis Apocryphon,
parallel to the beginning of Genesis 15. This inconsistency in mode of nar-
ration has had an impact on the way in which scholars have evaluated
other generic indicators.

The fundamental question regarding the genre of the Genesis Apocry-
phon arose virtually from the moment of its initial publication in 1956,
almost a decade after its discovery in Cave 1 at Qumran.® At that time, the
surviving corpus of biblical, Second Temple, early Christian and rabbinic
literatures did not furnish any sufficiently similar analogue which could
be employed in describing or defining the genre of the Genesis Apocry-
phon, and questions regarding genre were then formulated on a very basic
level, in a way that would be deemed fairly | unsophisticated today. Nah-
man Avigad and Yigael Yadin spend all of two paragraphs at the very end

7 H. Lignée, tr. and comm., “L’Apocryphe de la Genese,” in Les Textes de Qumran traduits
et annotés (ed. J. Carmignac et al.; Paris: Editions Létouzey et Ané, 1963), 2.212, although
very early in the history of Apocryphon scholarship, is one of the exceptions.

8 Extended discussions of the genre of the Genesis Apocryphon can be found in J.A.
Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave 1 (1Q20): A Commentary (3rd edition;
Biblica et Orientalia 18/B; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 2004), 16—25; C.A. Evans, “The
Genesis Apocryphon and the Rewritten Bible,” RevQ 13 (1988): 153-165; Falk, 41—42; Daniel
Machiela, The Dead Sea Genesis Apocryphon (1Q20): A New Text Edition and Translation,
with Introduction and Special Treatment of Columns 13-17 (STD] 79; Leiden: Brill, 2009),
2-5.

321

322



323

222 CHAPTER TEN

of their introduction on “the nature of the scroll,” leading “to the definite
conclusion that it is a sort of apocryphal version of stories from Genesis,
faithful, for the most part, to the order of the chapters in Scripture....
The work is evidently a literary unit in style and structure, though...it
may be perhaps be divisible into books—a Book of Lamech, a Book of
Enoch, a Book of Noah, a Book of Abraham.” This description can barely
be considered an analysis of its genre.

Since those original editors quite correctly saw that the appropriate
context for the work was that of Second Temple literature, primarily
Jubilees, they were not drawn to the sort of misleading questions which
affected the discussion of the Genesis Apocryphon after their publication.
But other scholars, perhaps forgivably, could not resist. Second Temple lit-
erature was not prominent then on the radar screens of biblical scholars or
scholars of New Testament or of rabbinic literature, so that other models
needed to be found for the classification of the Genesis Apocryphon. And
it was not difficult, at first glance, to find them. Since four of the first five
columns to be published were columns XIX-XXII, which maintain a much
closer stance to the biblical text than column II (the other published col-
umn), and since the Genesis Apocryphon is written in Aramaic, one of the
first questions to be posed was, “Is the Genesis Apocryphon a targum?” It
seemed to be a reasonable operating presumption that a work which con-
tains some translation of the Pentateuch into Aramaic must belong to the
category of the Aramaic translations of Scripture, the targumim.1® Simul-
taneously, scholars focusing on the non-translation aspects of the Genesis
Apocryphon which expanded the biblical narrative in a variety of ways saw
in it an antecedent or a | collateral ancestor of rabbinic midrash." There is

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

10 At the February 2008 Dead Sea Scrolls conference in Vienna, sponsored by the Uni-
versity of Vienna and the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, I presented a paper focusing
on the “targumic” aspects of the Genesis Apocryphon, “The Genesis Apocryphon and the
Aramaic Targumim Revisited: A View from Both Perspectives;” it has been published in
The Dead Sea Scrolls in Context: Integrating the Dead Sea Scrolls in the Study of Ancient
Texts, Languages, and Cultures (ed. Armin Lange, Emanuel Tov and Matthias Weigold;
VTSup 140; Leiden: Brill, 2011) 2.651-671 (below 1.266—285). Some of my discussion here of
the attempts to label the Genesis Apocryphon generically as a targum bears a close resem-
blance to my remarks on that occasion. Cf. also the remarks of Thierry Legrand, “Exégeses
targumiques et techniques de réécriture dans l’Apocryphe de Genése (1QapGen ar),” in Ara-
maica Qumranica: The Aix-en-Provence Colloquium on the Aramaic Dead Sea Scrolls (ed.
Daniel Stokl Ben Ezra and Katell Berthelot; STD]J 94; Leiden; Brill, 2010), 225-252.

11 Such an approach could be stimulated by any of the non-translation sections of the
Genesis Apocryphon, both in column II and in columns XIX-XXIL
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no doubt that there are elements of the Genesis Apocryphon which could
lead to its being classified as midrash, just as the presence of literal ren-
derings of the biblical text in it point to its relationship with targum, but
should these have really been the only two options?

Interestingly, in one of the first published articles which touches upon
this issue, Manfred Lehmann, writing in the first volume of Revue de
Qumran, notes that all through the Genesis Apocryphon, “we find shorter
or longer passages of literal translations of the Biblical text interwoven
in the midrashic portions.”’? In a way, Lehmann’s comment could have
pointed the way to classifying the Genesis Apocryphon as neither targum
nor midrash, but he himself moves from this assertion about literal trans-
lations in the Genesis Apocryphon to a claim that the Genesis Apocryphon
was somehow an ancestor of the later targumim, particularly the Palestin-
ian ones. Those Aramaic versions are not as strictly limited to precise ren-
dering of the biblical text as is Onqelos and intersperse their translations
of the text with non-biblical material of a midrashic nature.

Shortly after Lehmann’s article appeared, Matthew Black explicitly
questioned Avigad and Yadin’s characterization, wondering “whether, in
fact, this is an adequate or even correct description of the character of
this old Aramaic text,” and suggesting that “too much stress on the apo-
cryphal character of the scroll may have the effect of obscuring or even
misrepresenting its essential nature.”’® Citing Paul Kahle as the origina-
tor of the idea, Black suggests that this Aramaic document might be “an
early specimen of a written Aramaic Pentateuch Targum from Palestine,
perhaps a prototype and forerunner of the old Palestinian Targum...and
of the so-called Fragment Targum.” But within a few pages, the tentative
hypothesis becomes an assertion that “like any other Targum text, the
Aramaic translation is simply following the sections of Scripture in their
canonical order.”* Black’s surprising (to us) conclusion is “The | new scroll
is almost certainly our oldest written Palestinian Pentateuch Targum.”

12 M.R. Lehmann, “1QGenesis Apocryphon in the Light of the Targumim and Midrashim,”
RevQ 1 (1958-59): 249263 (252).

18- M. Black, The Scrolls and Christian Origins: Studies in the Jewish Background of the
New Testament (New York: Charles Scribner’s and Sons, 1961), 193.

14 Tbid., 195. We should note that the evidence for the targumic nature of the scroll
derives almost entirely from the Abram material, especially column XXII, which is much
closer to the biblical text than the material in column II, the only other one published at
that time.

15 Tbid., 198.
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Black himself, some years later, changed his mind about the generic
identification, writing of the Genesis Apocryphon, “The new Aramaic docu-
ment is a kind of midrash on Gen. xii and xiv.”'® But others stepped for-
ward to support the targumic classification of the document. Building on
the early suggestion by Black, Gerald Kuiper set out to test his hypothesis.1”
He proceeds to assert

In GA, as in the tgg, the Aram. paraphrase follows the Hebr. verse by
verse, though this is most marked in columns XXI and XXII, and contains
verses-proper and free midrashic additions....In the verses-proper there
is agreement in GA with all the Pal. tgg as well as with the Hebrew text.
The agreement with one tg is particularly marked with NJ[eofiti], but is also
found with P[seudo-]J[onathan].18

He fails, of course, to demonstrate any compelling connection between
the translations of the biblical text in the Genesis Apocryphon and those
found in the later Aramaic targumim.

The non-translation passages in the Genesis Apocryphon, furthermore,
are also claimed to belong to the targumic genre:

In GA, as in the Pal. tgg, we find midrashic additions. Among the shorter
additions some agree with the tgg, and others have affinities to Palestinian
traditions as has been noted in the discussion of the unique renderings. GA
also includes unique, longer additions, another characteristic of the Pal. tgg.
In the presentation of midrashic additions, some of which coincide with
those in the Pal. tgg, while others are unique and often reflect likeness to
Palestinian traditions, the nature of GA is revealed as the same as that of
the Pal. Pent. Tg tradition.!®

There is no difference, in this generic analysis, between the brief narra-
tive material interspersed occasionally in expansions of verses in the Pal-
estinian pentateuchal targumim and the long narratives of the Genesis
Apocryphon which diverge completely from the biblical text. There is | no
attempt to distinguish between different sorts of pluses qualitatively, or
to pay attention to whether or not the biblical text forms the frame into

16 An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts (3rd edition; Oxford: Clarendon, 1966),
40.
17°GJ. Kuiper, “A study of the relationship between ‘A Genesis Apocryphon’ and the
Pentateuchal Targumim in Genesis 14,_,,” in In memoriam Paul Kahle (ed. M. Black and
G. Fohrer; BZAW 103; Berlin: Tépelmann, 1968), 149-161.

18 Ibid., 155.

19 Tbid., 158.
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which the additional material is being inserted, as it must in a targum. Yet
Kuiper concludes,

It is clear that GA is a targumic text. Following the Hebr. text, the Aram.
translation inserts midrashic material. It parallels the free translation of the
Pal. tgg and is unlike the literal translation of O .... Our conclusion is the ten-
tative thesis that GA is a unique recension of the Pal. Pent. Tg tradition.2°

And Kuiper was not even the last to assert the connection of the Genesis
Apocryphon with the targumic genre; Grelot suggested that an underlying
source of the final form of the Genesis Apocryphon was pre-existing targu-
mic material.?! This is a more subtle view than was expressed by Black or
Kuiper, and may provide us with a valuable insight about the relationship
of the Genesis Apocryphon to its component parts. Grelot’s claim, never-
theless, that the literality of the equivalent of Genesis 14 in the Genesis
Apocryphon is similar to that of the Targum Yerushalmi, is a considerable
overstatement.?? It should be clear that the attempt to link the Genesis
Apocryphon with the targumic genre is based on superficial similarities
and fails almost immediately upon close analysis.

The other major claimant to the genre of the Genesis Apocryphon in
the early years was midrash, a term which, even more than other generic
terms for Jewish literature in the ancient period, is unfortunately employed
far too loosely.?3 Its usage illustrates the Scylla and Charybdis between
which classifiers must pass: if this term is taken narrowly, we cannot use
it to cover a multitude of works which need classification; if taken too
broadly, it becomes meaningless. Even if we concede that “midrash” can
be used for non-rabbinic literature, a probably somewhat hazardous usage
if not accompanied by numerous caveats, the indiscriminate use of this
category for pre-rabbinic works is not productive.24 It | is only according
to a very “non-narrow” definition of midrash, such as the following by

20 Tbid., 160-161.

21 P. Grelot, “De I"Apocryphe de la Genese’ aux ‘Targoums’: sur Genese 14,18-20,” in
Intertestamental Essays in Honour of Jozef Tadeusz Milik (ed. Z. Kapera; Cracow: Enigma,
1992), 77-90 (77).

22 Tbid,, 78.

23 Fitzmyer, 19, observes that “The majority of writers who have discussed the genre of
this text have either called it a midrash, or related it to midrashic writing.” See his n. 28 for
the lengthy list of scholars who have characterized the Genesis Apocryphon in this way.

24 (Cf. the perceptive remark over four decades ago by A.G. Wright, “The Literary Genre
Midrash,” CBQ 28 (1966): 108: “The word as currently used in biblical studies is approach-
ing the point where it is no longer really meaningful and where some of the material
designated as midrash resembles the later rabbinic midrash in a very superficial way. And
surprisingly very few voices have been raised in protest.” (Italics mine, MJB)
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Gary G. Porton, that we may include the Genesis Apocryphon under its
rubric: “Midrash is a type of literature, oral or written, which has its start-
ing point in a fixed canonical text, considered the revealed word of God
by the midrashist and his audience, and in which this original verse is
explicitly cited or clearly alluded to.”?5

What is particularly interesting is to observe the modifiers, such as
“Essene,” “most ancient,” and “haggadique d’'un genre spécial,” attached to
the term “midrash” by scholars who have employed that word to describe
the Genesis Apocryphon. Thus André Dupont-Sommer writes, “the biblical
account is enriched and embellished by rather extensive and purely imag-
inative developments related to the midrashic genre: the present scroll
is a precious example of the Essene midrash and it is interesting to com-
pare it with one or other of the rabbinic midrashim.”?% Even Géza Vermes,
who innovated the generic term “rewritten Bible,” and was the first to
apply it to the Genesis Apocryphon, wrote, “Genesis Apocryphon occupies
a privileged position in midrashic literature in that it is the most ancient
midrash of all. With its discovery the lost link between the biblical and
Rabbinic midrash has been found.”?”

One of the most detailed, if unsuccessful, efforts to justify the appella-
tion “midrash” is attempted by Hubert Lignée, who sees “points de contact
avec d’autres ouvrages apocryphes ou pseudepigraphiques, déja connus
(en particulier le livre des Jubilés) et aussi avec des compositions plus
classiques du judaisme rabbinique: Midrashim et | Targumim.”?® He pro-
ceeds to classify biblical interpretation at Qumran in three groups, legal,
prophetic, and “commentaires expliquant les faits du passé et se rat-
tachant a la haggada du judaisme rabbinique.”?® He continues,

25 G.G. Porton, “Midrash,” ABD 4:819, cited from idem, “Defining Midrash,” in The Study
of Ancient Judaism I (ed. J. Neusner; New York: Ktav, 1981), 62. Later on the same page,
under the heading “Rewriting the Bible,” Porton includes the Genesis Apocryphon among
works which “represent another type of postbiblical midrash: the rewriting of the biblical
account. This genre of midrash retells the biblical story by adding details, explaining dif-
ficult passages, rearranging material, and the like.”

26 [es Ecrits Esséniens Découverts preés de la Mer Morte (3rd ed.; Paris: Payot, 1968), 293;
E.T. from A. Dupont-Sommer, The Essene Writings from Qumran (tr. G. Vermes; Oxford:
Blackwell, 1961), 280. It is interesting that Dupont-Sommer, 291 n.2 (E.T.) writes of the
second part of Part I, the third-person narrative beginning at XXI 23, “the additions and
modifications are so relatively insignificant that it may almost be regarded as a simple
paraphrase of the biblical text in the targumic manner.”

27 Scripture and Tradition in Judaism: Haggadic Studies (SPB 4; 2nd edition; Leiden:
Brill, 1973), 124.

28 Lignée, “L’Apocryphe de la Genese,” 209.

29 Tbid., 209—210.
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Sile terme de “midrash” est applicable a ces divers genres de commentaires,
du fait qu'ils sont des recherches sur I'Ecriture, on est en droit de le réserver
d’'une facon spéciale a cette derniére catégorie, en raison de son apparente-
ment avec les oeuvres du judaisme classique qui sont designées sous ce
nom. Or c’est dans cette catégorie que le present Apocryphe se range tout
naturellement.30

After an interesting discussion of the contents of the Genesis Apocryphon
and their literary connections, Lignée raises the “other” possibility, only
to deny that the Genesis Apocryphon might be considered a “targum.”
“En définitive, si notre apocryphe suit la trame de la Genése biblique, il
s'en écarte assez considérablement pour qu'on n’y voie pas un Targum,
du moins au sens qu'on donnera a ce nom dans le judaisme postérieur a
I'ére chrétienne.”! Finally, he asserts “C’est pourquoi il faut lui réserver
le qualicatif de midrash. C'est un midrash haggadique d’'un genre spé-
cial, qui n’est pas absolument semblable au midrash rabbinique, mais
qui porte 'empreinte du milieu qui I'a produit, de sa mentalité et de ses
préoccupations.”? Note how there is a constant tension in the remarks
of scholars who employ the term “midrash” for the Genesis Apocryphon
between their desire to use the generic marker and their need to dis-
tinguish it constantly from later rabbinic material which has first claim
to it.33

Wright, noting that the Genesis Apocryphon has been designated as
both targum and midrash, suggests that

for a discussion of literary genre we are at a distinct disadvantage in not
possessing the beginning and end of G[enesis] A[pocryphon]. From what
we do know of | the work it very much resembles a targum in that it sets
out to give the full biblical text, rather literally for Gn 14, and elsewhere in
much the same free and paraphrastic way that characterizes many sections
of the Pentateuchal Palestinian targums.3#

80 Ibid.

31 TIbid., 214.

32 Ibid., 215.

33 Tnote here a recent suggestion by Esti Eshel, “The Genesis Apocryphon: A Chain of
Traditions,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls and Contemporary Culture: Proceedings of the Interna-
tional Conference held at the Israel Museum, Jerusalem ( July 6-8, 2008) (ed. A.D. Roitman,
L.H. Schiffman, and S.L. [Berrin] Tzoref; STD] 93; Leiden, Brill, 2010), 182, to employ the
term “narrative midrash” for the Genesis Apocryphon’s genre. The employment of the term
“narrative” for this category may be indeed be a step forward and worthy of further con-
sideration, but I remain strongly opposed to the use of the term “midrash” for pre-rabbinic
material.

34 Wright, “The Literary Genre Midrash (Part Two),” CBQ 28 (1966): 425—-426.
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Somewhat surprisingly, it is the “autobiographical feature,” by which
Wright means the first-person narration, that indicates to him that the
work is not targumic. He therefore locates it “somewhere between a tar-
gum and L[iber]A[ntiquitatum]B[iblicarum],” and concludes, “At present,
it can be said that the expansions on Gn in GA are certainly midrash and
that there is some degree of probability to the view that the whole work
is.”35

The fundamental flaw in the attempts to characterize the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon as targum or midrash is most clearly stated by Harrington, discuss-
ing the literary character of works that he terms “adaptations of biblical
narratives,” including the Genesis Apocryphon,

Too frequently in the past (and unfortunately even in the present) these
books have been treated according to the categories of later Jewish litera-
ture....Because they paraphrase the biblical text, they have been called
targumic. Because these books interpret biblical texts, they have been seen
as midrashic. But careful literary analysis has demonstrated that they are
neither targums nor midrashim.36

This judgment has been shared by many others; Joseph Fitzmyer, for
example, writes,

It is not simply a midrash, just as it is not simply a targum. As there are
passages where the word-for-word translation of the Hebrew text of Gen-
esis suggests targum, so too there are passages where the embellishment of
the text is reminiscent of haggadic midrash. Though there are elements in
it which may justify its being regarded as the prototype of midrash [italics
in the original], as this genre is known from considerably later rabbinic
literature ... . 37

In my view, the problem with the categorization of the Genesis Apocry-
phon (and similar works) as midrash is a more profound one, namely an
employment of the term “midrash” which has several meanings, many of
which diverge too far from its fundamental one(s) as a classification | of a
type of, and a method of, rabbinic literature. This is a good example of the
failure of scholars in our field to come to an agreement on generic termi-
nology which can be employed by scholars without worrying about how
a term might be (mis)understood. Allowing such terminology to expand

35 Ibid., 426.

36 D.J. Harrington, “The Bible Rewritten (Narratives),” in Early Judaism and Its Modern
Interpreters (ed. RA. Kraft and G.W.E. Nickelsburg; Atlanta: Scholars, 1986), 242.

87 Fitzmyer, 19. Evans, 154, concurs, “The Genesis Apocryphon is certainly not a targum,
nor is it a midrash in the sense of text and commentary.”
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until terms become virtually meaningless is not conducive to good schol-
arly technique. Surely we have reached the point in our study of Second
Temple and rabbinic literature that we can devote some attention to this
crucial matter and resolve it to a large degree. There is no doubt that we
shall have to revisit and revise the language which we have been employ-
ing, and perhaps develop new habits to replace our old ones, but it will
be worth the effort.38

As it became progressively clearer to those who studied the Genesis
Apocryphon that it could not be made to conform to the terminology of
targum or midrash, borrowed from later forms found in rabbinic litera-
ture, without strenuous contortions, the search for some other appropri-
ate generic classification proceeded. Probably the term which has been
employed most frequently in generic discussions of the Genesis Apocry-
phon is “rewritten Bible,” introduced by Vermes in 1961 to describe the
following aggregation: “the Palestinian Targum and Jewish Antiquities,
Pseudo-Philo and jubilees, and the recently discovered ‘Genesis Apocry-

r»

phon’,” and characterized as “a substantial narrative where the midrashist
inserts haggadic development into the biblical narrative—an exegetical
process which is probably as ancient as scriptural interpretation itself.”3?
Note the similarity of this language to the description by | Avigad and

38 Machiela, “Genesis Apocryphon,” 3-4, discusses briefly the confusion in the
“interchangeable and conflicting use of adjectives like ‘rewritten,’ ‘parabiblical,’ ‘midrashic,’
‘apocryphal,” ‘retold, and ‘reworked’ to describe ancient Jewish texts that interpret
Scripture.”

39 Vermes, 95. I have discussed (and decried) the growing tendency to employ this
term, if it is employed at all, much too broadly in “ ‘Rewritten Bible: A Generic Category
Which Has Outlived Its Usefulness?” Textus 22 (2005): 169-196 (above 1.39-62). I am not
going to enter, in this article, into the debate over the appropriateness of employing the
term “Bible” in discussing works of the Second Temple period which are obviously (to me)
based on portions of what we now refer to as “the Bible.” The pendulum has swung much
too far in the direction of refusal to acknowledge that certain works were “authoritative”
(and perhaps even “canonical”) in this era and of favoring what I should describe as a
rather anarchical portrait of the literature of the period (cf, e.g., ].G. Campbell, “ ‘Rewritten
Bible’ and ‘Parabiblical Texts: A Terminological and Ideological Critique,” in New Direc-
tions in Qumran Studies: Proceedings of the Bristol Colloquium on the Dead Sea Scrolls, 8-10
September 2003 [ed. ].G. Campbell et al.; London: T&T Clark International, 2005], 43—68).
Scholarly caution has given way to scholarly skepticism which, in turn, has given way to
scholarly cynicism, with results that, in my view, are simply unproductive. Whether we
prefer the term scripture (or Scripture) or Bible to refer to them, there existed literary
works which were the springboard for a variety of Second Temple works, whether rewrit-
ings, commentaries or less clearly defined genres. Cf. my comments in “What Has Hap-
pened to the Laws? The Treatment of Legal Material in 4QReworked Pentateuch,” Dead
Sea Discoveries 15/1 (2008): 24—49 (26 n.4) (below 2.477).
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Yadin cited toward the beginning of this essay, “a sort of apocryphal ver-
sion of stories from Genesis.”

Almost all scholars who employ the term “rewritten Bible” in their dis-
cussion of Second Temple literature include the Genesis Apocryphon under
that rubric, and I would still count myself among them.*® And even schol-
ars who choose not to employ the specific term “rewritten Bible” often use
language which indicates their approval of it. Thus Fitzmyer, who appears
to prefer Ginsberg’s term “parabiblical” for the Genesis Apocryphon, writes,
“It is a good example of the so-called re-written Bible.”#!

I have argued that one of the reasons for the lack of satisfaction with
the term “rewritten Bible” (other than the refusal to acknowledge that
“Bible” is a meaningful term) is the way it has been increasingly applied
loosely to a broad variety of Second Temple works, without paying atten-
tion to Vermes’ original criteria.*?> Daniel Falk suggests an objection of a
very different nature, claiming that the designation of the literary genre of
the Genesis Apocryphon is

misleading, even apart from the implicit anachronism of the term. Rewrit-
ten Bible (or better, Scripture) describes a formal feature that has to do with
the process of producing the work, and hence can also refer to the phenom-
enon of such | works, but it does not meaningfully describe what the new
work is or how it functions.*3

Actually, I do not agree that “rewritten Bible” describes something for-
mally in the way that “targum” does. “Targum” is a strictly definable
formal category, recognizable in almost all cases by the representa-
tion of the words of the Hebrew text in Aramaic; “rewritten Bible” is a
looser sort of term, describing what the work does, namely retelling and

40 The exception appears to be Michael Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,” in
Biblical Interpretation at Qumran (ed. M. Henze; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2005), 17,
who would limit the term to works composed in Hebrew, thus excluding the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon and other works written in Aramaic or Greek. The most recent attempt to grapple
with the term “rewritten Bible” systematically is that of Sidnie White Crawford, Rewrit-
ing Scripture in Second Temple Times (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2008), 9-15. White
Crawford prefers the term “rewritten Scripture” to “rewritten Bible,” and would include
a few works under this rubric which I would not, but her categorization, on the whole,
is similar to my own. (I thank Professor White Crawford for furnishing me with a pre-
publication copy of her book and for productive dialogue over the years on this topic.)

41 Fitzmyer, 20. I shall discuss my reasons for not preferring “parabiblical” below.

42 In the article from Textus, cited above n. 39, in arguing for a narrow and rigorous
employment of “rewritten Bible” as a valid taxonomic term, I present lists of works which
have been classified under this rubric by a variety of scholars who use the term much more
loosely than I prefer.

43 Falk, 41.
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re-presenting the Bible, and in that way it might be said to be a functional
sort of description.

I am furthermore not sure that Falk does not demand too much from
a generic description by asking that it define function as well as liter-
ary form. And although Falk prefers the term “parabiblical,” he concedes
that

This term is even less suitable as the name of a literary genre...[and] is
best used as an umbrella for a wide range of texts of various genres gen-
erated centrifugally from Scripture....The Genesis Apocryphon is a signifi-
cant example of this phenomenon, of the more specific type that can be
described as rewriting or retelling Scripture. But it seems best not to regard
either of these as specific literary genres.44

Perhaps Falk’s caution in refraining “from attempting to determine a spe-
cific literary genre for the Genesis Apocryphon,” especially in light of the
fact that we possess neither beginning nor end, is to be admired, but I
believe that further discussion of this issue is warranted, even if any con-
clusions that we draw will be subject to some of the strictures which he
suggests.

That term “parabiblical” with which Falk feels some discomfort has
indeed also been employed for the classification of the Genesis Apocry-
phon. Originally suggested by H.L. Ginsberg in his review of the first edi-
tion of Fitzmyer's commentary as a rubric “to cover works, like G[enesis]
A[pocryphon], Pseudo-Philo, and the Book of jubilees, which paraphrase
and/or supplement the canonical Scriptures,”#® it lacks the descriptive
precision of Vermes'’s term, in my opinion, but might have been adopted
as a useful alternative if it had not been abused even more than Vermes'’s
was. Machiela, for example, points out correctly that the “official” usage of
“parabiblical” in DJD is as a supercategory, | encompassing “compositions
which have in common that they are closely related to texts or themes of
the Hebrew Bible,” and under which “reworking, rewriting, or paraphrase
of biblical books” is grouped.*6

44 Tbid., 42.

45 H.L. Ginsberg, “Review of Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran
Cave 1: A Commentary,” TS 28 (1967): 574.

46 Machiela, 4, citing H. Attridge, et al., eds., Qumran Cave 4. VIII: Parabiblical Texts,
Part I (DJD 13; Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), ix. Falk, 4-6, likewise notes the broadening of
“parabiblical literature as a broad category that includes rewritten Bible along with other
genres;” cf. his remarks cited above.
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At the conclusion of my article on rewritten Bible in Textus, I accepted
the suggestion of Sidnie White Crawford that “parabiblical” be employed
to describe works whose connection to the Hebrew Bible was looser than
those that we call rewritten Bible.#*” In her most recent treatment, White
Crawford formulates very nicely the view which we come very close to shar-
ing. After defining the spectrum of works which she classifies as “rewritten
Scripture,” she excludes from that group “parabiblical” texts which “use
a passage, event, or character from a scriptural work as a “jumping oft”
point to create a new narrative or work.” Her examples include such texts
as 1 Enoch, Pseudo-Ezekiel, and Joseph and Aseneth.*® The “parabiblical”
genre will yet be of interest in our further discussion of the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon, but perhaps not from the vantage point expected.

We have seen thus far that the Genesis Apocryphon has been called
“targum” and “midrash,” “rewritten Bible” and “parabiblical.” Other than
“targum,” a term which is really difficult to justify for the lion’s share of
the Genesis Apocryphon, there are elements in the Genesis Apocryphon
which might justify partially each of these characterizations. But is there
a genre to which the whole Apocryphon might be said to belong, or are
we reduced to determining the genre of pieces of the text, conceding our
inability to find an appropriate descriptive term for the whole?

And here I return to the proximate cause of this article, the source-
critical conclusions of my research on the distribution of divine epithets
in the Genesis Apocryphon, and ask: just how do the results of that study
bear on its generic categorization? Or, to put the question differently,
what does the question of sources have to do with the matter of genre,
recalling that our focus in this discussion is on genre and not on | “unity”?4°
The answer, I believe, lies in the nature of the sources which have been
sketched out by my analysis.

What is needed is merely to examine the ways in which the two parts
of the Genesis Apocryphon relate to the biblical text. The limited remains
of Part I of the Genesis Apocryphon are connected only very loosely to the

47 Bernstein, “Rewritten Bible,” 196.

48 White Crawford, 14.

49 For the latter, see now my “Is the Genesis Apocryphon a Unity? What Sort of Unity
Were You Looking For?” Aramaic Studies 8:1/2 (2010): 107-134 (below 1.239—265). It is worth
noting, however, that my claim that the Genesis Apocryphon derives from two distinct
sources merely sharpens, on a certain level, our perception of the ways in which the two
component parts relate to the Bible. Even in the unlikely event that the two generically
diverse parts derive from a single hand, we could still argue for disunity on the generic
level.
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biblical text. In columns 0V there is virtually nothing substantial which
can be linked to the words of the Bible. The fragmentary remarks which
appear to be spoken by the “fallen angels” belong to the kind of expan-
sion of Genesis 6:1-4 which became so fashionable in the Second Temple
era, and most of the other reported speech that survives does not derive
directly from the Bible.5% The outline of the biblical story is followed,
more or less, in Part I, but the biblical text is of little import, and even the
details of the biblical narrative do not play a significant role in the retell-
ing. If one looks for points of direct contact between Part I of the Genesis
Apocryphon and the Bible, one discovers very few.5!

If we look at Part II of the Genesis Apocryphon, on the other hand, we
see material which, taken together, can easily be classified under the nar-
row rubric of “rewritten Bible” as I have understood it, following Vermes.
It stays close to the story-line of Genesis 12—15, but introduces into it vari-
ous sorts of information which supplement the biblical text, | fleshing out
details in the story and resolving certain exegetical difficulties in it.52 If
we examine the texts of Genesis and the Genesis Apocryphon side-by-side,
we can often see how the author of Part II of the Genesis Apocryphon is
reading the biblical text. Even what appear to be the lengthier digressions
in this segment, such as the delineation of the boundaries of the Land
of Israel and the near-erotic poetic description of Sarai’s beauty, can be
said to have stimuli in the biblical text. One could write a fairly close and
detailed summary of the story in Genesis 12-14 on the basis of Part II of
the Genesis Apocryphon, something which could not be accomplished for

50 G.W.E. Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature Between the Bible and the Mishnah (2nd edition;
Minneapolis: Fortress, 2005), 174, suggests that the opening section of the Genesis Apocry-
phon (until “the book of the words of Noah”) “represents a rewriting of the story in 1 Enoch
106-107.” Note his further comment (176) “with respect to its genre and its motifs and
emphases, the Genesis Apocryphon is a remarkably complex document;” but he makes no
attempt to delineate or define the genre at all!

51 For a preliminary treatment of this issue, see my “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 Joint Symposium 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
(ed. E.G. Chazon, D. Dimant and R.A. Clements; STDJ 58; Leiden: Brill, 2005), 39—-63 (above
1151-174). There are very few instances in Part I of more than a couple of words which
the biblical text underlies clearly, e.g., X 12 (Gen 8:4), XI 17 (Gen 9:2—4), XII 1 (Gen 913),
XII10-12 (Gen 10:22, 6, 2).

52 See, for example, my “Re-Arrangement, Anticipation and Harmonization as Exegeti-
cal Features in the Genesis Apocryphon,” DSD 3 (1996): 37-57 (above 1.175-194).
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Genesis 5-10 on the basis of Part 153 Or, to put it a bit differently, all the
details of the Genesis 12—15 narrative are significant for the retelling in
Part II of the Genesis Apocryphon.

In light of several comments made in the discussion following the pre-
sentation of this paper regarding the presence of multigeneric works in
Second Temple Judaism, I find it necessary to clarify here the order of
magnitude of the genre that I am discussing. My concern in this paper
is on the possibility of generic classification of the Genesis Apocryphon as
a whole, and our ability and willingness to classify individual units of a
larger composition by genre does not detract from or interfere with the
fact that the work as a whole belongs to a genre. Thus the existence of a
poem (often described as wasf) describing Sarai’s beauty in Part II does
not affect the overall characterization of that section as rewritten Bible.
That poem functions as an expansion of the biblical “the nobles of Pha-
raoh saw her and praised her to Pharaoh” (Gen 12:5). Likewise, Lange’s
characterization of XIX 10-XX 32 as “wisdom didactic narrative” does
not change my classification of the whole of Part II. jubilees is rewritten
Bible despite the fact that its chapter 23 is an apocalypse.>* The fact that
Deuteronomy, Daniel and the Aramaic Levi Document each have several
genres included within their boundaries does not vitiate my analysis; I am
not claiming that the Genesis Apocryphon is unique in this fashion, only
that we have to look for accurate ways to describe works, especially of the
Second Temple era, which are | multi-generic or generically eclectic. It is
not enough to say that writers in this era composed works whose smaller
units are generically disparate and to justify this by employing the word
“eclectic”; we need to continue to struggle to characterize the larger struc-
tures in which those smaller literary forms are embedded.

Now, as we have just noted, the Genesis Apocryphon is certainly not the
only work of Second Temple Judaism that is overtly composite—the book
of 1 Enoch is probably the best complete example of that phenomenon—
but the Genesis Apocryphon is manifestly of a different nature from 1 Enoch
in this regard. 1 Enoch’s five divisions stand out fairly clearly from one
another, and the book does not give the impression of ever having been

53 This point, of course, must acknowledge the very fragmentary nature of columns
0—-XVIL

54 In the discussion after the paper, Michael Stone drew my attention to E.P. Sanders’
discussion of apocalyptic units embedded in other works in “The Genre of Palestinian
Jewish Apocalypses,” in Apocalypticism in the Mediterranean World and the Near East (ed.
D. Hellholm; Tiibingen: Mohr, 1989), 447—60.
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intended to be an integral whole, while the Genesis Apocryphon (granted
its fragmentary disiecta membra) seems to be a coherent sequential
narrative.>® As a result, 7 Enoch, in its totality, has not been at all easy to
categorize generically, beyond such broad terminology as “parabiblical,”
while the Genesis Apocryphon, as we have seen, has often been treated as
a paradigmatic example of “rewritten Bible.”

What, however, are we to say now that the Genesis Apocryphon’s com-
ponent parts are more clearly distinguishable and that the joins in that
flowing narrative stand out more sharply? It has become clearer to us that
this is probably not a work composed by a single author sequentially ab
initio, but is the product of the stringing together by an editor or redac-
tor of originally separate compositions, or of the editor/redactor’s adding
of his own material to a pre-existing work. How are we to characterize
generically that composite whole? Can we indeed continue to speak of
the Genesis Apocryphon as a whole, and can we demand of it whatever
ideological consistency we might have expected in the past? Should we
continue to refer to it as “rewritten Bible” because that term is certainly
descriptive of its overall outlines, while acknowledging that its separate
components need to be scrutinized individually to ascertain their differ-
ent literary genres and possibly divergent Weltanschauungen?

A variety of comments by earlier scholars could, and perhaps should,
have led us to raise these questions without my investigation into the dis-
tribution of divine epithets in the Genesis Apocryphon and the conclusions
I drew from it. Some of the characterizations or classifications of the Gen-
esis Apocryphon found themselves uncomfortably “hopping | back and
forth between branches,” and could have precipitated this discussion. To
note only two of them: Vermes'’s description of the Genesis Apocryphon in
the introduction to it in his English translation, “It is a mixture of Targum,
midrash, rewritten Bible and autobiography,” underlines the problem with
its unspecific and diverse classification compared to the clearer generic
assertion which he made in Scripture and Tradition where he makes it
one of the paradigmatic examples of the newly described genre “rewritten
Bible.”56 Knibb’s remark, “The literary genre of the Genesis Apocryphon
is closest to the book of Jubilees, itself a reworking of Gen 1:1-Exod 15:22
and to the narrative portions of 1 Enoch and of the Testaments of the

55 In my view, neither the textual reference to the “Book of Noah” nor the shift(s) in
narrator undermines that perception of the work.

56 The remark appears for the first time in the third edition of The Dead Sea Scrolls in
English (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1987), 252.
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Twelve Patriarchs”” should have sounded a warning to anyone who real-
ized that Jubilees and 1 Enoch belong to fundamentally different literary
genres. Machiela makes this point very clearly:

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 con-
sider 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.>8

One way to resolve the generic dilemma might be a further revision or
modification of the way that we employ the term “rewritten Bible.” Per-
haps we should distinguish, on some level, between two types of works
belonging to this genre. jubilees and Pseudo-Philo, for example, each
appears to have been composed as units by an author whose controlling
hand we can see throughout the work; those two works therefore merit
the heading “rewritten Bible” in toto. The Genesis Apocryphon and the
Temple Scroll (if we are willing to accept it as a uniquely legal exemplar
of “rewritten Bible”), on the other hand, exhibit clear marks of their com-
posite natures. The “rewritten Bible” of the Genesis Apocryphon is com-
posed of a series of mini-rewritings of limited scope, which we could call
the “books” of Lamech, Noah and Abram, just as the original editors did
(and just as the scroll itself does in the case of Noah). | Those components,
when juxtaposed, form a continuous narrative and hence what we might
call a secondary form of “rewritten Bible.”>® But the final product, in the
case of both the Temple Scroll and the Genesis Apocryphon, is not generi-
cally uniform; in the case of the Genesis Apocryphon we have virtually no
choice but to refer to Part I as “parabiblical” and to Part II as “rewritten
Bible.” But the utilization of a term like “rewritten Bible” with dual mean-
ing is just the sort of imprecision to which we have objected in the past,
and it should therefore be rejected. If, on the other hand, we are to limit
the term “rewritten Bible” to texts like Jubilees or Part II of the Genesis
Apocryphon for which it is particularly appropriate, and employ “parabib-
lical” for works which use the Bible as a starting point but do not follow

57 M. Knibb, The Qumran Community (Cambridge Commentaries on the Writings of
the Jewish and Christian World 200 BC to AD 200 2; Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1987), 184.

58 Machiela, 5. The fact that I do not agree with almost every one of Machiela’s specific
formulations does not vitiate the cogency of his overall point.

59 The same can be said of the several hypothetical sources out of which the Temple
Scroll is said to be composed.
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it or comment on it closely, then how are we to classify generically the
whole of such composite works as 1 Enoch or the Genesis Apocryphon?6°

There is perhaps another taxonomic option to resolve our dilemma;
it is not terribly attractive, but it is also not without precedent. Borrow-
ing from the jargon of the form critics of the Hebrew Bible, we could
acknowledge the Genesis Apocryphon to be a Mischgattung in a somewhat
unusual sense: an integral whole which is composed of parts which, for-
mally speaking, belong to two different literary genres, those that I prefer
labeling “parabiblical” and “rewritten Bible.” Such a classification is not
sleight of hand or taxonomic trickery since we are making the significant
concession that there is no formal super-generic category which defines
the whole.®! At the same time, the explicit recognition that it is not all cut
from the same generic cloth is significant. Fortunately, we can continue
to study and analyze the works of antiquity even if | we cannot be sure of
the correct generic pigeonholes in which to place them.

The plural noun in the title of this paper, “The Genre(s) of the Genesis
Apocryphon,” was thus intentionally polyvalent. On the one hand, I knew
that T would discuss the various genres (or at least the major ones)—
targum, midrash, rewritten Bible, parabiblical—to which the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon has been assigned since its discovery. And on the other, I knew
that I would present the argument that the Genesis Apocryphon is com-
posed of segments which do not belong to the same genre. From the per-
spective of the 21st century scholar, then, we can, and indeed must, speak
of the Genesis Apocryphon as multigeneric.

60 The composite nature of Enoch is less complex in this regard; since none of its com-
ponents stays close enough to the biblical text to warrant the designation “rewritten Bible,”
the term “parabiblical” can be more easily applied to the parts as well as to the whole.

61 T would strongly disagree with Wright, 426, when, just before concluding that the
Genesis Apocryphon is probably to be classified as midrash, he remarks: “The autobio-
graphical feature is one held in common with testaments and other literature and may
indicate that G[enesis]A[pocryphon] is a collection...of assorted material to elucidate
the biblical text and expand on it in the spirit of L[iber]A[ntiquitatum|B[iblicarum].” The
Genesis Apocryphon is a coherent whole, even if we cannot classify it easily generically; it
is not merely “a collection of assorted material,” terminology which implies a certain hap-
hazardness in the composition of the work. This is why I could not accept Armin Lange’s
suggestion for the use of the term “collection” in the discussion that followed this paper
[not reprinted here]. The Apocryphon has two critical features that are lacking from the
manuscript that contained the Rule of the Community, the Rule of the Congregation and the
Rule of the Blessings (1QS, 1QSa and 1QSb)—coherence and sequence. Its pieces can only
appear in the order that they do, and once they do, they form a whole, regardless of our
occasional critique of the unity of the work.
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But there is another perspective on the genre of literature produced in
late antiquity that I think we overlook regularly, and that is the perspec-
tive of the ancient “author.” To reiterate a point that I made in the first
paragraph of this essay and that Michael Stone reinforced in his comment
during the discussion, genre is a modern notion, created for our greater
ease in classifying and discussing works of antiquity. Our last-resort classi-
fication of the Genesis Apocryphon as a Mischgattung can only be justified
from the point of view of a 21st century scholar. The Genesis Apocryphon
did not come together out of its component parts without a parent. We
should assume that the final author/composer/compiler/editor of this
work, whether or not he is responsible for the creation of one or more
of those components, produced something that was intended to be read
sequentially as an integrated whole, moving from the Lamech material
(and anything which may have preceded it) to the Noah material to the
Abram material (and whatever may have followed it). There is no reason
to think that he was uncomfortable with the shift in “genre” within this
work from a “parabiblical” to a “rewritten Bible” format. The same may
be said of the shifts from first to third-person narration that we noted,
but which have not been a focus of our discussion. The sense of generic
integrity or “wholeness” which modern readers sense is violated by both
the shift from “parabiblical” to “rewritten Bible” and from first- to third-
person narrator was apparently not a concern to the ancient composer
who made no attempt to avoid them or conceal them. On the contrary,
he marks the movement from one “source” or section to another with
“book of the words of Noah.” We may conclude quite reasonably that the
ancients’ conception of genre, if indeed they had one at all, was not as
precise, refined, or narrow as our own. This observation, which is quite
clearly correct in the case | of the Genesis Apocryphon, may prove useful
in the discussion of the genre(s) of other documents which survive from
late antiquity.



CHAPTER ELEVEN

IS THE GENESIS APOCRYPHON A UNITY?
WHAT SORT OF UNITY WERE YOU LOOKING FOR?*

I. INTRODUCTION

The Genesis Apocryphon is currently being studied anew from a variety of
perspectives, and there is an ongoing and fruitful dialogue among schol-
ars working on this text. The SBL session (November 2009) at which the
oral version of this essay was presented is a good example of the current
conversation. From that dialogic perspective, this paper can be viewed to
some extent as a part of an ongoing response both to comments that Dr.
Esti Eshel made on a paper that I delivered at the conference on Aramaic
texts from Qumran in Aix-en-Provence in July 2008, and to a paper that
she delivered the following week in Jerusalem.! |

The questions that I asked, somewhat tongue-in-cheek, in the title
of this paper are two of many regarding the Apocryphon with which I
have been attempting to deal in my recent research. They are the sort

* My thanks to all those whose critique and comments enhanced the quality of this
essay in various ways: Dr. Joseph Angel, Ms. Judith Bernstein, Mr. Michael Bernstein,
Mr. Simcha Gross, Dr. Alex Jassen, Dr. Aaron Koller, Dr. Daniel Machiela, and Dr. Shani
Tzoref.

1 My paper has appeared as “The Genre(s) of the Genesis Apocryphon,” in Aramaica
Qumranica: Proceedings of the Conference on the Aramaic Texts from Qumran at Aix-en-
Provence 30 June-2 July 2008 (ed. Katell Berthelot and Daniel Stokl Ben Ezra; STD] 94;
Leiden: Brill, 2010), 317-343 (above 1.217—-238); Dr. Eshel’s remarks are found in the dis-
cussion appended to the paper, 340. Her Jerusalem paper has appeared as “The Genesis
Apocryphon: A Chain of Traditions,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls and Contemporary Culture:
Proceedings of the International Conference held at the Israel Museum, Jerusalem (July 6-8,
2008) (ed. Adolfo D. Roitman, Lawrence H. Schiffman, and Shani L. [Berrin] Tzoref; STD]
93; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 181-193. I appreciate Dr. Eshel’s willingness to share her paper with
me in advance of its appearance in print, and I thank Dr. Tzoref for furnishing me with
its most recent version. Some of Dr. Eshel’s views with which I am engaging have already
been expressed in a number of her recently published papers: “The Dream Visions in the
Noah Story of the Genesis Apocryphon and Related Texts,” in Northern Lights on the Dead
Sea Scrolls: Proceedings of the Nordic Qumran Network 2003—2006 (ed. Anders Klostergaard
Petersen et al.; STD]J 8o; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 41-61; “The Aramaic Levi Document, the Gen-
esis Apocryphon, and Jubilees: A Study of Shared Traditions,” in Enoch and the Mosaic
Torah: The Evidence of Jubilees (ed. G. Boccaccini and G. Ibba; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
2009), 82—98; “The Noah Cycle in the Genesis Apocryphon,” in Noah and His Book(s) (ed.
Michael E. Stone et al.; EJIL 28; Atlanta: Scholars, 2010), 77-95.
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of questions that apparently do not have clear-cut answers, but which
must be addressed nonetheless in our attempts to continue to make sense
out of this unfortunately fragmentary ancient text. I have found that at
times the absence of a clear answer may serve as the stimulus for the
next question and the next piece of analysis, which can then sometimes
be answered more definitively. One such issue is the question of the genre
of the Apocryphon, which was the topic of my Aix-en-Provence paper. My
conclusion that we can speak of the genre of Part I of the Apocryphon
(columns 0-17) as “parabiblical” and Part IT (columns 19—22) as “rewritten
Bible,” but that there is no convenient generic term for the whole, was
predicated to a large degree on very similar criteria and resulted in very
similar dilemmas to the discussion of unity that is the subject of this essay.
And a caveat that I expressed in that article can be repeated in this one:
the concept of unity which we are discussing today, like that of genre, is
a convenience of twenty-first century scholars, but not necessarily one
binding on the ancient author/composer. I shall return to this point at the
conclusion of my analysis.

The major obstacle to any discussion of the unity or non-unity of the
Apocryphon is, of course, the fragmentary nature of its text. Without
knowing how the text began or how it continued beyond column 22, with-
out the bottom | lines of many columns, and with only isolated words and
phrases surviving on others, a great deal of what we can say about unity
or any other overarching concern of this text must be conceded to be
speculative. Nevertheless, the time has come in the study of the Genesis
Apocryphon when questions of this sort must be addressed.

We could begin the discussion of the unity, or lack thereof, of the Gene-
sis Apocryphon with those features of the text and the story that appear to
deny its unity. Such an approach starts with the notion that the work has
no intrinsic claim to unity and argues that anyone making such a claim
must first confront those explicit and overt elements which argue against
unity. Adopting such a tactic and following it to what appears to be its
logical conclusion might very well preclude our admitting even the pos-
sibility of the Apocryphon exhibiting a unity. After all, there are features
within the text which clearly divide several of its parts from one another.
I choose to denote this type of unity, or the lack of it, as “compositional.”

On the other hand, however, the very manuscript of the Apocryphon,
even in its current sorry state, stands up and proclaims that it is a unity
in some sense, despite whatever qualities and elements that the modern
scholar feels detract from its unity. The very fact that it presents a sequen-
tial and unbroken narrative treatment of the stories of Genesis 5 through
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15 is a very strong indication that its author considered it to be a whole,
and intended it to be read that way.? If we begin with the text itself as the
starting point and the consequences that follow from that approach, we
may be led to examine the narrative and the way it is presented for further
signs of unity that fly in the face of the first approach that we suggested.
This sort of unity I should term “narrative” unity.

So the question of unity is not as simple as it might have appeared to be
initially, and we have to consider the question of whether the same work
may be a unity and yet not a unity depending on the parameters by which
we evaluate it; or, to put it differently, we may find both compositional
non-unity and narrative unity in the Apocryphon. We can crystallize this
quasi-dilemma with the words of the original editors of the Apocryphon,
Nahman Avigad | and Yigael Yadin, “The work is evidently a literary unit in
style and structure ... though it may be perhaps be divisible into books—a
Book of Lamech, a Book of Enoch, a Book of Noah, a Book of Abraham.”3
A unity, on the one hand, but divisible into books, on the other.

II. THE ARGUMENTS AGAINST UNITY

A. Explicit Divisions within the Text

Because the arguments against unity are more formal and concrete (and
perhaps more obvious), I am going to begin the discussion with the first
approach that I suggested, and then proceed to discuss why that formal
analysis need not have the last word. There are at least two technical
text markers of non-unity in the Apocryphon: the phrase M3 *5n an3,
“book of the words of Noah” which marks the transition from what I shall

2 I mean by “unbroken” the fact that it tells the whole story, despite the markers that
seem to divide it into segments. The unbroken nature of the Apocryphon’s narrative dis-
tinguishes it, for example, from a work like 4Q252, “Commentary on Genesis A,” which
proceeds through Genesis sequentially, but selectively. By “author,” I mean the individual
responsible for the Genesis Apocryphon in its final form; for the sake of variety, I some-
times refer to him as the final composer or editor. What is important is his lastness.

8 Nahman Avigad and Yigael Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon: A Scroll from the Wilderness
of Judaea: Description and Contents of the Scroll, Facsimiles, Transcription and Translation
of Columns I, XIX-XXII [T 927 Mnn nrwr1ab nonn n97n] (Jerusalem: Magnes
Press and Heikhal ha-Sefer, 1956), 38. My colleague, Professor Richard C. Steiner, suggested
in his “The Heading of the Book of the Words of Noah on a Fragment of the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon: New Light on a ‘Lost’ Work,” DSD 2 (1995): 69, that what they may have had in
mind in the latter part of the statement was that “the author or compiler of the Genesis
Apocryphon viewed the latter not as a book but as a collection of books.” The results of
this essay will indicate that, in point of fact, such may not be the case.
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call for the moment the “Lamech-Enoch” material to the Noah material
toward the end of column 5, and the substantial vacat in the text in the
otherwise illegible column 18, which apparently indicates the shift from
the Noah story to the Abram component of the narrative.* Although we
cannot know whether these were the only such markers in the text or not,
they certainly have the effect of dividing or marking off the narrative into
three sections, the one before “the Book of the words of Noah,” that book
itself, and the Abram stories.> That much is clear. We | might debate the
issue of the central figure in the first section, who has been agreed to be
Lamech by most scholars since the initial publication, but whom Eshel
has suggested should be Enoch.® Regardless of our decision, however, we
would still be dividing the surviving text of the Apocryphon into three
segments.

Now it might be argued that these markers are the work of the single
author of the Apocryphon, and that he employs them to delineate the
divisions into which his work fell, but it is difficult to make that argument
about the phrase M1 *513 an2. No matter whether we accept the existence
of a large-scale “Book of Noah” in antiquity or not,” it would be very odd

4 Pointed out by Armin Lange in “1QGenAp XIX 10-XX 32 as Paradigm of the Wisdom
Didactic Narrative,” in Qumranstudien: Vortrage und Beitrage der Teilnehmer des Qumran-
seminars auf dem internationalen Treffen der Society of Biblical Literature, Miinster, 25.—26.
Juli 1993 (ed. H.-]. Fabry et al.; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996), 192, n. 10.

5 Daniel Falk, Parabiblical Texts: Strategies for Extending the Scriptures Among the Dead
Sea Scrolls (Companion to the Qumran Scrolls, 8; Library of Second Temple Studies, 63;
London: T&T Clark, 2007), 30, divides the text into only two segments, a Noah cycle and
an Abram cycle, but most scholars opt for the (at least superficial) tripartite segmentation
that is accepted by Eshel as well in several of her articles.

6 In Eshel, “Chain of Traditions,” 184, (see also, Eshel, “The Noah Cycle,” 79), based espe-
cially on her consideration of the fragmentary material in cols 0—1, she writes, “It is there-
fore more reasonable to take the first six columns as telling a story from the perspective
of Enoch.” Although I have chosen to operate, on the basis of the surviving textual mate-
rial of the Apocryphon, with the generally accepted characterization of columns o-5:29
as “Lamech material,” it is with the full knowledge that Eshel’s nomenclature might very
well have been more accurate had more of those early columns, and whatever might have
preceded them, survived. From the standpoint of the analysis of the issue of unity in which
I am interested, however, I do not believe that it makes a great difference whether the
leading character in that section was Enoch or Lamech, or whether what preceded “book
of the words of Noah,” derived from one, two, or even more than two sources.

7 Regarding this alleged work, see Florentino Garcia Martinez, “4QMess Ar and the Book
of Noah,” in Qumran and Apocalyptic: Studies on the Aramaic Texts from Qumran (STD] o;
Leiden: Brill, 1992), 1-44; Devorah Dimant, “Noah in Early Jewish Literature,” in Biblical
Figures Outside the Bible (ed. Michael E. Stone and Theodore A. Bergren; Harrisburg: Trin-
ity Press International, 1998), 123-150; Michael E. Stone, “The Axis of History at Qumran,”
in Pseudepigraphic Perspectives: The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha in Light of the Dead
Sea Scrolls: Proceedings of the Second International Symposium of the Orion Center for the
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for the author of an integral ancient work to mark off one of its sections
with the words “Book of the words | of Noah” unless he is introducing the
material from an already existing source. If the reconstruction [j3w18]
™1 *51 N3, “[copy of] the book of the words of Noah,” is accepted, that
case is closed.

These apparent divisions within the text of the Apocryphon also have,
I believe, a not very subtle psychological impact on us that affects our
analysis of the narrative and creates an additional obstacle to our viewing
it as a unity. Because of these “markers,” we pay perhaps overdue atten-
tion to the component parts, and there is a strong tendency among schol-
ars to speak of a series of discrete “cycles” in the document, each focusing
on a different character, as if the Apocryphon is a series of separate epi-
sodes that have been sewn together or merely juxtaposed.® Once we focus
on the central characters who dominate the consecutive divisions of the
manuscript, it becomes quite natural to define the successive elements
of the narrative in terms of the major figures of each one. This approach
goes back as far as the remarks made by the very first editors of the text
(cited above, n. 3). Thus, whether we follow Eshel in her characterization
of the segments as three “cycles” belonging to Enoch, Noah, and Abram,
respectively, or Falk in speaking of a Noah cycle and an Abram cycle, we
emphasize perforce the seemingly independent aspects of those portions,
and sharpen unnecessarily the lines of demarcation between them.®

Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature, 12-14 January, 1997 (ed. Michael E.
Stone and Esther G. Chazon; STDJ 31; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 133-149; Cana Werman, “Qumran
and the Book of Noah,” in Stone and Chazon, eds., Pseudepigraphic Perspectives, 171-181;
Moshe J. Bernstein, “Noah and the Flood at Qumran,” in The Provo International Conference
on the Dead Sea Scrolls: New Texts, Reformulated Issues and Technological Innovations (ed.
E. Ulrich and D. Parry; STDJ 30; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 199—231 (esp. 226—231) (below 1.291-322);
Wayne Baxter, “Noachic Traditions and the Book of Noah,” JSP 15 (2006): 179-194; Michael E.
Stone, “The Book(s) Attributed to Noah,” DSD 13 (2006): 4—23; Devorah Dimant, “Two
Scientific Fictions: The So-called Book of Noah and the Alleged Quotation of Jubilees in
CD 16:3—4,” in Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Qumran, and the Septuagint presented to Eugene
Ulrich (ed. Peter W. Flint et al.; SVT 101; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 230—-249 (esp. 231-242); and,
most recently, the volume edited by Stone et al., Noah and His Book(s) (see above, n. 2).

8 Both Eshel and Falk, among others, employ the term “cycle” in their discussions of
the Apocryphon.

9 Falk, Parabiblical Texts, 30. It is actually somewhat ironic that Falk, by arguing for
only two “cycles,” with the Lamech section belonging to the story of Noah, and serving to
place it “in the context of the sons of God myth from Gen. 6.1-5,” begins to blur the line
between two of the three stories that most scholars see in the Apocryphon, thus overrid-
ing some of the dichotomizing effect that viewing each of the stories as focused on its
hero individually can generate. Similarly, Eshel, “Chain of Traditions,” 185, by suggesting
that “the topic of the Watchers was one of the main subjects of both the Enoch and Noah
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B. Stylistic Differences within the Text

The second major argument against the unity of the Apocryphon comes
from the radically different ways in which the Lamech-Noah sections
(PartI) and the Abram section (Part II) relate to the Hebrew text of the
Bible. The limited remains of Part I of the Apocryphon are connected
only very loosely to the text of the Hebrew Bible, and we note that in
columns o—5 there is virtually | nothing substantial which can be linked
to the actual words of the Bible. The outline of the biblical story is fol-
lowed, more or less, in Part I, but the biblical text itself is of little import,
and even the details of the biblical narrative do not play a significant role
in the retelling. In columns o-5, the fragmentary remarks which appear
to be spoken by the “fallen angels” belong to the kind of expansion of
Genesis 6:1-4 which became so fashionable in the Second Temple era, and
most of the other reported speech that survives does not derive directly
from the Bible. Nickelsburg has suggested that this initial section of the
Apocryphon (prior to Noah’s appearance on the scene), which I refer to as
Part Ia, “represents a rewriting of the story in 1 Enoch 106-107."10

Part Ib, beginning “Book of the Words of Noah,” stands a bit closer to
the biblical narrative than Part Ia, since its narrative is fundamentally
framed by the biblical story much more clearly than that of Part Ia, but
in this part as well there are very few instances of more than a couple of
words which the biblical text clearly underlies.!! On the whole, then, if
one looks for points of direct contact between Part I of the Apocryphon
and the Bible, one discovers very few.? Or, to look at the proportions in a
slightly different way, columns o—5 correspond to Genesis 5:28-6:7, while

cycles” may also be undermining the division into cycles to some degree. In each of these
cases, they are pointing toward factors that unify the apparently disparate units.

10 George W.E. Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature Between the Bible and the Mishnah: A His-
torical and Literary Introduction (2nd edition; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2005), 174. He
offers more detailed analysis, indicating clearly that he believes that we are dealing with
written sources, in “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 (ed. Michael E. Stone and Esther G. Chazon; STD] 28; Leiden:
Brill, 1998), 138-144 and 157-158.

11 E.g., in addition to the occurrences of YWp in column 6, based on P*7¥ of Gen. 6:9,
and 6:23 which is a rewriting of Gen. 6:8, we note 10:12 (~Gen. 8:4), 11:17 (~Gen. 9:2—4), 12.1
(~Gen. 913), and 12:10-12 (~Gen. 10:22, 6, 2).

12 For a preliminary treatment of the material from columns o—11 of the Apocryphon,
see Bernstein, “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 Joint Symposium by the Orion Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls
and Associated Literature and the Hebrew University Institute for Advanced Studies Research
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columns 6-10:12 appear to reflect the contents of Genesis 6:8—-8:4. The lat-
ter segment presents much more Genesis material in a narrower range
while still expanding the story.

Once the ark has rested on Ararat (10:12), and Noah has sacrificed and
departed its confines, the text of the Apocryphon still remains fairly inde-
pendent of the Bible, even while describing events that occur in Genesis |
as well.!3 The author borrows half-sentences and sentences from Genesis
while composing very freely, from God’s covenant with Noah through the
depiction of the planting of the vineyard and the celebration of the first
wine from it.* The rest of the Noah section, however, columns 13-17, is
virtually completely unattached to the biblical text in any way. The revela-
tion to Noah which occupies 1315 is a completely extra-biblical composi-
tion, and so is the detailed depiction of the division of the earth among
his sons in 16-17.15 Five consecutive columns with nary a biblical word
surviving show just how little the author of Part I feels the need to base
his narrative on the biblical text or even on the biblical story.

If we look at Part II of the Apocryphon, columns 19—22, on the other
hand, we see material which, taken together, can easily be classified under
the narrow rubric of “rewritten Bible” as I prefer to employ the term, fol-
lowing Vermes’s initial definition.!® This best-preserved segment of the
Apocryphon stays very close to the story line of Genesis 12—15 while intro-
ducing information into the narrative which supplements the biblical text,
fleshing out details in the story and resolving certain exegetical difficulties

Group on Qumran, 15-17 January, 2002 (ed. Esther G. Chazon et al.; STD] 58; Leiden—Boston:
Brill, 2005), 39-63 (above 1.151-174).

13 The description of Noah’s offerings in column 10 owes more to Leviticus than it does
to Genesis.

14 T have discussed the omissions and rearrangements in this section of the Apocryphon
in “The Genesis Apocryphon: Compositional and Interpretive Perspectives,” in A Compan-
ion to Biblical Interpretation in Early Judaism (ed. Matthias Henze; Grand Rapids: Eerd-
mans, 2012), 166-167. I should note that, although I was formerly somewhat inclined to
believe that the Apocryphon included the story of Noah’s drunkenness (“Re-Arrangement,
Anticipation and Harmonization as Exegetical Features in the Genesis Apocryphon,” DSD
3 [1996]: 43 [above 1181]), I am now inclined to agree with those of my many colleagues
who assume that the author of the Apocryphon omitted it.

15 The former is probably loosely linked to the biblical text through a creative exegesis
of Gen. g:21 %31 as “he received a revelation,” rather than “he revealed (i.e., exposed)
himself,” as argued in detail by Daniel A. Machiela, The Dead Sea Genesis Apocryphon: A
New Text and Translation with Introduction and Special Treatment of Columns 13-17 (STD]
79; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 102-104.

16 Géza Vermes, Scripture and Tradition in Judaism (2nd ed; Leiden: Brill, 1973), 95, and
my “‘Rewritten Bible’: A Generic Category Which Has Outlived Its Usefulness?” Textus 22
(2005): 169-196 (above 1.39—62).
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in it1” If we examine the texts of Genesis and the Apocryphon side-by-
side (or look at the material which Fitzmyer prints in italics in his edition'®
as being close reflections of the biblical | text), we can often see how the
author of Part II of the Apocryphon is reading the biblical text, since far
more of that text is embedded in his retelling than is found in Parts Ia or
Ib. Even what appear to be the lengthier digressions in this segment, such
as the delineation of the boundaries of the Land of Israel and the near-
erotic poetic description of Sarai’s beauty, can be said to have stronger
stimuli in the biblical text than did the non-biblical material in Part 1.1
One could write a fairly close and detailed summary of the story in Genesis
12—14 on the basis of Part II of the Apocryphon, something which could
not be accomplished for Gen. 5-10 on the basis of Part .20 Or, to put it a
bit differently, all the details of the Genesis 12—15 narrative are significant
for the retelling in Part IT of the Apocryphon. From the standpoint of the
unity of composition of the Apocryphon, then, it appears that Parts I and
IT are composed in very different ways and stand in different relationships
to the biblical text.

C. Divine Epithets

Further evidence that dichotomizes Parts I and II from one another is
to be found in the way in which each segment of the Apocryphon refers
to God. In a recently published article in /BL, I demonstrated that they
employ sufficiently divergent language in this area for a strong assertion
to be made that the two parts derive from two different sources.?! For

17 See, for example, “Re-Arrangement,” and “Compositional and Interpretive
Perspectives.”

18 Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave 1 (1Q20): A Commentary
(3rd edition; BOr, 18/B; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 2004).

19 The former is a fulfillment of the divine command in Gen. 1317 PIR2 Tonnn o
AINR 79 2 namS A9RY, “arise and walk about the land, by its length and by its
breadth, for I shall give it to you.” The latter can be seen as an expansion of Gen. 12:14-15
Y18 R ANR 1HYAM APID MW ANKR IR TR KR A9 03 AWKRD DR OMRR0 IR, “the
Egyptians saw that the woman was very beautiful; when Pharaoh’s nobles saw her they
sang her praises to Pharaoh.” I have characterized the difference between two types of siz-
able supplements to the story in the Genesis Apocryphon as “triggered” by something in
the biblical text (such as the ones in Part II) and “untriggered” (such as most of the ones
in Part I) in “Compositional and Interpretive Perspectives,” 169—171.

20 This point, of course, must acknowledge the very fragmentary nature of columns
0-17.

21 “Divine Titles and Epithets and the Sources of the Genesis Apocryphon,” JBL 128
(2009): 291310 (above 1.195-216). A schematic overview of the location of the various terms
can be found in the chart on 295, while the rest of this paragraph is an adaptation of my
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example, Part I does not employ 8n9&; Part II does. Part II does not use
NI7 RW™P, KM 797, XY or any combination with T51; Part I does.
The first three titles in the latter group are | characteristic of 1 Enoch. 58
11"7}7, a Hebraism not found in Ethiopic Enoch, but found frequently in
Jubilees, occurs almost exclusively in Part II. Part II does not have the rich
variety of terms compounded with 837 that Part I does, with only one
K5 790 and one VHWY 790; Part [ has four different compounds of
RN, occurring a total of about ten times (with one of them being 171
NIOY, perhaps an equivalent of Part II's ROy n7n).22 Based on their
associations, I have theorized that Part I is closely related to 1 Enoch, while
Part IT appears connected, albeit less closely, to Jubilees. There is even very
slight evidence for Parts Ia and Ib not being from the same source, but not
enough to venture any confident conclusions.

D. Written, Not Oral, Sources

This argument for the two parts of the Apocryphon deriving from sources
based on their divergent employment of divine epithets is, I believe, an
indicator of those sources being of a written, rather than oral, nature,
because the very close resemblance in linguistic terminology appears
much more unlikely if the sources were oral.2® Other pointers toward
written sources include Nickelsburg’s suggestion that the birth of Noah
scene between Lamech and Bitenosh is a development of the story that
appeared in 7 Enoch 106-107, as well as the subsequent textual heading,
“[copy of ] the book of the words of Noah,” which must almost certainly
refer to a written document. In a recently published article, James L.
Kugel, assuming a relationship between jubilees and the Genesis Apocry-
phon, has pointed out that the literary progression must be from Jubilees

discussion there, 305-306. I should observe, as I did of Falk’s division of the Apocryphon
into two, rather than three, cycles, that the overall bifurcation that this method creates in
the Apocryphon undermines somewhat the impression of its having a “tripartite” nature.

22 Garcia Martinez, “4QMess Ar and the Book of Noah,” 41, made the following observa-
tion, which dovetails nicely, although unintendedly, with our analysis of the epithets in
the Apocryphon: “1QapGen VII, 7 and XII, 17 use the divine title X'W 777 which never
appears in Jub., although it shows a great variety of divine titles. Among them God of
Heaven (Jub. 12, 4; 20, 7) and Lord of the World (Jub. 25, 23) are the most similar ones to
the Lord of Heaven. This title, however, is found in 1 Enoch 106, 11, in a summary of the
Book of Noah, not elsewhere in 1 Enoch.”

28 This is not to suggest that the author of the Apocryphon employed only written
sources in addition to his own talents in composition. It is certainly possible that he pos-
sessed oral traditions that he integrated with his borrowings from written sources, but the
reliance on written sources cannot be gainsaid in my view.

116



17

248 CHAPTER ELEVEN

to the Apocryphon, and not the reverse.?* His argument | is based on cri-
teria quite different from the ones that I employed in my analysis of the
unity of the Apocryphon, although the two dissimilar approaches come to
very similar conclusions. Examining a variety of exegetical motifs in both
works, he concludes that:

The Apocryphon contains at least nine exegetical motifs... that could, and
probably would, have served well the purposes of the author of jubilees, yet
not one of them found its way into his book; at the same time, Jubilees con-
tains no exegetical motifs that are not found in the Apocryphon in the sec-
tions that parallel the Jubilees narrative. This fact certainly strengthens the
conclusion that, if one of these sources borrowed from the other, it was the
Apocryphon that borrowed from jJubilees.?

It is clear from Kugel’s analysis that he, too, is of the view that it was the
book of Jubilees that was before the author of the Apocryphon when he
composed, not merely oral traditions that coincide with Jubilees.

E. Summary

To summarize, then, there are three separate strong arguments that
appear to militate against the compositional unity of the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon: first, the physical markers within the text and the manuscript
that declare that it is made up of parts; second, the radically divergent
approaches that Parts I and II have to the biblical text in their retelling
of the biblical narrative; and finally the fairly divergent fashions in which
they refer to God.

One additional argument could be raised against compositional unity,
but I believe that it can be largely discounted. It has often been noted that
a significant shift takes place at column 21, line 23, where the narrative
shifts away from the first person which has been virtually omnipresent
throughout the document to this point and remains in the third person

24 James L. Kugel, “Which Is Older, Jubilees or the Genesis Apocryphon? An Exegeti-
cal Approach,” in Adolfo D. Roitman et al. (eds.), The Dead Sea Scrolls and Contemporary
Culture, 257—294. 1 thank Professor Kugel for allowing me to see his full paper in pre-
publication form.

25 Kugel, “Which is Older?,” 278. His conclusions dovetail well with a remark by
Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon, 21, “One gets the impression that scanty details in Gen-
esis, 7 Enoch, or Jubilees are here utilized in an independent way and filled out with imagi-
native additions.” Falk, Parabiblical Texts, 29, writes similarly, “The strongest arguments
seem to favor the view that the Genesis Apocryphon draws on both jubilees and parts of
1 Enoch, incorporating traditions from them and other sources in accordance with the
author’s particular interests.”
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for the remainder of the surviving text. It could therefore be argued that
the composer of the Apocryphon is drawing on a different source for the
very last segment from the one he employs earlier in the Abram narrative.
Since, however, there is a very plausible internal explanation for the shift
from first to third-person narration | at that point, namely the fact that
Abram cannot narrate the story of the war of the kings because he does
not witness it, I believe that this is the weakest of the arguments against
unity, and if it is of any value at all, it is only to support the three other
arguments.26

III. THE ARGUMENTS FOR UNITY

In the face of such convincing claims, why would I continue to discuss the
question of the unity of the Apocryphon? The reason lies in the dichotomy
that I suggested earlier between the compositional unity, which I believe
the Apocryphon lacks, and the narrative unity, which it clearly possesses.
In that narrative unity, the sections flow into one another with no over-
lap, as far as we are able to tell. In other words, whatever sources pre-
existed the Apocryphon have been juxtaposed and shaped by its author/
composer/editor to fit the form of the overall narrative that he presents.??

A. Earlier Arguments for Unity

I am not the only voice currently arguing for the unity of the Apocry-
phon. Esti Eshel has also recently made similar, and perhaps even stron-
ger, claims in the various papers cited in footnote 1 above, and Daniel Falk
has intimated an analogous view in his recent book on The Parabiblical
Texts. There are, however, fundamental differences between our formula-
tions and methodology that need to be made clear. Conceding, as I do,
that the author of the Apocryphon may have employed earlier sources,
Eshel adopts an approach and an argument which differs substantially
from my own, claiming that “From the extant text, we can see a well-
written story, with smoothly connected individual components, which

26 It must be conceded that my suggested reasoning does not explain why the narra-
tive remains in third-person once Abram is on the scene again pursuing the kings, or for
the final surviving lines of the Apocryphon that introduce his vision corresponding to the
opening verses of Genesis 15.

27 While completing the final version of this paper, I noticed that my choice of idiom
here had been anticipated by Nickelsburg, “Patriarchs,” 152: “The author of the Apocryphon
has shaped these two stories in a common direction.”
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share both themes and terminology. Thus. .. the composition as it stands
before us is a unified text, and is not a mere patchwork of three indepen-
dent compositions.”28

| She admits that “in addition to the biblical text being used by the
author of the GA, there might be evidence for his use of discrete sources,
whether oral or written. Nevertheless, the text as it stands before us is a
unified composition.”?® The unity, for Eshel, is to be found in “chains of
traditions,” i.e., parallels in circumstances between the major characters
of the three sections of the work, whom she identifies as Enoch, Noah,
and Abram, as well as similarities in the language employed in the various
divisions of the narrative.3® Granting that one of the dangers of this sort
of literary analysis is its potential subjectivity, and the possibility that fea-
tures that appear structurally significant to one reader may appear coin-
cidental to another, I must nevertheless assert that a number of Eshel’s
connective features—the fact that Enoch and Noah both struggle with
sinful generations; that Enoch and Abram both communicate with God;
and that Enoch, Noah, and Abram are each singled out as righteous and
have visions regarding the future of humanity—strike me as generic and
not unique or distinctive enough to create links between the sections of
the Apocryphon.

Eshel writes, furthermore, “Another unifying technique employed by
the author of the Genesis Apocryphon, apart from structuring three cycles
around three major figures and creating intertextual connections between
them, is the creation of secondary characters within these cycles.”3! We
certainly cannot know whether or not the apparent central roles of Enoch
(in Eshel's view), Noah, and Abram in the successive segments of the
Apocryphon is the result of structuring by the author, or their presence in
the sources from which he drew, although this suggestion should be kept

28 Eshel, “Chain of Traditions,” 185. In Eshel “The Noah Cycle,” 79-80, she writes along
similar lines, “the Noah cycle seems to be an integral part of the composition, not an
independent work taken from a written source and introduced as a whole into the Genesis
Apocryphon.” As will become clear, I believe that those polar opposites are not the only
alternatives available for our consideration. Since Eshel is of the opinion that the Apocry-
phon preceded and was employed by Jubilees, there is no question of Jubilees being one
of the Apocryphon’s sources. But cf. the convincing (to me, at least) arguments of Kugel
(above, n. 24) for the priority of Jubilees.

29 Eshel, “Chain of Traditions,” 186.

30 For Eshel’s suggested linguistic parallels between Enoch and Noah, cf. Eshel, “The
Noah Cycle,” 80—81. She notes that within the Bible, furthermore, the unusual verb T'?ﬂﬂﬂ
is employed for all three, Enoch, Noah and Abraham.

31 Eshel, “Chain of Traditions,” 189.
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in mind when we discuss the composition of the Apocryphon. The claim,
however, that there are secondary characters who “serve transitional
functions...connecting the earlier and later main figures, thus creating
an even closer connection between the cycles,”3? strikes me as a sort of
obscurum per obscurius kind of reasoning, especially since | the presence
and role of Shem, the suggested secondary character in the Noah section,
is largely the product of Eshel’s creativity rather than the evidence of the
text of the Apocryphon.

In sum, I believe that Eshel has gone too far in her attempt to vindicate
the unity of the Apocryphon. Or, to put it rather differently, I think that
because Eshel overstates the unity of the Apocryphon somewhat, she is
compelled to rely on “unifying factors” that in my view are not strong
enough to bear the weight of her claim. Unlike her, I do not think that
our choices in evaluating the potential unity of the Apocryphon are only
between “well-written story” and “mere patchwork,” and, as a result, when
discussing the unity of the Apocryphon or its lack thereof, I am more will-
ing than she to emphasize its disunity and even the tension that exists
between the senses of unity and disunity that it manifests. The skill of
the final composer of the Apocryphon does indeed create a certain kind
of unity out of the disparate sources that he employed, but his method in
doing so did not involve erasing the boundaries between them.

Falk, as opposed to Eshel, does not speak explicitly of the unity of the
Apocryphon, but does offer a section dealing with “the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon as a book.”3® He suggests that “common treatment of the Noah
and Abram material—especially the expansions and additions—points
to matters of special interest to the author,” particularly because the sec-
tions are of different natures and sources. I find myself in agreement with
this loose characterization, but I am less certain that we can be sure that
“where minute details of the rewriting correspond to unique structuring
of the larger context of the narrative, the author reveals part of his par-
ticular Tendenz.”3*

Unfortunately, almost all of the elements that Falk calls “modifications
for readability . .. for the sake of the story,” derive from Part II of the Apoc-
ryphon, and can tell us nothing about possible links between the Noah
and Abram sections.3> The first-person narrative, on the other hand, and

32 Ibid.

Falk, Parabiblical Texts, 102—106.
Falk, Parabiblical Texts, 102.
Falk, Parabiblical Texts, 103.
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the psychological and emotional expansions of the biblical story, are in
my view correctly seen by Falk to belong to both parts of the Apocryphon
narrative and therefore likely to be a contribution of the final composer,
at least in part, to the unity of the piece. Finally, I am far less certain than
Falk that one of the overall concerns of the Apocryphon is for correct
praxis, either in marriage laws or | sacrificial laws.36 The latter are found
only in the Noah section, and therefore cannot be claimed to be an overall
issue that bridges the disparate segments of the Apocryphon. In the case
of the parallel stories about Bitenosh and Sarai, which are indeed signifi-
cant for the unity of the Apocryphon, I think that Falk overestimates their
didactic, as opposed to literary, role, when he writes “the stories are for
warning and emulation...this is the point of the intense focus on the
psychological states of Bitenosh and Sarai...."3”

B. A Less Unified Unity

The specific question that I believe we need to explore is whether any-
thing is holding together the formally and generically diverse elements of
the Apocryphon, beyond the somewhat superficial narrative unity which
is established by the story’s following, more or less, the sequence of the
narrative in Genesis. For the purpose of this portion of my discussion, it
does not matter that I am fairly certain that the Apocryphon is composed
of two, three, or even more, sources, if I can argue that those sources have
been treated in such a fashion as to create coherences between the stories
that are more than merely sequential. Can we point to efforts, even not
fully successful ones, by the final composer of the piece, to create a stron-
ger unity than the storyline alone would present? Or to put it somewhat
mathematically, is the whole greater than the sum of its parts?

Several related and very significant methodological points arise here
that we must keep in mind as we proceed. First there is the problem of
subjectivity in thematic evaluation to which I alluded above. Whereas the
arguments presented against unity must be considered to some degree
objective, the ones in favor of unity run a much more serious risk of begging
the question. It is too easy to dismiss the links that can be seen between
segments as products of the reader’s imagination rather than the editor/
composer’s technique. I believe, nevertheless, that there exists a variety
of thematic interests, which are not intrinsic to the narrative in Genesis,

36 Falk, Parabiblical Texts, 103—-104.
37 Falk, Parabiblical Texts, 104.
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that recur in the diverse segments of the Apocryphon and can plausibly
be suggested to be a product of the hand of the author/editor, enough
to create a convincing case even if some of them are blamed on subjec-
tive analysis. Second, this approach makes certain assumptions regarding
the active role of that final composer of the work that | have significant
implications for our analysis. After all, if we consider his interests to have
played a role in the final form of the work, he must have contributed to
it to some significant degree. The latter conclusion appears to be even
more susceptible to the criticism of subjectivity than the first. Third, and
following upon the second, our limited database of Second Temple Jewish
literature makes it difficult to assert with confidence that a given scene or
motif has been invented by the author of the Apocryphon rather than one
of his sources or traditions.

Finally, and perhaps most important, we must concede that certain
features of the Apocryphon that at first glance appear to contribute to,
or underline, its unity must be discounted as primary evidence. We must
constantly bear in mind the fact that the narrative of Genesis underlies
the story-line of the Apocryphon. As a result, therefore, qualities of the
narrative that can be said to derive from the biblical substratum of the
Apocryphon cannot be employed mechanically to demonstrate its unity.
Thus, for example, language appearing in two parts of the Apocryphon,
which also appears in both instances in the underlying biblical text, can-
not be argued to be employed as a unifying device absent further factors
that would point in that direction. The presence of common biblical phe-
nomena, such as prayer or the building of altars by different characters
in the Apocryphon’s story in the places where they appear in the Bible,
likewise do not, ipso facto, create automatic connections between them.38

C. Formal and Thematic Unifiers of the Genesis Apocryphon

The key to the evaluation of the unity of the Apocryphon, however, is
probably our view of the role of the composer/editor in the production of
the work, so let us consider the ways in which he might have affected the
structure of the final product. Among the themes which have been sug-
gested as “unifying” the Apocryphon are: dialogue, sexuality and marital

38 Abram’s prayer when Sarai is taken away by Pharaoh (20:12-16) is not built on a
biblical model, and is an example of the creative art of the Apocryphon, most probably
belonging, in my opinion, to the hand of the final author.

122



123

254 CHAPTER ELEVEN

relationships, geography, and revelations and dreams.3® When we find a
theme repeated in more than one | segment of the Apocryphon, we must
not assume that all of its appearances are to be attributed to the final
composer. That might very well imply that they are completely his cre-
ations, and that they were not present at all in any of the source texts. The
fact that some of the themes are already intimated in the works that we
believe were the sources of the Apocryphon make it likely that such a sug-
gestion should probably be avoided. It is much more likely that repeated
themes in Parts I and II are to be assigned in one part or the other to the
final editorial hand and can therefore be viewed as contributing to its

unity.

1. First-Person Narrative

There is no doubt that one of the characteristic stylistic features of the
Genesis Apocryphon is its employment of a technique where most of the
story is told in the first person by the leading character in the section. This
style, together with the frequent utilization of dialogue contributes a great
deal to the vividness of the narrative. We cannot know whether this tell-
ing the story through first-person narration is to be attributed to the final
composer or to the written sources upon which he drew, but the following
interesting argument can be made to suggest that it comes from the hand
of the individual who produced the Apocryphon in its final form.

Once we agree that the Apocryphon has been composed from, or
derives from, sources, including, most likely, 1 Enoch and Jubilees, then
we have to decide whether its first-personness is one of the qualities that
derives from those sources as well. If it does, then we have to postulate
the existence of at least two (if not three) first-person narratives between
1 Enoch/Jubilees (for example) and the Genesis Apocryphon on which the
composer of the Apocryphon drew.4° If, however, we do not demand
the existence of that extra level of sources between 1 Enoch/Jubilees and
the Apocryphon, then we must view at least some of the first-person

39 T have drawn on the work of a variety of scholars in compiling this list, including
Nickelsburg, Eshel, and Falk. I stress that I do not accept all of the elaborate suggestions
which Nickelsburg has suggested for certain thematic continuities between the parts of the
text or which Eshel has made in arguing for the unity of the Apocryphon.

40 If the heading M3 "1 2N is taken to be the title of a work with Noah as first-person
speaker, then we have one of them. The unlikely (to my mind) development from a first-
person narrative source to a third-person narrative needs to be considered seriously by
those scholars who believe that the Apocryphon antedates jubilees. If it is as unlikely as
I believe it to be, a serious argument against the priority of the Apocryphon has been raised.
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material as the product of the final composer and consider its presence to
be the result of his unique handling of the earlier literary tradition which
he received. Even though the first-person narrator shifts from section to
section, I think that the constant employment of this narrative technique
serves to generate a sort of linkage between the disparate segments of the
| work.#* Some of the several surviving third-person sections in Part [—a
couple of lines in column 5 and perhaps in column 3 as well (according
to Machiela’s readings)—may simply indicate an imperfectly carried out
revision, while the lengthy description of the division of the earth in col-
umns 16-17 may have been consciously left in third-person since it was
not a particularly interesting section to revise into first-person speech.*?

2. Husbands and Wives Talking to Each Other

Related to the first-person presentation of the narrative, I believe, is the
presence of frequent dialogue in the Apocryphon which may also be said
to contribute to its “unity.” In particular, it would appear that in several
facets of both narrative and dialogue the Apocryphon treats of relation-
ships between husbands and wives.#3 Thus Nickelsburg, followed by Eshel,
has observed that the emotional scene between Lamech and Bitenosh in
column 2 is missing from the presumed source for this segment of the
Apocryphon, 1 Enoch 106-107.4* It is very possible that this observation
indicates that the vivid dialogue with its manifestation of woman’s emo-
tions and overtones of explicit sexuality is to be attributed to the final

4l Dr. Machiela raised an interesting, if currently unanswerable query in this context.
Comparing the narrative technique of Jubilees, he asked whether the first-person narra-
tives of the Apocryphon could have been contained within a more traditional larger third-
(or first-) person framework? Since we possess neither the beginning nor the end of the
entire work, important questions like this one have to be put aside (even as we do not
discount them) in order to avoid being frustrated by them.

42 As I noted above, the third-person narrative of the last column and a fraction of the
Apocryphon is probably not to be explained in this fashion, and demands independent
treatment on another occasion. I have not been able to take into consideration in this
treatment the important arguments presented in Matthias Weigold’s essay, “One Voice
or Many? The Identity of the Narrators in Noah’s Birth Story (1QapGen 1-5:27) and in the
‘Book of the Words of Noah’ (1QapGen 5:29-18:23)" Aramaic Studies 8 (2010): 89-105. I sus-
pect that some of my remarks may require modification as a result of his analysis.

43 T am not sure that I would go as far as Nickelsburg and consider “Patriarchs Who
Worry About Their Wives” to be “A Haggadic Tendency in the Genesis Apocryphon,” as
he does in the article cited above, n. 10.

44 Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature, 173 and “Patriarchs,” 158; Eshel, “Chain of Traditions,”
190.
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composer/editor, who enhances the tension in his version of the biblical
story by retarding the progress of its plot through this stirring exchange.*

| It is further possible that the gap-filling scene and the dialogue between
Sarai and Abram upon their entry into Egypt in column 19 is also a prod-
uct of the final editor/composer. Granting our fragmentary knowledge
of Second Temple Jewish literature, there are two features of the scene
which appear to be unique to the Apocryphon: On a large scale, when
Abram and Sarai are about to enter Egypt, Abram has a dream about a
palm tree and a cedar in which the palm saves the cedar from being cut
down by crying out that they stem from one root (19:14-17). He interprets
the dream as foretelling an impending threat to him and Sarai, with an
attempt on his life which only she can avert by declaring that he is her
brother. This dramatic creativity on the part of the author of the Apocry-
phon is most likely directed at resolving one or more “perceived” gaps in
the biblical story: first, how does Abram know that the Egyptians will seize
Sarai when they reach Egypt, and second, why does he adopt the amoral
solution of lying in order to save the situation?+6

On a much smaller scale, the Apocryphon contains the following text:
“This be all the kindness which you should do for me, in all the places
where we come, say about me that he is my brother and I shall live because
of you and my life shall escape on your account” (19:19—20). As I have dem-
onstrated elsewhere, the author has integrated here a verse from Genesis
20 that refers retrospectively to Abram’s early life with Sarai into an event
in that early life. Gen. 20213 reads “when God caused me to wander from
my ancestral home, I said to her ‘this be the kindness which you should do

45 Although there is an obvious connection between the unity of the Apocryphon and
its “literary” nature, I have made a conscious effort in this essay to avoid conflating those
issues. In this instance, I believe that it was valuable to indicate the possible function
within the narrative of the technique employed by the author. I have discussed some of
the “literary” aspects of the Apocryphon in “Narrator and Narrative in the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon,” at the Fifteenth World Congress of Jewish Studies, in Jerusalem, August 2009
and have continued the discussion in “The Narrative of the Genesis Apocryphon: Between
Exegesis and Story,” at the Association for Jewish Studies Annual Conference, in Boston in
December, 2010. The acknowledgment of the unity of the Apocryphon, however we under-
stand it, is but the first step toward the analysis and appreciation of the ancient work as a
literary oeuvre in its own right, independent of its relationship to the Hebrew Bible.

46 For a discussion of this and other ancient “solutions” to these problems, cf. Geza
Vermes, “Bible and Midrash: Early Old Testament Exegesis,” in Post-Biblical Jewish Studies
(SJLA 8; Leiden: Brill, 1975), 67 (originally Cambridge History of the Bible, 1 [Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1970], 207), and James L. Kugel, Traditions of the Bible: A Guide
to the Bible as It Was at the Start of the Common Era (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1998), 255—256 and 271-272.
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for me, wherever we arrive, say regarding me that he is my brother’.”#” The
Genesis Apocryphon | is the only surviving source from antiquity, to the
best of my knowledge, that attempts to “solve” the allusion in the remark
in Genesis 20 by locating a reference to it in the narrative of Genesis 12,
earlier in Abram’s life.

The combination of these two unique features, the dream and the
harmonizing “back reference,” makes me suspect very strongly that they
are both the product of the final composer, and that the dialogue between
husband and wife, while not as elaborate as the exchange between Lamech
and Bitenosh in column 2, is also the product of the same hand. I confess
that by arguing that both of these passages, the dialogues of husband and
wife in both Parts I and II of the Apocryphon, are the products of the
hand of its final composer, I have here violated one of the guidelines that
I suggested earlier of not arguing that similar material in both parts of the
Apocryphon should be attributed to that individual, but there are excep-
tions to every rule, and I am willing to find one here.

It is likewise possible that the same fascination with marital bonds and
sexuality is responsible for the presence of the poem in praise of Sarai’s
beauty in column 20. Whether it comes from the hand of the final com-
poser, or whether he took a pre-existing description of female beauty and
inserted it into his story, it indicates an interest which bridges the diverse
segments of the Apocryphon.#® And perhaps the same concern generates
the parallel oaths of Bitenosh (2:13-16) and Pharaoh (20:30), both of which
assure a husband that his wife has not engaged in illicit sexual activity.#?
Structurally they appear to be very similar. It is too much to believe that
all of these passages are the coincidental products of the juxtaposition of
three source narratives without conscious modifications.

3. Noah-Abram Links

Another phenomenon that I have noted in the past which links the two
parts of the text is the use of language in the Noah section of the Apoc-
ryphon that is clearly borrowed from the phraseology of later portions of

47 Bernstein, “Re-Arrangement,” 50-54 (above 1.188-192).

48 Note that I have suggested, on the one hand, that this unit is an exegetical gap-filler
(above n. 20), and, on the other, that it is introduced because of conceptual interests of
the author. These suggestions are not mutually exclusive.

49 Tt is tempting to suggest that the theme of sexuality also underlay the fragmentary
words 8Nap1 Oy, “with women” (11) and [RW]IR N33 oY PwIp, ‘holy ones with the
daughters of ma[n]” (6:20), but such temptations ought to be resisted.
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Genesis which tell the Abram story. This, too, I suspect, may be a prod-
uct of the final composer’s hand. When in 11:1 of the Apocryphon Noah
declares that he went | out (presumably from the ark) and “walked upon
the earth, by its length, and by its breadth,” the text echoes Gen. 1317
“Arise and walk through the land by its length and by its breadth,” words
which appear in the Apocryphon at 21:13-14 “arise, walk about, go and
see how great is its length and breadth.”> A few lines later, in 11:15, God
appears to Noah and says TNX12 0% ™7 7732 DP1 MIR 7Y M3 8 5070 5K
DNy, “Do not fear, O Noah, I am with you and with your descendants
who will be like you forever.”! This is a virtual citation of material refer-
ring to Abram later in Gen. 15:1 “Do not fear, O Abram; I am your shield.”
The latter passage, indeed, actually appears, with an expansion which we
might label as targumic, in the Aramaic of the Apocryphon at 22:30-31 9&
Y MR 517N, “Do not fear; I am with you and I shall be for you sup-
port and strength, and I am a shield over you and your buckler against
anyone stronger than you.” In each of these cases, as I have suggested, the
conscious employment of the language of the Abram material in a Noah
context is part of an effort to include Noah as another “patriarch” in the
chain of tradition, a phenomenon found elsewhere at Qumran although
it is avoided in rabbinic literature.>? In fact, it is only the fact that we find
Noah integrated into the tradition of the patriarchs elsewhere at Qumran
that prevents me from being more certain that this passage is from the
hand of the final editor and possibly not from his source.

50 In the Noah passage, 87X probably means “earth,” while in the Abram one it means
“land.” I do not accept Falk’s suggestion (Parabiblical Texts, 65), that “the Genesis Apocry-
phon interprets ‘fill the earth’ as taking possession of the boundaries of a specific promised
land” (italics in the original). There has been no specification in the surviving material to
a particular location, and I believe that the expected meaning of XPIR must be “earth.”
I agree with Falk, Parabiblical Texts, 66, that “The author’s model is Abraham,” and see the
language as bridging the two sections, but do not see that “the description of Noah survey-
ing and touring the land is specifically parallel to unique additions to the narrative in the
Genesis Apocryphon about Abram that describe Abram carrying out God’s instructions to
survey and tour the promised land.” If, however, Falk were to be correct in his assertion,
this would contribute further to the unity of the narrative.

51 Falk mistranslates the end of this sentence in two different ways: in Parabiblical
Texts, 55, he writes “I am with you and with your sons—to them as with you forever,” and
on 67, “and with your children that (it will be) to them forever.”

52 “From the Watchers to the Flood,” 60—61 (above 1171), and “Noah and the Flood at
Qumran,” 209 and 220—221 (below 301 and 311-312). I should not, however, go quite as far
as Falk, who writes in Parabiblical Texts, 67, that “the Genesis Apocryphon portrays Noah as
a new Adam and a proto-Abraham,” contrasting this depiction with the less positive view
of Noah that prevails (although not universally) in rabbinic literature.



IS THE GENESIS APOCRYPHON A UNITY? 259

| 4. Geography

The interest of the composer of the Noah section in geography is manifest
in his treatment of the division of the world among Noah’s descendants, a
theme which we see treated also in Jubilees, so that, if Jubilees is anteced-
ent to the Apocryphon, it probably served as his model for this section.53
But Abram’s tour of the boundaries of the Promised Land in column 21
is, to the best of my knowledge, unprecedented in Second Temple Jewish
literature, even though it does fill a gap in the biblical text, the carrying
out of the divine command to “arise and walk about the land, by its length
and its breadth.” This, too, appears to be a way which the editor has found
to link the Noah and Abram components of his story with broad strokes,
mirroring the traditionally described geography of the division of the
earth with his innovation of the boundaries of the land. In this instance,
a link is created on a small scale as well. As has been pointed out by Falk,
Machiela, and Eshel, the boundaries of the land traversed by Abram in
21:15-19 are the same as the portion allotted to Arpachshad in 17:11-15.54 In
both of these latter cases, I should stress, I do not claim that the author of
the Apocryphon is responsible for the creation of the links on both sides;
I believe that he has inserted language into the Noah material in Part I to
match the Abram language, and created a geographical excursus focusing
on Abram in Part II to parallel the division of the earth in Part I.

53 Machiela devotes a significant portion of his book (The Dead Sea Genesis Apocry-
phon, 85-130) to “The Division of the Earth in Genesis Apocryphon 16-17: A Case Study
on Its Relationship to the Book of Jubilees.” See also Esti Eshel, “The Imago Mundi’ of the
‘Genesis Apocryphon’,” in Heavenly Tablets: Interpretation, Identity and Tradition in Ancient
Judaism (ed. Lynn LiDonnici and Andrea Lieber; JSJSup 119; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 111-131.

54 Falk, Parabiblical Texts, 93; Machiela, The Dead Sea Genesis Apocryphon, 92-93;
Eshel, “Chain of Traditions,” 189.

128



129

260 CHAPTER ELEVEN

5. Partial Unifiers

a. Dreams®®
The search for unifying devices in the different parts of the Apocryphon,
however, can occasionally be misleading. For example, dreams and rev-
elations are prominent in both sections of the Apocryphon, although the
fragmentary | nature of the text makes it difficult to calculate exactly how
many occur in Part 1.5 Noah receives several, both before and after the
flood, culminating in the lengthy eschatological vision of the trees in col-
umns 13-15, and Abram has the warning dream in column 19 discussed
above and a night vision (21:8-10) in which God commands him to ascend
Ramat Hazor and survey the land.57 Nickelsburg sees “revelation” as an
ongoing theme in the Apocryphon, suggesting that “the motif of revela-
tion in Enoch’s oracle about the Flood and the eschaton and in Abram’s
dream about coming events in Egypt recurs in columns 13—15.. .. This is the
third instance in which a section of Genesis that has no reference to reve-
lation has been substantially elaborated through an appeal to revelation.”>8
The relevant question for our treatment is whether each of these dreams
belongs to the source material of the Apocryphon, or whether some of
them have been introduced into the narrative by the final composer as a
feature which serves to integrate the diverse segments of the story.

I believe that in order to avoid the charge of over-reading, we must
distinguish here between the dreams and their contents. It is very pos-
sible that the presence of revelatory dreams in all parts of the Apocryphon

55 On dreams in the Apocryphon, see the older treatments of Boudewijn Dehandschut-
ter, “Le réve dans I'’Apocryphe de la Geneése,” in La littérature juive entre Tenach et Mischna.
Quelques problémes (ed. Willem Cornelis van Unnik; Leiden: Brill, 1974), 48-55, and Mari-
anne Luijken Gevirtz, “Abram’s Dream in the Genesis Apocryphon: Its Motifs and Their
Function,” Maarav 8 (1993): 229—243, as well as, more recently, Eshel, “Dream Visions.”
Dr. Jassen points out correctly that dreams are also part of the literary expansion of the
biblical narrative in such Second Temple works as the apocryphal additions to Esther,
and that attention should be paid not just to their function in the Apocryphon, but also
to the role that they play in other works that retell biblical stories with supplementation.
For a recent survey of a somewhat broader nature, see Frances Flannery-Dailey, Dreamers,
Scribes, and Priests: Jewish Dreams in the Hellenistic and Roman Eras (JSJSup 9o; Leiden:
Brill, 2004).

56 Falk, Parabiblical Texts, 77, counts “at least four dreams or visions by Enoch, Noah,
and perhaps Lamech.”

57 The command to look about in all four directions and the promise of the land are
found in Gen. 13:14-16, but there is no vision detailed in the biblical text. On the other
hand, Abram’s vision that is found in the Apocryphon where it breaks off at the end of
column 22 is parallel to the one in Genesis 15:1, and is therefore not to be included in this
discussion.

58 Nickelsburg, “Patriarchs,” 154-155.
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should be seen as a device linking the Abram and Noah (and perhaps
Lamech) sections, especially since it appears that Abram’s dreams do
not have antecedents in surviving Second Temple Jewish literature; that
would allow for the significant possibility that they come from the hand
of the final author. On the other hand, I am far less confident of the pos-
sibility that the final composer is using cedar trees in dreams to create a
link between the parts of the text, as Eshel seems to suggest,® not least
because I think that we have to be | wary of finding formal literary links
which are unalike conceptually. The dream/revelation phenomenon may
indeed demonstrate the literary technique and/or the ideological inter-
est of the final composer, but, based on their surviving contents, the
dreams themselves seem to have little in common other than their being
dreams.5°

b. Enoch

Nickelsburg has focused on the role of Enoch material in the Apocryphon,
and if I were to accept fully his analysis, together with some of the claims
made by Eshel discussed above, regarding allusions to Enoch in Part II or
similarities between the ways that Enoch and Abram are depicted, then
the argument that I am making for the unity of the Apocryphon could be
strengthened considerably. Nickelsburg has noted “additions to the Gen-
esis story that tie 1QapGen 19—20 to the Enochic tradition,”! in particular
Abram’s reading to the Egyptian wise men from “the Book of the Words
of Enoch” (19:25). Whereas that reference is indeed significant, in my view,
and may point to an editorial attempt to connect the segments, the other
“parallels” suggested by Nickelsburg, such as the shaping of “the Gen. 12
story to conform to the story of the watchers and the women,” are highly
tenuous in the same way as the connections between Enoch and Abram
drawn by Eshel are too unspecific, in my view, to be seen as contributing
strongly to the unity of the Apocryphon.

59 Eshel, “The Noah Cycle,” 81-82.

60 Machiela, The Dead Sea Genesis Apocryphon, 132—133, draws attention to the fact that
Noah and Abram experience dream-visions, and points out the diverse nature of their
respective revelations; a similar observation is made by Falk, Parabiblical Texts, 89. If we
allow ourselves to dream about what the now missing column 23 of the Apocryphon might
have once contained, we could perhaps suggest that the full treatment of Abram’s vision
corresponding to Genesis 15 might have had eschatological contents parallel to Noah’s
prophetic one in columns 13-15.

61 Nickelsburg, “Patriarchs,” 149. Falk, Parabiblical Texts, 89, also writes, “The Noah and
Abram sections are tied together by appeal to Enochic revelation.”
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IV. CONCLUSIONS

I believe that the foregoing discussion has demonstrated that the Apoc-
ryphon, in the form that we have it, is both a unity and a non-unity; that
while it points to the sources or segments out of which it was composed,
those parts show signs of having been reworked by an author/editor into
a narrative in which the individual units are linked by more than their
sequentiality alone, and that the final product can be viewed, in some
sense, as a whole. Although | the final composer has made no effort to
conceal the sources out of which the Apocryphon was created, or even
the seams between them, he has found a variety of ways, through the
analogous handling of similar themes, and perhaps even in the introduc-
tion of themes into the story in places where, to the best of our knowl-
edge, they are his own innovation, to highlight features or elements of the
story that recur (or are made to recur) in the successive subdivisions of
the narrative.52 His presentation is neither Steiner’s dichotomous “collec-
tion of books,” nor Eshel’s “well-written story, with smoothly connected
individual components, which share both themes and terminology,” but
something in between those two characterizations.

The broad range of disparate unifiers that we have suggested for the
Apocryphon contribute, on the one hand, to the effectiveness of the nar-
rative unity that we observed earlier, as the often minimal sense of link-
age created by each of them plays a role in bridging the borders between
the stories that have been composed out of pre-existent sources. They are
not sufficient, on the other hand, to erase fully the sense of compositional
disunity that we have delineated above. The combination of that narrative
unity and these unifiers together, however, is what allows us to analyze
the Apocryphon as a coherent work, and not merely as a series of sources
that have been glued together in biblical order. But the seams between
what I believe to be the sources employed and manipulated by the final
composer remain visible, allowing us a rather unique insight into the way

62 T am not going so far as to suggest that the author of the Apocryphon placed some
kind of Aristotelian value on unity, but rather that he saw the opportunity to create a more
perfect union among the disparate sources that he wove into the Apocryphon by employ-
ing the techniques that we have demonstrated in this essay. His own contributions to the
expansion of the biblical story found in his sources are surely not all due to an attempt
to “unify” the narrative, but may have been generated by a variety of factors, including
his wish to include literary or theological themes that he considered significant. It is the
total effect of his choices in these diverse areas that gives the Apocryphon the unity that
we have described.
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in which an ancient author produced a new product out of material some
of whose original contexts we can identify.

I have argued above that the final composer of the Apocryphon is work-
ing with pre-existing written sources, rather than a vaguely defined amal-
gam of oral traditions as others have suggested. Does the allowance for
the creative participation of the final editor in the production of the com-
pleted shape of the Apocryphon affect that claim in any way? I believe
that the dichotomies between the two parts of the Apocryphon, whether
in their relative closeness to the biblical text, or the way that they handle
the biblical text, or in the | epithets that they employ for God, all appear to
me to undermine the picture of the work as the product of a creator author
who is composing his work with only oral material available to him.63 It
is actually much easier to envision an author utilizing pre-existing writ-
ten sources, modifying and molding them and building around them, and
thus producing the Apocryphon, than to assume that he is doing all of this
on the basis of oral material which has not already been put into literary
form. Kugel’s claim that the Apocryphon contains exegetical motifs which
are not found in jubilees, for example, but that jubilees does not contain
any which are unique to it and do not appear in the Apocryphon, would
also tend to confirm the picture that I have drawn of a composer who is
working with concrete earlier sources.

V. FINAL REMARKS

There are three further points that I should like to sketch out in conclu-
sion, although I shall have to leave their full treatment to other occa-
sions. The first is one to which I alluded in my introductory paragraphs:
Is our appreciation and admiration of unity in a literary work a feeling

63 Dr. Machiela suggests the possibility that the final hand may be responsible for the
complete composition of one of the sections ab initio, perhaps the Abram narrative, and
I admit that there is no hard and fast evidence against such a position, although I deem
it unlikely. I should ask in response, however, why should we assume that a composer
whose project appears to be the integration of pre-existing material into a whole choose
to shift gears and work with a literarily blank slate? I should therefore be inclined to limit
the original contribution of that author to the pieces that I have pointed to in the course
of my discussion, some of them substantial like the Abramic circumambulation of the
land, which serve as literary unifiers of the disparate segments of the whole. On the other
hand, I should therefore disagree as well with Falk’s verdict, Parabiblical Texts, 102, which
appears diametrically opposed to Machiela’s suggestion, “It is questionable whether any
significant amount of material in the Genesis Apocryphon can be considered completely
free composition.”
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that would have been shared by the ancient author and his audience?
Would they have seen the “seams” between the parts of the Apocryphon
as flaws in its composition, highlighting the fact that even though its nar-
rative flows continuously, there are bumps along the continuum? Would
the notation “[copy of | the Book of the Words of Noah” mark the Apocry-
phon as an inferior composition in their view for drawing attention to one
of its sources? Just as I suggested that genre may be a modern concern,
so too may be unity. This is not the place to enter into further discussion
of this not insignificant point, but it should remind us that, | no matter
how good our textual reconstruction and literary analysis becomes, there
remains an unbridgeable chronological, cultural, and contextual chasm
that separates us from the final composer and first readers of the Genesis
Apocryphon.

Second, we should keep in mind that we moderns read the Genesis
Apocryphon (and perhaps other works that some of us classify as “rewrit-
ten Bible”) very differently from the way that the ancient reader (or lis-
tener) did. The ancient reader most likely read (or heard) a narrative
without comparing with its biblical original as he read it; we can (and
often do) sit with a copy of Genesis in one hand and the Apocryphon in
the other, and go back and forth between them at our leisure, looking for
those implicit interpretive details which characterize this genre. When
we read the Apocryphon, and I must stress that I do not believe that
we ever hear it—it is a strictly literary, as opposed to oral, text—we are
often looking primarily for the interpretation embedded in the narrative,
while the ancient reader may simply have been listening to a good story
derived from the Bible. The primary goal of the author(s)/composer(s) of
that story is likely to have been to tell the story well, rather than to be a
biblical interpreter, and that aim may very well have affected his presen-
tation. Once again, we have to concede that the way that we approach
the document may diverge from the approaches of the ancient composer
and audience.

Finally, the last two paragraphs should perhaps convince us that our
consideration of the unity or lack thereof of the Apocryphon should not
be looked upon as an end in itself. Once it is acknowledged that the Apoc-
ryphon is more than a series of narratives from Genesis strung together
seriatim, and that the hand of a final composer can be recognized, we
can, and should, focus our attention on the work itself, and not only on its
sources or relationship to the Bible. The next step, having acknowledged
the narrative unity of the Apocryphon, is to study the work as a literary
entity, divorced as far as is possible from its biblical model, analyzing it as
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if we had discovered it without having a biblical original before us.54 Such
circumstances would change the ways in which we think about the text.
Unable to speak of “exegetical stimuli” in the biblical narrative to explain
a variety of features of the story, we would be forced to read the Apocry-
phon on its own, as a work surviving from Late Antiquity, and to describe
and analyze its literary form, structure and features independently of any
“original” that may have underlain it. To borrow | a term from a differ-
ent contemporary sphere, I suggest that we need to pay more attention
to the “original intent” of the ancient composer and audience. I concede
that the picture that I have just drawn may be a bit exaggerated, but it
should remind us that we have to do our best to read the works that come
down to us from Antiquity, whether in a direct chain of transmission or
fortuitously discovered, in the way in which their original readers read
them. It is only by consciously putting aside our contemporary concerns,
such as genre, unity, and relationship to the Bible, that we can approach
achieving a reading that resembles theirs most closely.

64 T have begun this next stage in my research agenda for the Apocryphon in the papers
referred to in note 45 above. It is of course impossible, and actually unproductive, to main-
tain completely the pretense of the Apocryphon as having no connection to the Bible.
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CHAPTER TWELVE

THE GENESIS APOCRYPHON AND THE ARAMAIC TARGUMIM
REVISITED: A VIEW FROM BOTH PERSPECTIVES!

I. INTRODUCTION

Some of the questions that arise from any attempt to juxtapose the Gen-
esis Apocryphon and the Aramaic versions of the Pentateuch are fairly
obvious, and many of those have been discussed since the first publica-
tion of the Apocryphon in 1956. Others, however, could only be asked after
the Apocryphon and works related or similar to it from the Second Tem-
ple era had been studied, as they have been now, for many years. I shall
take the opportunity offered by this presentation to address both types
of questions.

When the Apocryphon was first presented to the scholarly world by Avi-
gad and Yadin, it appeared to be a very peculiar text: an Aramaic pre- and
non-rabbinic document which retold stories from Genesis in a fashion at
times similar to the way in which later rabbinic literature would in the
genres usually labeled as targum and midrash. Those initial editors of the
Apocryphon, however, in their introduction to the text and its translation
did not focus on its relationship with the later rabbinic targumim. They
appropriately, if not always accurately, saw fit to contextualize it within
the Second Temple literature to which we are now certain that it belongs,
describing it “as a sort of apocryphal version of stories from Genesis, faith-
ful, for the most part, to the order of the chapters in Scripture....The
work is evidently a literary unit in style and structure, though...it may
be perhaps be divisible into books—a Book of Lamech, a Book | of Enoch,
a Book of Noah, a Book of Abraham.”? The fact, however, that it was a
Bible-oriented work written in Aramaic drew other scholars to search for

1 T am grateful to participants in the Vienna conference who responded to the origi-
nal presentation of this paper and impelled me to rethink and reformulate certain of its
details, and to Professor Edward M. Cook, Dr. Aaron Koller, and Dr. Shani Tzoref who were
kind enough to read and comment on the penultimate draft.

2 N. Avigad and Y. Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon: A Scroll from the Wilderness of Judaea:
Description and Contents of the Scroll, Facsimiles, Transcription and Translation of Columns
II, XIX-XXII (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1956), 38.
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points of contact with the later targumim, and several articles, beginning
at the earliest stages of Apocryphon scholarship, have addressed the pos-
sible relationship between it and the targumim.® To begin this discussion
I should like to review some of those early forays into the comparative
analysis of the targumim and Apocryphon and to show how some of
the paths which were followed were not only ultimately unproductive,
but also misleading to our proper understanding of this Second Temple
era work.

II. THE EARLY YEARS

The observations that were made of the Apocryphon vis-a-vis the later tar-
gumim were usually superficial, ranging from the unsurprising fact that
certain portions of the Apocryphon were closer to the Hebrew text than
others, and therefore were more similar in those places to the Aramaic
versions, to similarities or differences in the ways that each of them trans-
lated the underlying biblical Hebrew text. Thus in what was probably the
first article to approach this issue in the very first year | of Revue de Qum-
ran, Manfred Lehmann observed that even outside of cols. XXI:23-XXII:26,
which “are easily recognized for keeping fairly close to the Massoretic text
[sic]...we find shorter or longer passages of literal translations of the Bib-
lical text interwoven in the midrashic portions.”* This is doubtless true,

3 M.R. Lehmann, “1Q Genesis Apocryphon in the Light of the Targumim and
Midrashim,” RevQ 1 (1958-1959): 249—263; GJ. Kuiper, “A Study of the Relationship
between ‘A Genesis Apocryphon’ and the Pentateuchal Targumim in Genesis 14,_,,,” in
In Memoriam Paul Kahle (ed. M. Black and G. Fohrer; BZAW 103; Berlin: Tépelmann, 1968),
149-161; P. Grelot, “De I"Apocryphe de la Genese’ aux ‘Targoums’: sur Geneése 14,18—20,” in
Intertestamental Essays in Honour of Jozef Tadeusz Milik (ed. Z.J. Kapera; Qumranica Mogi-
lanensia 6; Cracow: Enigma Press, 1992), 77—-90. I have discussed some of the treatments of
the assignment of the Apocryphon to the targumic genre in “The Genre(s) of the Genesis
Apocryphon,” at the International Conference on the Aramaic Texts from Qumran, Mai-
son Mediterraneenne des Sciences de ' Homme, Aix-en-Provence, France, June 30-July 2,
2008. That essay, together with responses to it, has been published in the proceedings of
the conference, Aramaica Qumranica: Proceedings of the Conference on the Aramaic Texts
from Qumran in Aix-en-Provence 30 June—2 July 2008 (ed. K. Berthelot and D. Stokl Ben Ezra;
STDJ 94; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 317-343 (above 1.217-238, but without the respones). Some
of my formulations in the early portion of this paper will resemble my remarks in that
one. At the same conference, I was the respondent to Thierry Legrand’s paper “Exégeses
targumiques et techniques de réécriture dans ’Apocryphe de la Genése (1QapGen ar),” and
his paper and my response to it have also appeared in that volume (225-252). In my view,
much of Legrand’s discussion can be said to belong to the area of midrash as much as of
targum, and this is the focal point of the divergence in our analyses.

4 Lehmann, “1Q Genesis Apocryphon,” 252.
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and Lehmann’s observation that at times the Aramaic phraseology differs
from the Hebrew only by virtue of its having been shifted from the third
person biblical narrative to the first person version in the Apocryphon was
certainly correct. Note, on the other hand, the instinctive dichotomizing
of the Apocryphon into “targumic” and “midrashic” segments; the generic
sophistication and hyper-sophistication which we have developed in dis-
cussing the Qumran scrolls and other Second Temple literature over the
last half century is of course lacking, so the convenient reference points
of those two rabbinic genres, targum and midrash, are taken as the
touchstones.®

Lehmann, like others after him, moves from this assertion about literal
translations in the Apocryphon to a claim that the Genesis Apocryphon was
somehow an ancestor of the later targumim, particularly the Palestinian
ones, which are not as strictly limited to rendering the biblical text as is
Ongelos and which intersperse their translations of the text with midrashic
material. A half century ago, in the very childhood of Qumran scholarship,
some analogies were too strong to resist and some of the flaws in this
analysis may not have been as obvious as they appear to be to us today.

Shortly after Lehmann’s article appeared, Matthew Black explicitly
questioned Avigad and Yadin’s characterization, wondering “whether, in
fact, this is an adequate or even correct description of the character of this
old Aramaic text,” and suggesting that “too much stress on the apocryphal
| character of the scroll may have the effect of obscuring or even misrepre-
senting its essential nature.”® Black suggests that this Aramaic document
might be “an early specimen of a written Aramaic Pentateuch Targum
from Palestine, perhaps a prototype and forerunner of the old Palestin-
ian Targum...and of the so-called Fragment Targum.”” But within a few

5 This view was not limited to the literature in scholarly journals. André Dupont-Som-
mer, in one of the standard early translations of the Scrolls, in the edition that appeared
after the Apocryphon had been published (and after Lehmann’s article), remarks on the
material in the Apocryphon parallel to Gen 14 (The Essene Writings from Qumran [trans. G.
Vermes; Oxford: Blackwell, 1961], 291 n. 2):

[T]he story in the Genesis Apocryphon is even told in the third person as in the Bible,
and no longer in the first person singular as in the preceding sections. In fact the addi-
tions and modifications are so relatively insignificant that it may almost be regarded as
a simple paraphrase of the biblical text in the targumic manner [my emphasis, M.J.B.].
Chapter xiv of Genesis is generally thought to be an interpolation of fairly recent date
and already midrashic in style; the author of the Genesis Apocryphon saw no need to
add new midrashic development to this ancient midrash.

6 M. Black, The Scrolls and Christian Origins: Studies in the Jewish Background of the New
Testament (New York: Scribner, 1961), 193.

7 Ibid., attributing this idea to Paul Kahle.
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pages, the tentative hypothesis becomes an assertion that “like any other
Targum text, the Aramaic translation is simply following the sections of
Scripture in their canonical order.”® Black’s surprising (to us) conclusion
is “The new scroll is almost certainly our oldest written Palestinian Pen-
tateuch Targum.”®

The next decade did not bring major progress in this area, as not only
were the views expressed by Lehmann not corrected, but they were taken
even further and sometimes with a greater sense of certitude. Gerald
Kuiper, in his “A study of the relationship between ‘A Genesis Apocry-
phon’ and the Pentateuchal Targumim in Genesis 14,—5,” sets out to test
Black’s conclusion.!® After comparing the targumim of the first portion
of Gen 14 with each other, and establishing some “working hypotheses”
regarding their interrelationships (hypotheses, incidentally, which would
probably not be acceptable in current targumic scholarship either), he
turns to the Apocryphon and writes,

In G[enesis] A[pocryphon], as in the tgg, the Aram. paraphrase follows
the Hebr. verse by verse, though this is most marked in columns XXI and
XXII, and contains verses-proper and free midrashic additions....In the
verses-proper there is agreement in GA with all the Pal. tgg as well as with
the Hebrew text. The agreement with one tg is particularly marked with
N[eofiti], but is also found with P[seudo-]J[onathan].l!

These so-called “agreements” are, on the whole, extremely superficial and
are of the sort that might be expected among any group of translations or
| paraphrases of the same Hebrew material into Aramaic. Kuiper's remark,
“As is the case in all tgg, GA occasionally follows literally the Hebrew text.
Thus there is every indication of accord between GA and the Pal. tgg in
the verses-proper,”? demonstrates quite overtly his presumption that the
Genesis Apocryphon is a targum. The same observation, however, regard-
ing such accord between the Apocryphon and the later Aramaic versions

8 TIbid., 195. We should note that the evidence for the targumic nature of the scroll
derives almost entirely from the Abram material, especially col. XXII, which is much closer
to the biblical text than the material in col. II, the only other one published at that time.

9 Ibid., 198. Some years later, Black changed his mind about the generic identification,
writing of the Apocryphon, “The new Aramaic document is a kind of midrash on Gen. xii
and xiv” (An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts [3rd ed.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1966],
40).

10 Kuiper, 149. On 155, he quotes Black as calling attention to the agreement of the
Apocryphon “with the pre-Onkelos Palestinian Pentateuchal Targum.”

1 Ibid., 155.

12 Tbid., 155-156.
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may enable us to understand how the Apocryphon is operating if we make
the opposite assumption, namely that it is not a targum. The unique read-
ings in the Apocryphon that do not coincide with any of the known Ara-
maic versions of Genesis are explained by Kuiper as being “characteristic
of independently and freely developing tgg.”’3 In other words, the identi-
cal passages indicate the Apocryphon’s dependence on earlier versions, or
at least traditions, while the divergent ones are also a feature of targumic
composition. Somehow this just does not seem right.

Kuiper describes the Genesis Apocryphon further, once again in terms
that highlight its asserted identification as a targum in non-specific
generalities:

In GA, as in the Pal. tgg, we find midrashic additions. Among the shorter
additions some agree with the tgg, and others have affinities to Palestinian
traditions as has been noted in the discussion of the unique renderings. GA
also includes unique, longer additions, another characteristic of the Pal. tgg.
In the presentation of midrashic additions, some of which coincide with
those in the Pal. tgg, while others are unique and often reflect likeness to
Palestinian traditions, the nature of GA is revealed as the same as that of
the Pal. Pent. Tg tradition.!*

In this characterization, the attempt to encompass all of the Genesis
Apocryphon under the rubric of “targum” requires that the very lengthy,
non-biblical narratives that it contains be forcibly squeezed into the same
category as the occasionally substantial, but never very lengthy, midrashic
pluses which are found in the Palestinian targumim. They are simply not
of the same order of magnitude.

It is perhaps unfair to reach back forty and fifty years to set up a straw
man just to knock it down. I am doing it, however, not to denigrate the
scholarship of that era, but rather to establish a framework for my ensuing
analysis. And I therefore conclude this opening portion of my paper with
Kuiper’s conclusion, one which is far from proven in my view:

| It is clear that GA is a targumic text. Following the Hebr. text, the Aram.
translation inserts midrashic material. It parallels the free translation of
the Pal. tgg and is unlike the literal translation of O[ngelos]....Our con-
clusion is the tentative thesis that GA is a unique recension of the Pal. Pent.
Tg tradition, to be placed next to those of PJ, N, C[airo] G[eniza], Pa[ris],
and Vat[ican]- L[e]ips[ig]- Nor[emberg]- Bom[berg]; that this recension is

13 Ibid., 156-157.
14 Tbid., 158.
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related to N; and that it, as well as the other Pal. Pent. tgg, lies behind the
authoritative translation of 0.15

We are now told that the Apocryphon is actually a recension, a witness
to the targumic translation and interpretive traditions which should be
juxtaposed to those of the later surviving targumim, and, even beyond
that, that it is related to Targum Neofiti, whose manuscript, we should
recall, dates to the early sixteenth century! We observe that the flaws
in the methodologies of both Lehmann and Kuiper have to do not just
with their inaccurate preconceptions of the Genesis Apocryphon, but prob-
ably their misevaluations of the Aramaic versions as well. In the 1950s
and 1960s there were many prevalent theories regarding the history and
interrelationships of the targumim that we have had to unlearn since then
as well.

[II. THE CURRENT STATE OF THE QUESTION

Suffice it to say that these early exaggerated conclusions regarding the
Genesis Apocryphon and its potential connection to the Aramaic versions
have, on the whole, fallen by the wayside. But the ways in which we think
about that theoretical link have not. If we examine, for example, the cur-
rently regnant edition of the Apocryphon, the third edition of the out-
standing commentary by Joseph A. Fitzmyer, there are two features which
attempt to present the data relevant to studying that connection. First,
Fitzmyer presents a far more sober discussion of “The Genesis Apocry-
phon and the Classical Targums” in the introduction to the edition,'® and
second, in his translation he italicizes all text which he deems to be Ara-
maic translation of the biblical Hebrew text of Genesis. Although these
techniques are both fundamentally mechanical in nature, and the second
is occasionally debatable, they present the student of the Apocryphon with
raw data for analysis.

| Fitzmyer presents a detailed list of passages “where one finds what may
be regarded as an Aramaic translation of the Hebrew text of Genesis, or
at least parts of it,”!” being careful to distinguish between translation and
what he calls “allusion.” In any retelling of the biblical story, language is

15 Ibid., 160-161.

16 J.A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave 1 (1Q20): A Commentary (3rd
ed.; BibOr 18/B; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 2004), 38-45.

17 Tbid., 39.
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likely to be used that can be seen as “alluding to” or reflecting the biblical
version. He then follows with an even more elaborate comparative chart
of the language of all the Aramaic versions and the Apocryphon in those
passages.!8 Fitzmyer moves directly from this chart to his conclusion:

When one surveys the above data, it is evident that the Genesis Apocry-
phon, though a literal translation of the Hebrew text in places or in isolated
phrases, is more frequently a paraphrase of the biblical text. The phrases
that are literally translated are incorporated into its own expanded account.
Therefore it cannot be regarded simply as a targum. In its use of Genesis, it is
farthest removed from the literal character of Tg. Ongelos, and its paraphrase
resembles some of the midrashic insertions in Tg. Ps. Jonathan....[S]ome
of the translations and interpretations of the Genesis text found in it are at
the root of interpretations given in the later targums. Nevertheless, there is
no way to prove this, since no direct literal dependence of the targums on
the Genesis Apocryphon can be shown.!®

Although in his care and unwillingness to go beyond where the data take
him, Fitzmyer is light-years beyond the somewhat careless methodology
of Lehmann and Kuiper, we may ask whether on a certain level his tech-
nique and the questions that he is asking of the text in this area have
progressed very far beyond those of the earlier generation.2® We are still
lining up Aramaic words against Aramaic words and trying to discern
whether there are any patterns of replication or imitation which could
lead us to the conclusions that were asserted, although unproven, by
scholars such as Lehmann and Kuiper. We are asking the questions and
giving the answers from the perspective of the Aramaic targumim, and
not from the perspective of the Apocryphon. For example, “its paraphrase
resembles some of the midrashic insertions in Tg.Ps.-Jonathan.” Why not
| “some of the midrashic insertions in Targum Pseudo-Jonathan resemble
those in the Apocryphon”?

And it should be noted that, despite the work of Fitzmyer and others
in clarifying the nature of the Apocryphon’s genre as non-targumic, Grelot
could still write in 1992, admittedly far more cautiously than Lehmann

18 Tbid., 40—43.

19 Tbid., 43.

20 To be sure, Fitzmyer (ibid., 43-45) follows his above-cited remarks with brief obser-
vations meant to show that the Apocryphon belongs to an earlier stage of translation style
than do the rabbinic targumim, noting such features in the Apocryphon as greater literality
in certain instances; the absence of N to render Hebrew N{; the use of construct chains
rather than -7; and the absence of “buffer” terms like 8772°1 when referring to God. But
all of these are comparatively unsurprising and do not advance our understanding of the
fundamental ways in which the Apocryphon and the targumim are, or are not, alike.
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and Kuiper, “On pourrait donc soutenir qu’a partir de cet endroit, 'auteur
final a collecté de véritables passages targoumiques, du moins pendant un
certain temps (on a le début de Gen 15).”?! His notion of a “final author” for
the Apocryphon is one with which, as will be seen, I am in agreement. But
I am less certain about the collection of targumic passages. He concludes,
having focused in his discussion on a few verses from Genesis whose ver-
sion is found in col. XXII of the Apocryphon:

Dans les versets examinés ici, 'Apocryphe de la Genése se présente comme
un véritable Targoum: il ne transpose pas les récits en faisant d’ eux des doc-
uments autobiographiques. Mais on remarque au passage que les variants
introduites dans le texte primitif et les minimes additions qu'on y reléve ne
depassent pas [88] la maniére d’agir du T[argoum] J{onathan], dans toutes
ses variantes. On peut en induire que la pratique du Targoum, en marge
de la lecture synagogale de I'Ecriture, existait déja au temps ou le texte
araméen de Gen 14-15 a été collationné pour prendre place dans I'ensemble
du livre.22

Although arguing more subtly than his predecessors, Grelot fundamen-
tally asserts on the basis of the presence of the translation of the Hebrew
verses into the Aramaic of the Apocryphon that there were already targu-
mim in existence when the Apocryphon was put into its final form.23 Why
need the presence of Hebrew verses rendered into Aramaic demonstrate
the existence of whole targumim?24 Why should we not rather allow for
| the possibility that the author of the Apocryphon translated Hebrew into
Aramaic wherever he chose to employ the language of the biblical text in
his Aramaic narrative?

21 Grelot, “De I' ‘Apocryphe de la Genese’ aux ‘Targoums,’” 77.

22 1bid,, 87-88.

23 J.E. Miller, “The Redaction of Tobit and the Genesis Apocryphon,” JSP 8 (1991): 53—61
(56), makes a similar claim, asserting, “The only non-pseudepigraphic section on [sic] the
scroll is the later part of the Abram section, which may be thought of as targum, and prob-
ably derived from a targum available to the redactor” [emphasis mine, M.J.B.]. He observes
further, ibid. n. 6, that only Dupont-Sommer (above n. 5) “recognizes the third person
narrative as targumic.”

24 T am not asserting that there were no complete or partial targumim of the Penta-
teuch in circulation prior to the period when the Apocryphon was written, only that the
contents of the Apocryphon cannot prove their existence or non-existence one way or the
other. The overall evidence of the Qumran corpus for the existence of such targumim is
also negligible in my view, despite the substantial remains of 1QtgJob. Furthermore, while
it is quite reasonable to presume that oral traditions of interpretation and translation in
Aramaic existed in this era, to think of them as “targumim” would probably be an histori-
cally misleading methodological error.
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IV. REFORMULATING THE ISSUE IN LIGHT OF RECENT SCHOLARSHIP

I think that if we accept Fitzmyer’s broad conclusions, as I believe we
should, any meaningful discussion of the Genesis Apocryphon and the Ara-
maic targumim must begin with a different set of questions and operate
from a very different vantage point from the one taken in the past if we
are going to be able to learn anything new. In the remainder of this paper,
I shall lay out some methodological reflections, preliminary observations,
and suggestions for further investigation. The first one is that we should
begin with the Apocryphon; I believe that one of the initial flaws in Leh-
mann’s original study is manifest in the title—“The Genesis Apocryphon
in the Light of the Targumim and Midrashim”—rather than targumim
and midrashim in light of the Genesis Apocryphon. The historical sequence
must be a significant factor in our analysis.

It is also clear that when we examine the Apocryphon for passages that
translate, rather than paraphrase or summarize, the text of the Hebrew
Bible, we find far more in the second, Abram segment (Part II), cols. XIX-
XXII, than we do in the Lamech-Noah segment, cols. o—XVII (what I shall
refer to as Part I).25 Even if we include passages where the biblical nar-
rative has been changed from third person to first in keeping with the
narrative style of most of the Apocryphon, there are far fewer examples of
translated biblical text in Part I of the Apocryphon than in Part II. This is
one of several ways in which Part I and Part II differ, and which demon-
strate, in my view, that they derive from different sources, a position that
I have addressed in a recent article.26 They are probably also | of some-
what different genres, a fact that raises further generic questions about
the Apocryphon as a whole which I dealt with at the conference on Ara-
maic texts from Qumran at Aix-en-Provence in July 2008.27

25 The rather unusual designation col. o is employed for the fragments of the first
extant column of the Apocryphon based on the arrangement of the pieces of 1Q20 which
extend to the right of what had been referred to as col. I since the initial publication. The
term, which has been adopted by all current students of the Apocryphon, was suggested by
Michael Wise and Bruce Zuckerman when they presented this data at the 1991 SBL Annual
Meeting in Kansas City.

26 “Divine Titles and Epithets and the Sources of the Genesis Apocryphon,” JBL 128
(2009): 291-310 (above 1.195-216). I endeavor to show there that the two parts of the Apoc-
ryphon refer to God by two almost completely discrete sets of epithets, a feature that I
believe points in the same direction as the observations about closeness to the biblical
text and translations of biblical passages.

27 “The Genre(s) of the Genesis Apocryphon,” (above, n. 3).
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Furthermore, Part I of the Apocryphon can be characterized, on the
whole, as very loosely attached to the biblical text, beyond the presence
or absence of literally translated stories. If we align the biblical narrative
with that of the Apocryphon, there is very little in the surviving, very frag-
mentary material of cols. 0-XVII that can be matched closely with the bib-
lical text: virtually none of cols. 0-V, for example, where the story, as far
as we can tell, involves the Watchers, the birth of Noah, and predictions
of the future destruction of the earth that are made to Enoch and, through
him, to Methuselah and Lamech, can be said to match the biblical text.28
It is thus not very “targumic.” There are a few passing points of contact
with the biblical text in Noah’s self-introduction in col. VI, but nothing
really recognizable as translation other than perhaps VI:23 7R nna[wx1]
VWIPY 127 11 M3, which is obviously modeled on Gen 6:8 *1"p2 1 Kk NN
"N transformed into first-person speech.2? Only after the story of the flood
are there a few close parallels to what we might call targumic versions of
the Hebrew.3? The absence of the systematic employment of translated
biblical material makes it less likely that what seems at first glance to be
biblical text should be treated as such.

Part II of the Apocryphon is, as a narrative, more tightly bound to the
biblical text than Part I, and this is true even for Abram'’s first person nar-
rative, cols. XIX-XXI:22, before the story begins to be told in the third
person. It is very clear that Part II is not of the same nature as Part I in
this regard and that it is the fact that Part I is closer to the | biblical text
than Part I that gives the impression that there is something “targumic”
about it. Since I am in agreement with Fitzmyer that there is no evidence
for formal Aramaic translations prior to the Apocryphon, I should like to
offer an hypothesis to explain the targum-like features of Part II without
resorting to the presumptions that the author or composer of that mate-
rial had targumim in front of him, in oral or written form, from which he
drew the “translations” in the text.

28 My own preferred terminology is to refer to this type of material as “parabiblical,”
and not to use the overworked term “rewritten Bible” for it. Some of the remarks that I
made in “‘Rewritten Bible’: A Generic Category Which Has Outlived Its Usefulness?” Text
22 (2005): 169-196 (above 1.39-63) regarding “rewritten Bible,” as well as on the Genesis
Apocryphon as belonging to that category, will have to be reworked in light of my recent
work on the Apocryphon, including the paper on its genre(s) referred to in n. 3.

29 Fitzmyer, Genesis Apocryphon, 149, calls this a “reflection,” while the echoes of
Gen 6:9 in VI:6 he refers to as an “allusion.”

30 Language in that segment of Part I of the Apocryphon that clearly reflects the under-
lying biblical text is virtually limited to the following: Xa12 (Gen 8:4), XI: 17 (Gen 9:2—4),
XIIx1 (Gen 9:13), XI:10-12 (Gen 10:22, 6, 2).
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I believe that the answer to the questions posed by this “pseudotargumic”
material lies indirectly in the issue of the genre of the Genesis Apocryphon.
Vermes included in his narrow definition of “rewritten Bible,” one with
which I happen to be in strong sympathy, works in which “the midrashist
inserts haggadic development into the biblical narrative—an exegetical
process which is probably as ancient as scriptural interpretation itself.”
His list includes “the Palestinian Targum and Jewish Antiquities, Ps.-Philo
and Jubilees, and the...Genesis Apocryphon.”®! Putting aside the ones
for which we do not have any Semitic original extant, we are left with the
Palestinian targumim, Jubilees and the Apocryphon. Generically, it must
be admitted that the Palestinian targumim differ radically from jubilees
and the Apocryphon, to the degree that I believe virtually all scholars in
subsequent discussions of “rewritten Bible” omit those Aramaic versions
from the list, because of the radical divergence between the formal shape
of the targumim from that of all other works which are called “rewritten
Bible.”32

The targumim, like the other ancient versions, are translations of the
Hebrew text, in almost all circumstances bound to the shape and language
of the Hebrew text regardless of whatever other material they may add to
it. That is why it is clear to me that the Genesis Apocryphon cannot be a
targum. And if we did not have the Aramaic targumim as a later model
with which to confuse the translation material found in the Apocryphon,
we should have understood the role of those “translation passages” in it
much more readily because we might then have compared it to the other
“rewritten Bible” of which we have some Hebrew remains, Jubilees. And
we might have succeeded in doing so even without the | Hebrew frag-
ments of Jubilees. I suggest that as an experiment you go through your
text of Jubilees, in whatever language you prefer to read it, and mark
off the passages that are more or less the equivalents of biblical verses.33

81 G. Vermes, Scripture and Tradition in Judaism: Haggadic Studies (2nd ed.; SPB 4;
Leiden: Brill, 1973), 95.

32 The one exception of which T am aware (although there may be others) is G.J. Brooke,
who, in the last sentence of the entry “Rewritten Bible” in the Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea
Scrolls (ed. LH. Schiffman and J.C. VanderKam,; 2 vols.; New York: Oxford University Press,
2000), 2:777-781 (780b), writes “Once both the form and the content of the biblical books
were fixed in Hebrew, ‘rewritten Bible’ continued only in the Targums.”

33 The same kind of experiment can also be done with the Latin text of Pseudo-Philo’s
Liber antiquitatum biblicarum in which biblical texts are occasionally employed as part
of the narrative. To the best of my knowledge, no one has suggested that it ought to
be characterized as a “targum.” And in fact, H. Jacobson, the editor of the most recent
comprehensive text and commentary of pseudo-Philo, A Commentary on Pseudo-Philo’s
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I do not believe that it matters whether they are precise citations or close
paraphrases. Their presence is indubitable. You will see that one of the
techniques of the author of jubilees is to use texts from the Hebrew Bible
as part of his narrative and often to expand them or interrupt them with
non-biblical material.

In a similar fashion, the introduction of biblical texts into a rewritten
Bible like the Apocryphon probably has nothing to do with its being writ-
ten in Aramaic or with the targumim, but is likely to be a consequence of
the way the authors of rewritten Bible composed. If the Genesis Apocry-
phon had been composed in Hebrew, I suspect, we should not have been
surprised by the presence in its retelling of Part II (which, incidentally,
shares more of certain features with Jubilees than does Part I) of bibli-
cal texts which have been integrated into the narrative. When we read
the Apocryphon in Aramaic and come across biblical verses, we need to
concentrate on the fact that they are biblical verses and not be misled by
the fact that they are biblical verses in Aramaic into thinking that we are
reading an Aramaic translation of the Bible, a targum.3+

V. THE EMPLOYMENT OF BIBLICAL TEXTS IN THE
COMPOSITION OF THE APOCRYPHON

There is one further issue about the use of biblical texts in the Apocryphon
that I should like to address, and that is the compositional use of biblical
material that does not derive from the immediate context of the narrative,
| but material that we might describe as “targumic” nonetheless.3> How
has the style or idiom of the author been affected by his knowledge of the
Hebrew Bible? I should like to make it clear that I am not the discoverer
of this phenomenon, but I do not believe that there has been any previ-
ous significant discussion of it. Fitzmyer alludes to some of the passages
that I shall mention in his commentary, but does not italicize them in
his translation because they do not derive from the Genesis material that

Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum: With Latin Text and English Translation (2 vols.; AGAJU 31;
Leiden: Brill, 1996) approached the issue of “biblical quotations” in the work in just such a
fashion in “Biblical Quotation and Editorial Function in Pseudo-Philo’s Liber Antiquitatum
Biblicarum,” JSP 5 (1989): 47—-64.

34 See “Appendix: Further Reflections Beyond Vienna,” at the end of this essay for fur-
ther ramifications of this point.

35 Jacobson, “Biblical Quotation and Editorial Function,” discusses the same phenom-
enon in Pseudo-Philo.
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is the fundamental framework of the Apocryphon. I am not certain that
broad conclusions can be drawn from them, but preliminary observations
should be made.

In Noah’s description of the offerings which he made before leaving
the ark in 1QapGen X, the language of line 15 “I poured their blood on the
base of the altar” reflects the language of Lev 4:7 and elsewhere (although
it pertains in Leviticus to sin-offerings and Noah’s sacrifices here are com-
pletely immolated). His words “I placed on it fine wheat flour mixed with
oil together with incense for a meal-offering” are a close echo of Lev 14:21.
Either the author is consciously resorting to the legal language of Leviticus
to describe Noah’s actions or, permeated with knowledge of the Bible,
he is citing those texts unconsciously. Likewise, at XI:16-17 where God
permits Noah to eat flesh as well as the produce of the earth, the Apocry-
phon “renders” Gen 9:3 AWy P n9aRY 7 0aY M RN WR W o
52 nx 2% NN, with 2w 8para Harnd K90 7335 15 an[] IR KA
RYIR *7.36 But then instead of proceeding to translate Gen 9:4 w1 IR
19IRN 8D 137 WA (“You must not eat flesh with its life-blood in it”), it
appears to introduce instead the Aramaic equivalent of Lev 317 07 31
19IRN &Y, “You may not eat any blood,” since the Apocryphon’s formula-
tion has the word “all” but no reference to flesh or life. It is not clear what
might have impelled him to draw material from a legislative passage in
Leviticus rather than a virtually identical one immediately at hand.

In 1QapGen XI:11, Noah declares that he went out (presumably from the
ark) and “walked upon the earth, by its length and by its breadth,” perhaps
in response to a divine command for him to do so that does not | survive
in the remains of the manuscript. A few lines later, in XI:15, God appears
to Noah and says D'5p% TNR12 PN "7 7713 031 7R TR M3 & 5070 5K
(“Do not fear, O Noah, I am with you and with your sons who will be like
you forever”). Both of these passages are virtual replications of material
referring to Abram later in Genesis, 13:17 “Arise and walk through the land
by its length and by its breadth”” and 151 “Do not fear, O Abram; I am
your shield.” The latter passage, indeed, actually appears, with an expan-
sion that we might label as targumic, in the Aramaic of the Apocryphon at

36 Because of the biblical language underlying the Aramaic, I should strongly prefer the
reading 873, rather than 8p7'2 that is usually read, but Daniel Machiela, who reviewed
the photographs carefully in response to my query, has insisted that 87"2 must be read.
I still find the sentence difficult to translate with that reading.

87 In the Noah passage, YR probably means “earth,” while in the Abram one it means
“land.”
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XXII:30-31 TAY MR HNTn 58, “Do not fear; I am with you and I shall be
for you support and strength, and I am a shield over you and your buckler
against anyone stronger than you.” As I have suggested elsewhere, in both
of these cases the employment of the language of the Abram material in
a Noah context is part of an effort to include Noah as another “patriarch”
in the chain of tradition.38

These first examples derive from Part I of the Apocryphon which is less
closely linked to the biblical text than is Part II. But in Part II as well, for
all its closeness to the Hebrew Bible of Gen 12-15, the narrator employs
biblical language borrowed from other passages in the Pentateuch. Where
the Hebrew of Gen 12:10 PR32 2p7 *1" has no definite article on the word
for “famine,” and lacks the word “all,” the Apocryphon at XIX:10 X192 X1
8510 KT RYIRA has “the famine was in this whole land,” and is likely
to be based on Gen 41:57 PR 923 apan pn °3, “for the famine was
severe in the whole land,” which has both of those features. The fact that
the continuation of that line in the Apocryphon employs the idiom of the
Joseph narrative, Gen 42:2 DX 72V W’ "D "NYAW N7, in its rewriting,
1"IRN2 X170 RNAYT NYnw, ‘I heard that there was grain in Egypt,” makes
the first association a bit more plausible. These could very well be the
sorts of “unconscious harmonization” of which I have written | elsewhere
rather than conscious efforts at analogizing the sections, but, whatever
we call them, they occur because the author of the Apocryphon knew his
Hebrew Bible very well.39

The scene between Sarai and Pharaoh contains several instances of lan-
guage deriving from other pentateuchal passages. When the Apocryphon,
XX:17, adds to Gen 12 the very significant remark 812 2pnh 530 &9
(“[Pharaoh] was unable to touch her”), it is using the language of Gen 20:4

38 “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 Joint Symposium 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 (ed. E.G. Chazon, D. Dimant, and R.A. Clements;
STD]J 58; Leiden: Brill, 2005), 39-63 (60-61) (above 1.171). For other allusions to Noah in
patriarchal contexts, cf. my “Noah and the Flood at Qumran,” in The Provo International
Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls: Technological Innovations, New Texts, and Reformulated
Issues (ed. D.W. Parry and E. Ulrich; STDJ 30: Leiden: Brill, 1999), 199—-231 (220—221) (below
1.311-312).

89 “Re-Arrangement, Anticipation and Harmonization as Exegetical Features in the
Genesis Apocryphon,” DSD 3 (1996): 3757 (above 1.175-194).
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OR 29p Ny T5D’:N1, “Abimelech did not approach her,”*? whereas the
words 8PT 85 A8 (“and he knew her not”) are just the sort of sup-
plement that we should have called targumic if we were looking at the
Apocryphon from the vantage point of the targumim. The purpose of its
introduction is very likely to fill the gap in the biblical narrative which
does not furnish the information, crucial to the later Jewish reader, that
Sarai remained untouched by Pharaoh, and the language perhaps under-
scores a connection between the two stories of her abduction. The author
of the Apocryphon likewise creates a further point of contact between
those stories when Lot’s command to Hirqanosh to tell the king to send
Sarai back to her husband, “and he will pray for him and he will live”
(XX:23) is modeled on the Abimelech narrative, Gen 20:7 “and let him
pray for you and live.”

Pharaoh’s summons to his various wise men and magicians to cure him
(XX:18-19) has “he sent and called all the Egyptian wise men and all the
magicians with all the doctors of Egypt” and is thus probably not mod-
eled only on Exod 7:1 “Pharaoh called the wise men and magicians,” but
on Gen 41:8 as well, “He sent and called all the magicians of Eqypt and all
its wise men.” And the inability of those practitioners to help is formulated
in language that is very close to that of Exod. g:11 TWaph oavnn 192 89
o™en 5231 onvIna "Iwn A ] Pnwn an awn 185 (“The magicians
were unable to stand before Moses because of the boils, for the boils were
upon the magicians and all Egypt”). The Apocryphon writes, XX:20 “The
doctors and magicians and all the wise men were unable to stand to cure
him because the spirit was plaguing all of them and they fled.” Here I sus-
pect a more conscious modeling or | employment of the later verses, with
the language drawn from the stories of the two later Pharaohs, in the time
of Joseph and the time of the Exodus, being employed consciously by the
composer of the Apocryphon. 1t is a linguistically subtle way to make the
theologically sophisticated observation that the behavior and fates of
the three Egyptian kings are linked in some fashion.

Finally, Abram’s prayer of thanks in XXI:2—4 N2721 8% owH ndHm
MY TAP T D 2 YT RNAVI K023 M2 HY RADR OTIP (A0 ITTING RIONR
DHWAa KT RYIRY 32'NKR T 20 recalls Jacob’s vow in Gen 28 and its ful-
fillment. Fitzmyer notes correctly that X7 RYIR, “this land,” derives from

40 Professor Cook pointed out correctly that -1 27p in Aramaic must be translated
“touch,” rather than “approach.” It is thus very interesting that the Apocryphon has suc-
cessfully “conflated” in its rewriting both Gen 20:4 W& 37p &9 T527aR1 and Gen 20:6 RY
HR YA T7'nn3, the former in root, and the latter in meaning.
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God’s promise to Jacob in Gen 28:15 NN ANTRA Y8 T'Nawm, but fails
to observe that the addition of D5w3, “in peace,” is borrowed from Jacob’s
words Gen 28:21 "a8 M2 Y& 015wa 'nawn, “I shall return in peace to my
father’'s home.”" It is interesting that Jub. 13:15-16 “he blessed the Lord
his God who had brought him back in peace,” also seems to have been
influenced in part by Gen 28:21, although not by Gen 28:15, and the same
modeling, or borrowing, technique is taking place in both examples of
rewritten Bible.

VI. A FURTHER HYPOTHESIS

While I am confident that these suggestions regarding the apparent pres-
ence of biblical verses in Aramaic in the Genesis Apocryphon are plausible
and worthy of consideration as an hypothesis, I should like to propose a
more speculative theory regarding the possible relationship of the Ara-
maic targumim to the Apocryphon. Whereas the early discussions about
their possible connection were often very specific and binary, e.g., was the
Genesis Apocryphon a “targum” or was it a “midrash,” I think that asking
the question about their relationship in a more nuanced fashion might
generate different sorts of answers. Although I believe that they belong
to different genres, and I do not suggest including the targumim under
the rubric of rewritten Bible (as Vermes and Brooke do), we can still ask
whether there is a link between the two genres, rewritten Bible and Pal-
estinian targum, and whether one contributed to the development of the
other in some fashion. And this question, too, can perhaps be answered
in more than one way.

| Let me begin with a description of Pseudo-Jonathan by one of its
foremost students, Avigdor Shinan. In the conclusion of his 1992 book on
that targum, he suggests that “its base is undoubtedly a targumic text,
but in its present form it is already a different composition.”#? Denying
that Pseudo-Jonathan should be classified as a midrash, he sees Pseudo-
Jonathan as resembling, in its literary form, Pirge deRabbi Eliezer, and
would assign both of them to the initial stages of the revival of the genre

41 Fitzmyer, Genesis Apocryphon, 218.
42 A. Shinan, The Embroidered Targum: The Aggadah in Targum Pseudo-Jonathan of the
Pentateuch (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1992), 199 (Hebrew).
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“rewritten Bible” after the decline of classical haggadah.#3 He classifies
Pseudo-Jonathan as “a former targum that is striving to become an Ara-
maic composition of ‘rewritten Bible” whose author made “a pioneering
and incomplete attempt at writing” such a composition “based on a text
of a targum.”** The movement, according to Shinan, is therefore from a
targumic text to something more akin to “rewritten Bible.” In this histor-
ical scenario, we should not realistically think of a connection between
the Genesis Apocryphon and the Palestinian targumim since the move-
ment of the latter toward the rewritten Bible genre takes place long after
the Apocryphon and similar works from the Second Temple era are gone
and forgotten.

My own suggestion, offered somewhat hesitantly, is that we should
think about the possible relationship between a targum like Pseudo-
Jonathan and the rewritten Bible form of the Second Temple period in an
almost inverted fashion. Might the appearance of rewritten Bible in tar-
gumic form be explained, in part, by a connection between some Second
Temple rewritten Bible texts and the Aramaic versions at an early stage of
the Palestinian targumim? Might not the authors of some of the Palestin-
ian targumim in the formative stages of their development, have modified
the approach of the rewritten Bibles and adapted and shaped them to the
targumic form, bound more tightly to the biblical verse than any of the
earlier representatives of the rewritten Bible genre were? Rather than
including the Palestinian targumim, especially the late Pseudo-Jonathan,
among the other examples of rewritten Bible as Vermes did,*® | or sug-
gesting that Pseudo-Jonathan marks an effort to return to the “rewritten
Bible” form, as Shinan did, can we consider them, rather, as descendants
of those Second Temple texts, albeit modified by the constraints of the
targumic form, the shape of the biblical verse? This hypothetical construct
would demand that the Pseudo-Jonathan or one of its ancestors had some
now lost antecedent that was itself linked somehow to the Second Temple
era. In suggesting such an approach, I have thus, ironically, returned to a

43 Ibid., 200—201. Shinan thinks that both of these works are struggling to become full-
fledged “rewritten Bible,” with Pirge R. El still maintaining midrashic style somewhat,
while Tg. Ps.-J. obviously has the constraints of the targumic form.

44 Tbid., 202.

45 For the dating of Tg. Ps.-J., cf. any of the standard accounts, e.g., P.S. Alexander,
“Targum, Targumim,” ABD 6:320—331 (322—323); idem, “Jewish Aramaic Translations of
Scripture,” in Mikra: Text, Translation, Reading and Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in
Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity (ed. M.J. Mulder; CRINT 2.1; Assen: Van Gorcum,
1988), 217253 (219-220, 243—245).
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position asserted by Lehmann regarding a genetic relationship between
the Apocryphon and the targumim, but one that resembles his only in
a formal sense. As indicated above, I offer this suggestion to scholars of
both Second Temple literature and targum for further consideration with
a good deal of hesitation.

VII. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, then, what have we shown in this discussion of the Genesis
Apocryphon and the Aramaic targumim?

1. We have suggested that the way in which questions have been formu-
lated regarding the potential relationship of the Genesis Apocryphon
and the targumim has not been the most productive;

2. confirming Fitzmyer’s verdict that the Apocryphon is certainly not a
targum, we have suggested an alternative way of approaching the ques-
tion of why there are biblical verses in Aramaic in the Apocryphon;

3. we have shown that the narrative technique of the composer(s) of
the Apocryphon involved the employment of citations or paraphrases
of biblical texts not deriving from his immediate context, and that
sometimes the employment of those texts may be considered merely
stylistic, while at other times they function to draw attention to the
analogous circumstances of the various biblical stories;

4. we have suggested, very tentatively, that if we examine the material in
historical perspective, the Apocryphon (or other Second Temple works
of the same genre) might be said to have served as a model for certain
features of the Palestinian Aramaic targumim. |

VIII. APPENDIX: FURTHER REFLECTIONS BEYOND VIENNA

During the more than a year and a half since the presentation of the oral
version of this paper, my ongoing research into the Apocryphon has taken
me in a direction that I believe has ramifications, perhaps supplementary
and perhaps contradictory, for some of the conclusions that I reached in
this paper when I delivered it in Vienna. I have suggested that in addition
to the ways that the Genesis Apocryphon has been approached in the past,
it is also productive to analyze it as a literary entity (almost) independent
of its relationship to the Hebrew Bible. Although my work along those
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lines is still in its incipient stages,*6 I should like to sketch some of the
implications that such an approach to the Apocryphon might have for the
questions discussed above regarding its possible relationship to Aramaic
targumim.

Two things have become clear to me in the course of this analysis: first,
our predisposition to the assignments of generic rubrics is intimately tied
up with the goals of our study in any particular case; and second, and per-
haps more paradoxical, we may be able to assign the same works produc-
tively to different genres without violating literary and academic canons.
Thus my earlier work on the Genesis Apocryphon, including the body of
this essay, always studied it from the perspective of its connection to the
Hebrew Bible, engaging such issues as whether the more appropriate term
to employ in discussing its genre is “rewritten Bible” or “parabiblical,” and
discovering that the attempt to assign a definitive generic designation to
it could be stymied, as I was in my Aix-en-Provence paper.*’” My stud-
ies of its interpretive techniques and the ways in which the Apocryphon
responds to exegetical stimuli in the biblical text likewise grew from treat-
ing the Apocryphon as one of Vermes’s paradigmatic examples of “rewrit-
ten Bible.” There is little doubt in my mind that this approach to the
Apocryphon is both valid and valuable, and to ignore it is to turn a blind
eye to some of the most prominent aspects, and perhaps even goals, of
the text. It should furthermore also be clear that those somewhat primi-
tive early generic discussions of “is the Apocryphon targum or | midrash?”
although they have been less productive than the search for the exegetical
methodology of the Apocryphon, belong to the same basic way of think-
ing about the text as well, emphasizing the ways in which its relationship
to the Hebrew Bible resembles one or the other of the two later rabbinic
genres of biblical interpretation.

If, however, we adopt a generic analysis that views the Apocryphon as
an independent work that happens to stand on a biblical foundation, but
without focusing on how close its connection is to the Bible, then the
question of the snippets of “biblical text” employed by the author cannot
have the same impact on our discussion that they have had when we read

46 1 made my initial foray in a paper entitled “Narrator and Narrative in the Genesis
Apocryphon” at the Fifteenth World Congress of Jewish Studies in Jerusalem, Israel in
August 2009, and continued with “Genre Just Gets in the Way Anyway: Reading the Gen-
esis Apocryphon Multigenerically,” at the SBL Annual Meeting, Atlanta, November 2010,
and “The Narrative of the Genesis Apocryphon: Between Exegesis and Story,” at the Associa-
tion for Jewish Studies Annual Conference, Boston, December 2010.

47 Above, n. 3.
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the Apocryphon as “rewritten Bible,” and our analysis must be more judi-
cious as a result. From the standpoint of the storyteller, sometimes the
employment of “biblical” language may be important to the way he tells
the story, but at other times there may be much less significance in the
fact that he borrows the language of the Bible in telling his tale. In the lat-
ter instances it is the writer’s intimate knowledge of the biblical text that
enables him to employ it in the presentation of the narrative without any
particular goal in mind. In such instances, the scriptural language is thus
not necessarily privileged in any way by the narrator; its scriptural nature
is often a coincidental, rather than a meaning-laden, phenomenon. Such
a perspective on the Apocryphon moves it even further away from being
considered as something related to the Aramaic targumim. And we can
now make this assertion not only for texts which derive from other loca-
tions in the Pentateuch, as I suggested earlier, but even for the biblical
text that underlies the story that the Apocryphon tells.

From this perspective, focusing on the story rather than its biblical con-
nection, we have to be careful in the way that we characterize the seeming
intertextualities created by the language used by the author of the Apoc-
ryphon, because they derive their significance primarily from the relation-
ship of the Apocryphon to the Hebrew Bible. I am not suggesting that if the
Apocryphon is an “independent” literary work then it cannot contain any
significant intertextualities, but that we have to be wary of claiming that
all of the echoes of biblical language must be intentional and significant.
If one of the primary goals of the final author was to present a narra-
tive that edified, engaged, or entertained, then even some of the apparent
exegesis reflected in the Apocryphon may be coincidental. On the other
hand, since the Apocryphon is clearly composed of sources, it is possible,
and even likely, that some of the intertextualities that we notice may be
the responsibility of the authors of those sources and not of the final hand
of the work. And finally, it also appears that the original | composers of
different parts of the work may have had different attitudes to their pre-
sentation in terms of modeling on the biblical text (and, hence, employing
biblical language), complicating our analysis in yet another fashion. In the
final result, then, the way in which we respond to the presence or absence
of a relationship of some sort between the Genesis Apocryphon and the
Aramaic versions of the Bible may depend on the generic presuppositions
with which we begin our analysis.
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THREE NOTES ON 4Q464*

In an essay that Esther Eshel and Michael Stone published recently, they
deal with a very significant issue that arises from a small piece of a frag-
mentary Qumran text.! My goal is to remark on another point in that
document that has not been dealt with yet in the literature, and to add
something to the discussions of the editors about two other issues in their
edition of the text.

In fragment 7, line 1 of 4Q464 we read MW |RIWY wAN *12 17, “they were
fifteen [years] old.” This half line at the beginning of the column occurs,
as the editors have already noted, at the beginning of a list of events in
the life of the patriarch Jacob.? Eshel and Stone compare the presumed
structure in this fragmentary line to the structure of similar texts, which
appear in the Testament of Levi and the Aramaic Levi Document. Regard-
ing this datum of “fifteen years old,” they write:

No biblical or obvious apocryphal parallel is to be found to the detail of
Jacob or to Esau being fifteen years old. In Seder Olam Rabba 1 we find that
Jacob attended Abraham for 15 years. In Pesigta Rabbati 12:5 (Friedmann
47b) the text states that at the age of 15 Esau raped a betrothed | girl in the
field. Neither of these traditions [...] seems to be that referred to in our
text.?

* Originally published as “4Q464 IRV NTWN %Y MAyn WHY” Tarbiz 65 (1995):

20-32.

1 See M.E. Stone and E. Eshel, “An Exposition on the Patriarchs (4Q464) and Two
Other Documents (4Q464? and 4Q464P),” Le Muséon—Revue d’Etudes Orientales 105 (1992):
243-264; and further E. Eshel and M. Stone, “The Holy Language in the End of Days in
Light of a Qumran Fragment,” [Hebrew] Tarbiz 62 (1993): 169-177. All references to the
aforementioned Qumran text are to their edition in Le Muséon. [The official publication
of this text is now Stone and Eshel, “464. 4QExposition on the Patriarchs,” in Qumran
Cave 4, XIV: Parabiblical Texts, Part 2 (ed. Magen Broshi et al.; DJD 19; Oxford: Clarendon,
1995), 215-30.]

2 Ibid., 257.

3 Ibid., 258.
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In point of fact, both midrashim to which the editors allude derive
from a single tradition, which fixes the date for several incidents, either
mentioned explicitly in the Bible or in rabbinic midrash, on the day very
day that Jacob and Esau were fifteen years old. The difference between
the Qumran text and the rabbis, and this is what eluded the attention of
the editors, is that from the rabbis’ perspective the starting point of the
discussion is not the age of the young men, but rather the significance
of this day in the relative chronology of the lives of the three patriarchs.
The rabbis’ calculation of the age is embedded in the overall chronology.
Abraham was 100 when Isaac was born (Gen 21:5), and Isaac was 60 when
the twins Jacob and Esau were born (Gen 25:26). Abraham died at the
age of 175 (Gen 25:7). Hence, Jacob and Esau were fifteen years old on the
day Abraham their grandfather died. Until this point, the calculation is
clear from the biblical text alone. All the rabbinic midrashim about the
actions of the twins at the age of fifteen are connected with the date of
their grandfather’s death.

The rabbis, for example, connect the cooking of lentils by Jacob (Gen
25:29) and Esau’s selling of the birthright to him with the date of Abra-
ham’s death, because lentils are a food symbolizing mourning;* on that
day, according to the midrash that Eshel and Stone cited, Esau violated
several stringent prohibitions. The midrash about the five years that Abra-
ham’s life span lacked vis-a-vis the life span of his son Isaac is also depen-
dent on his grandson’s behavior. The Bible says, “And you shall go to your
fathers in peace; you shall be buried at a good old age” (Gen 15:15). The
rabbis interpreted that in order that Abraham be buried in tranquility
and that he should not know about the barbaric actions of his grandson
Esau, God reduced his life by five years, and he died without seeing the
deeds that Esau performed on that very day that Abraham died.5 Through

4 “It is written, ‘Esau came from the field and he was weary.” A tannaitic statement:
Abraham our patriarch died on that day, and Jacob our patriarch cooked up pottage to
comfort Isaac his father (bBB 16b).” In the continuation of the Talmud there, it states, “R.
Yohanan said, ‘That wicked one [Esau] violated five prohibitions on that day.’” See further
the following note.

5 “You find that Abraham lived 175 years, while Isaac lived 180 years. But those are five
years that the Holy One Blessed be He withheld from the life of Abraham because Esau
violated a betrothed maiden and committed murder... the Holy One Blessed be He said,
‘This is what I promised to Abraham, “you shall come to your fathers in peace; you shall be
buried at a good old age”? This is a good old age, that he should see his grandson worship-
ing idols, and committing sexual transgressions and murder? Better he should pass away
in peace.’” (Genesis Rabbah 63:12 [Theodor-Albeck, 694—95]; for parallels see M.M. Kasher,
Torah Shelemah, 3.663, #182)
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their description of the actions of the twins on this fateful day, the rabbis
emphasize the moral dichotomy between the two brothers.

There is certainly no need to claim that the rabbinic traditions are con-
nected in any way to the new text from Qumran, because both of them
are based on the numbers in the biblical text. It is difficult to draw virtu-
ally any conclusion from the Qumran fragment since it is so fragmentary
and does not contain enough to tell a story; as a result it is also impossible
to compare it rationally to the rabbinic material. On the one hand, it is
possible that the author of the Qumran fragment was interested only in
arranging the relative chronology between the life of Isaac and Esau and
that of Abraham, without adding any midrashic content to the facts. It is
well known, of course, that interest in biblical chronology for its own sake
is a well-attested phenomenon in the Qumran texts. On the other hand, it
is possible that the Qumran text as well connected certain events in the
lives of the twins | to the day on which their grandfather died, although
I suspect that there was not sufficient room in this manuscript for such an
expansion, since from the remains of the fragmentary text it appears that
it contained only a list of facts. It is significant to emphasize, however, not
what is lacking from the Qumran text, but rather the shared “exegetical”
attention being paid to the identical material in the biblical text by rab-
binic midrash and by this pre-rabbinic document.

I

In the same column of the fragment, we read on lines 5-8

wph 1y 5
1]R% RN R3] 6
Appy w7
D]ow maa R[ 8
According to Eshel and Stone, it is possible that the text in line 6 is based
on the list of gifts that Jacob sent to Esau (Gen 32:14-16), even though the
expression “one hundred sheep” does not occur there.® The editors men-
tion that there is a midrash on Gen 32:19 according to which “Jacob gave
one hundred lambs for the property he was purchasing,” but they pre-

fer the first possibility because of the reference to Jacob and Esau in the

6 The biblical verse speaks of “two hundred goats and twenty he-goats; two hundred
ewes and twenty rams.”
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previous line.” Were the exegetical picture as it is sketched by Eshel and
Stone, and we were to find the one hundred lambs that Jacob paid only
in an isolated midrash, I would tend to accept their conclusions. There
is, however, in my view, a substantial amount of early exegetical data—
including, apparently, another text found at Qumran—that agrees with
that midrash, and points to the preference for the second possibility to
which Eshel and Stone refer.

In Gen 3319, Jacob acquires “the portion of the field where he had
pitched his tent from the sons of Hamor the father of Shechem for one
hundred nY*Wp.” The word VWP occurs in the Hebrew Bible twice more,
in Josh 24:32, a sort of “citation” from the text in Genesis, and in Job 42:11
“one NV'WP.” The ancient exegetical traditions diverge in their interpreta-
tion of the word. In Genesis Rabbah 79:19, three possibilities are brought
in a notarikon derasha: precious gems(?), money and lambs.8 Among the
ancient versions, the Septuagint reads €xatov duvév; Ongelos 197110 NRN3;
the Peshitta «aiy ~~=2s (“for one hundred sheep”); and the Vulgate cen-
tum agnis, all of which render “one hundred sheep,” and thus accept the
last of the three suggestions in Genesis Rabbah.? An additional proof | that
this interpretation of MV"WpP was present at Qumran can be found in the
Aramaic version of Job found in cave 11 (11QtgJob) 38:7, where the idiom
DNXR AVWP is translated with 7710 79K, “one lamb.”

Once we have seen that the tradition to explain TV'Wp as “lamb” is
present in such a lengthy list of early exegetical sources, it better to prefer
the option that the words ]]X1® 1Xn in the Qumran fragment are not a
variant reading or an error, whose source in Gen 32:14, the list of gifts that
Jacob sent to Esau, but rather a remnant of early exegesis connected to
Gen 33119 that explains VWP as meaning “lamb.” If so, this line in 4Q464

7 Stone and Eshel, 259.

8 “R. Abba bar Kahana said, ‘with one hundred MpRIR, with one hundred lambs, with
one hundred selas” (Theodor-Albeck, 948, and cf. the critical apparatus). For a broad dis-
cussion of the meaning of the biblical word and its ancient interpretation, see D. Sperber,
“A Note on the Word nvo'wp,” Acta Antiqua Acadmicae Scientiarum Hungaricae 19 (1971):
37—39 and idem, “Notes on the Kesitah,” REJ 17 (1968): 267-68 (both articles have been
reprinted in D. Sperber, Essays on Greek and Latin in the Mishna, Talmud and Midrashic
Literature [ Jerusalem: Makor, 1982]).

9 The Septuagint, targum Jonathan and the Peshitta render similarly in Joshua. The
word RN appears in Ongelos with this meaning also as the translation of Mw23 three
times in Gen 21:28-30. At Gen 33:19, Neofiti, pseudo-Jonathan and the Fragment Targum
all render 15370, “precious stones.” In the medieval Job targum, we find the three inter-
pretations side-by-side in the manuscript 89791 ™ART RIRT RMHID MAKT IIRT RYD;
see D.M. Stec, The Text of the Targum of Job: An Introduction and Critical Edition (AGAJU
20; Leiden: EJ. Brill, 1994) *307—-*308.
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belongs to the lines that follow it, to the story of Jacob in Shechem, and
not to the adventures of Jacob and Esau.

II.

In fragment 10 of this Qumran document, we read two individual words

N[
o[

According to the editors, it is very likely that the single word in the sec-
ond line reflects the story of the selling of Joseph, since most of the third
masculine plural forms of the root 921 in the Hebrew Bible are found
in descriptions of that event.!® Here I should like to add support to their
position. If the word in the first line is complete and not fragmentary,
whether we read 7w (with kolam) or W (with shurugq), connections can
be found for it with the Joseph narratives. In Jacob’s blessing of Joseph,
we read WHY 7TYY MIA (Gen 49:22). Regardless of the meaning of
that verse, and it has engendered considerable debate among exegetes,
some root 7" is employed there regarding Joseph. In Moses’s blessing
to Joseph, we read 1H 977 1w a2 (Deut 33:17), and in Jacob’s blessing to
Simon and Levi the word “ox” in the verse 71w 19pY D11%72 (Gen 49:6) has
been interpreted by some as alluding to Joseph.!! In light of this, the word
“MVY” is appropriate to the Joseph narrative from several angles, and we
can postulate that the appearance of this word in the tiny fragment from
Qumran together with the word “411721” strengthens the position of the
editors that this fragment belongs to the Joseph narrative.

10 Eshel and Stone, 260.

11 The early sources are the Aramaic versions of the Fragment Targum (Vatican MS)
and Neofiti margin render RN N7 PAINKR 40 131 PAMYIIT (FTV), “and with their
will they sold their brother Joseph who is compared to an ox.” From there the interpre-
tation spreads and is found in late midrashic commentaries ad loc., such as Leqah Tov,
Genesis Rabbati, Midrash Ha-Gadol, Sekhel Tov, and Midrash ha-Hefes, as well as the com-
mentary of Rashi to the Pentateuch, as is well-known.
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NOAH AND THE FLOOD AT QUMRAN

INTRODUCTION

In an earlier paper, read at the Hebrew University in July 1994 and at Har-
vard University in October 1995, I attempted to ascertain the broad out-
lines of the interpretation of the biblical book of Genesis as reflected in
the documents from Qumran.! In this essay, I should like to focus more
closely on two aspects of a single unit from Genesis: the man Noah, and
the event the Flood, in an attempt to evaluate comparatively the ways
in which this unit is employed in Qumran literature.? We shall see that
the handling of the Noah material ranges in scope from passing allusions
to exegetical comments to a variety of full-scale treatments. Two of the
issues on which I shall focus are selectivity, the choosing of incidents or
details out of | the whole narrative, and perspective, the vantage point
from which the story is told. I should like, furthermore, to consider Noah
and the Flood as not one, but two, themes for two reasons. First, there

1 Published as “Contours of Genesis Interpretation at Qumran: Contents, Context, and
Nomenclature,” Studies in Ancient Midrash edited by James L. Kugel (Cambridge, MA; Har-
vard Center for Jewish Studies/Harvard University Press, 2001) 57-85 (above 1.63—91).

2 In his comprehensive essay, “4QMess Ar and the Book of Noah,” in Qumran and Apoc-
alyptic: Studies on Aramaic Texts from Qumran (Leiden: Brill, 1992; an updated English
version of “4QMes. Aram, y el libro de Noe,” in Escritos de Biblia y Oriente. Misceldnea
conmemorativa del 25 aniversario del Instituto Espariol Biblico y Arqueologico de Jerusalen
= Salmaticensis 28 [1981]: 195—232), F. Garcia Martinez includes a subsection on “Noachic
Materials at Qumran,” 40—43. It has a rather different focus from mine although it fur-
nished me with a useful framework for the discussion of certain works. Devorah Dimant
used three reworkings of the biblical flood narrative as examples of the ways in which
biblical material is adapted in antiquity from the perspective of the authority of the new
narrative: 1Q19 (which I hesitate to include among the flood narratives since it does not
explicitly refer to the Flood), 4Q370 and Jubilees 5 (“Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha at
Qumran” DSD 1 [1994]: 154—55). Although my goals in this study differ, I may in the long
run, although not in the present context, come back to the issues she raises there. During
the final stages of my rewriting of this essay, Professor Dimant was kind enough to furnish
me with a prepublication copy of her paper “Noah in Early Jewish Literature,” in Biblical
Figures Outside the Bible (ed. M.E. Stone and T.A. Bergren; Harrisburg: Trinity Press Inter-
national, 1998), 123-50, to which I shall make occasional reference as “Dimant, ‘Noah."”
A useful survey of much of the non-Qumran material on this theme is J.P. Lewis, A Study
of the Interpretation of Noah and the Flood in Jewish and Christian Literature (Leiden: Brill,
1968).
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is more to the story of Noah, especially in some of the sources from this
period, than the flood story. Second, the story of the Flood can have its
own meaningful existence, as we shall see, without the presence of Noah.
We shall thus be able to consider in our discussion Qumran texts wherein
one or the other dimension has been omitted or reduced significantly in
importance.

Two major caveats must be admitted before we proceed. The most sig-
nificant, of course, is the acknowledgment that we are dealing with the
Dead Sea fragments and not a corpus of integral works. What we are sur-
veying, therefore, are the remains of such a corpus and a certain tentative-
ness must be understood to pervade our remarks. Second, in carving out
“Noah and the Flood” from the preceding and succeeding material in the
Genesis narrative, at least one significant artificial demarcation is created:
the stories of Enoch and of the “fallen angels” stand outside the boundar-
ies that I have established. To include them would have created a very dif-
ferent sort of survey, one which others are more competent to carry out.
On the other hand, we cannot proceed as if that biblical context of the
Noah narrative and its voluminous postbiblical treatment did not exist.

NoAH AND THE FLOOD IN THE HEBREW BIBLE

Pentateuch

The stories of Noah, his ark, and the Flood are probably among the best
known in the Tanakh. Noah, son of Lamech, grandson of Methuselah,
and great-grandson of Enoch, is recognized upon his birth to be one who
will “comfort” man from his labor upon the divinely accursed earth (Gen-
esis 5:29). (The Noah material is then interrupted by God’s reaction to
the behavior of the “sons of God” with the daughters of man; he realizes
that all has not gone well with his creation which he therefore resolves
to destroy, see Genesis 6:1-8.) Noah, described as righteous and perfect
(P*7% and 0'nN),3 is commanded to build an ark so that he and his family,
as | representatives of mankind, together with a selection of animals, may
be saved from the impending cataclysm (6:9—7:9). Noah fulfils the divine
dictum, and all life on earth perishes in the Flood except for those saved

3 On the theme of Noah'’s righteousness in the biblical text and the expanded emphasis
on it in the Second Temple literature about Noah, see James C. VanderKam, “The Righ-
teousness of Noah,” in Ideal Figures in Ancient Judaism: Profiles and Paradigms (ed. John J.
Collins and George W.E. Nickelsburg; Chico: Scholars, 1980), 13—32.
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on the ark. We are given a play-by-play chronology of the Flood, which
comes to an end when God is mindful of Noah and the other life forms
on the ark, and the waters recede. Noah sends out first a raven and then
a dove in order to ascertain whether the earth has dried up, and, finally,
at the end of a year plus ten days (according to MT), Noah debarks from
the ark at God’s command (7:10-8:19). Noah'’s biblical adventures, how-
ever, have not yet come to an end, although the flood is past. Upon leav-
ing the ark he offers sacrifices, in response to which God asserts that he
will no longer curse the earth on man’s account nor wipe out all human-
kind (8:20—22). Noah and his sons are blessed by God who imposes upon
them several injunctions (9:1-7). A covenant follows, at God’s initiative,
ensuring that mankind will never again be wiped out in a flood (9:8-12).
As a remembrance of the covenant, God places the rainbow in the heav-
ens (9:13-17). Noah'’s adventures culminate with his planting a vineyard
and subsequent inebriation (9:20—21). His son, Ham, “sees his [drunken]
father’'s nakedness,” and his other sons Shem and Japhet ameliorate the
embarrassing situation (9:22—23). Noah wakens, curses Canaan, Ham'’s
son, and blesses Shem and Japhet (9:24—27). Noah is the last biblical fig-
ure to live an exceptionally long antediluvian life span, and he dies at the

age of 950 (9:28-29).

Prophets and Hagiographa

Beyond the pentateuchal references described above, there are few allu-
sions to Noah or the Flood in Hebrew Scripture. Ezekiel 14:14 and 14:20
group Noah with Daniel and Job as figures of righteousness (the word
onpTR3 is employed in both verses). Isaiah 54:9 speaks explicitly of the
waters of Noah (N1 'n) and God’s promise never again to allow a flood
over the earth.# God sits enthroned | over the flood (5121%) in Psalm 2g:10,
the only occurrence of this root in the Hebrew Bible outside of the flood
narrative in Genesis. Other, nonspecific, references to motifs which occur
in the flood narrative may occur in such passages as Job 22:16 and Isaiah
2418, although many of the alleged references to the Flood may find their
ultimate roots in earlier Near Eastern mythological traditions.

4 The reference to the “waters of Noah” occurs twice in the MT of the verse 1l *n 2
PIRA 59 T NI N 2PN NYAWI WK H NI, although many of the ancient versions (tar-
gum, Peshitta, and the three minor Greek versions) and some medieval Mss and rabbinic
citations seem to reflect a reading *12"2 = “as the days of” for the first one. Cf. the various
apparatuses in M.H. Goshen-Gottstein, ed., The Hebrew University Bible: The Book of Isaiah
(Jerusalem: Magnes, 1995), 127.
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Postbiblical (or even late biblical) treatments of earlier biblical charac-
ters and stories take several forms. We find stories which fill in the gaps
in the biblical narrative, sometimes based on hints within the biblical text
and sometimes created completely out of whole cloth;? such gap-fillers can
either stand alone or be part of a recapitulation of the biblical narrative.
We find abbreviated retellings of events in the biblical story, sometimes
very sparse in detail and sometimes fleshed out with those gap-filling ver-
sions to which we just alluded. We find the biblical tales employed, rather
than retold, in didactic contexts, where the shape of the story is dictated
by the use to which it is put. Sometimes a pericope which is substantial in
the biblical narrative is further expanded, and sometimes an event which
is barely alluded to in the Bible takes on a life of its own. Later writers will
at times allude in passing, for didactic or historical purposes, to events in
the biblical narrative that were presumably well-known to their audiences.b
The Noah/Flood material is no exception to these general rules.

NOAH AND THE FLOOD IN THE APOCRYPHA

References to Noah in the Apocrypha include a reference to his endoga-
mous marriage in Tobit 4:12, and to wisdom “guiding the righteous man’s
course by a poor piece of wood,” after a flood blamed on Cain, in Wisdom
of Solomon 10:4; neither Noah nor Cain is mentioned by name in the last
instance.” It appears to be | a fairly bland sort of reference to a well-known
biblical event, while the allusion in Tobit presents us with an extrabiblical
datum which, as we shall see, is shared by Jubilees and the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon. The most detailed reference to Noah in the Apocrypha comes in

5 The possibility must also be kept in mind, as was pointed out by Professor Baruch
Levine of New York University on the occasion of an oral presentation of this paper, that
some of the late biblical and nonbiblical material in these retellings of Genesis may be
based on ancient traditions, written or oral, and not merely on the creativity of the Second
Temple author.

6 E.g., for a discussion of some of the Nachleben of the Joseph material, cf. James L.
Kugel, In Potiphar’s House: The Interpretive Life of Biblical Texts (San Francisco: Harper-
SanFrancisco, 1990), 13-155.

7 Wisdom 14:6-7 also alludes to the flood story, emphasizing that the saving of the sole
survivor, “the hope of the world, on a flimsy vessel,” is due to God. Noah is not mentioned,
but the reference to righteousness (dikaiosyne) in 14:7 certainly brings to mind his charac-
terization as “righteous” in the biblical references.
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Ben Sira 44:17-18 in the so-called “Praises of the Fathers” where, after an
allusion to Enoch in 4416, we read:®

510 0 Y2 nYY oan KN prie ma
5yan 57 inmaa) Ry h aya
Awa 5y pmwn nbab iy nno 0w mRa

Noah was found perfect and righteous; in the time of destruction he was
an exchange.

For his sake there was left a remnant and through his covenant the Flood
ceased.

With an eternal sign it was made with him so that all flesh would not be
destroyed.

Describing Noah with the biblical terms P*7¥ and 0’10, Ben Sira employs
also such scriptural idioms as n™32 51an, and Twa Y3 nmwn, linking
inexorably the remarks on Noah to the texts of Genesis.? Beyond connect-
ing Noah with Genesis, however, Ben Sira gives us no hint of any extra-
biblical information and seems to imply no more than a passing interest
in Noah as a link in the chain of biblical tradition.

| NoAH AND THE FLOOD IN ENOCH AND JUBILEES

Enoch and Jubilees present similar dilemmas for our survey.l® Although
both substantial Aramaic fragments of Enoch and Hebrew remains of

8 Text of Mss B and Masada according to The Book of Ben Sira: Text, Concordance and
an Analysis of the Vocabulary ( Jerusalem: Academy of the Hebrew Language and Shrine of
the Book, 1973), 54, and P.C. Beentjes, The Book of Ben Sira in Hebrew: A Text Edition of All
Extant Hebrew Manuscripts and A Synopsis of All Parallel Hebrew Ben Sira Texts (Leiden:
Brill, 1997), 176. The Masada Ms may have read 52 nyja.

9 It is possible that the expression MIRW 711 1122 derives from TWRI 11 TR INWM
12N 1R (Genesis 7:23). Dimant, “Noah,” 126, writes, “Ben-Sira lends the motif of Noah as
remnant an importance not found in the Genesis account. The same motif is underscored
by the Qumranic literature, probably because in this literature Noah as righteous remnant
was seen as a prototype of the righteous at the End of Days, a concept central to the
thinking of the Qumran community and related apocalyptic works.” Although the notion
is attractive, I am not certain to what Qumran texts Dimant is alluding. Noah’s taking a
place in the historical sequence of covenants reflected in this portion of Ben Sira may be
significant in the context of some of our observations below about his covenant being
linked to those of the patriarchs by Qumran authors. But we cannot be certain whether to
stress such an element in the text of Ben Sira since it can be derived from the biblical text.
See Burton L. Mack, Wisdom and the Hebrew Epic: Ben Sira’s Hymn in Praise of the Fathers
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1985), 53.

10T have limited the discussion to Enoch and jJubilees, rather than the entire “pseude-
pigrapha,” because the primary focus of this paper is on Qumran and they are the two
works which are clearly relevant to our period. Lewis (above, n. 2), 9—41, summarizes
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Jubilees are found at Qumran, we prefer not to treat them as uniquely
“Qumran” texts in this context, since it is very unlikely that either of them
was composed at Qumran. Their presence at Qumran, however, compels
us to bear in mind that the passages on Noah which they contain belonged
to the Qumran library and may have influenced the treatment of Noah and
the Flood in works composed at Qumran. Several such allusions appear
in the various works that make up 7 Enoch, the last of which in sequence,
describing the miraculous birth of Noah in the “Epistle of Enoch” Chapters
1067, is perhaps the most significant and leaves a major mark on some
of the Qumran literature that we shall discuss.!! In the first portion of
1 Enoch, the “Book of the Watchers,” 10:1-3, an angel is sent to warn the son
of Lamech (unidentified as Noah in most sources) that the Flood is about
to come and to instruct him to flee so that his seed will be saved. There is
no reference to the ark or any of the other details of the flood story.1? In
the “Animal Apocalypse,” at 1 Enoch 89:1, one of the snow-white bovids is
said to have become a person, who then built for himself a big boat and
dwelt upon it. The verses that follow are a metaphor for the Flood and
destruction of the earth.

The “Book of the Parables,” a portion of 7 Enoch not found at Qumran,
has several references to Noah.!3 Perhaps most interesting is 54:7-55:2
which predicts the punishment of mankind in the Flood | followed by
the sign of the rainbow. In these half dozen verses, there is no Noah and
no ark. The allusion to the flood story is completely in the context of the
relationship between God and humankind. We shall see at least one Qum-
ran text where we might argue for the adoption of a similar perspective.'

relevant passages from the larger corpus. For much more extensive discussion of the Enoch
and Jubilees material in relation to Noah, see Dimant, “Noah,” passim.

11 For a discussion of this episode in 7 Enoch and in the Genesis Apocryphon, see James
VanderKam, “The Birth of Noah,” in Intertestamental Essays in Honour of Jozef Tadeusz
Milik (ed. Z.J. Kapera; Krakow: Enigma, 1992), 213—231.

12 James C. VanderKam, Enoch and the Growth of an Apocalyptic Tradition (Washington,
D.C.: Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1984), 110 and n. 3, points out that Noah
is the only individual referred to in chapters 6-11 of 1 Enoch, with Enoch himself being
noticeably omitted.

13 For a brief discussion of the issues of composition and date regarding the “Parables”
or “Similitudes,” see George W.E. Nickelsburg, “Enoch, First Book of,” in ABD 2:512a-13a.

14 In the “Book of Dreams,” 1 Enoch 83-84, there is a less specific description of the
imminent destruction of man, followed by Enoch’s prayer to God that he leave some sur-
vivors from the impending cataclysm. Although it is entitled “Vision of the Deluge” in
E. Isaac, trans. 7 Enoch, in OTP, 1:61, the description does not give the feeling of the biblical
flood story as it does in 54-55.
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In 7 Enoch 65-67, we can almost speak of Noah as the central figure as he
learns from Enoch of the fate of the earth resulting from the sins of the
wicked angels and of his own survival. From God he learns that an ark
is being constructed by angels to preserve him and his family from the
flood. This freeing of Noah from the responsibility to provide for his own
salvation by building an ark is of some significance, and it, too, may be
paralleled in one Qumran treatment.!

Jubilees includes the whole of the biblical Noah narrative and even
more in the course of its recounting of the stories of Genesis. As is typical
of Jubilees, the introduction of halakhic details into the biblical story is
frequent. To focus on elements which it adds or emphasizes in the nar-
rative, Noah’s endogamous marriage is stressed at 4:33 and the story of
the flood itself contains chronological details which are typical of Jubi-
lees. Noah's sacrifice after the flood is described in slightly greater detail
than in the Bible. The covenant between God and Noah emphasizes the
prohibition of eating blood, and Jubilees digresses with an admonition to
Moses that this law is to be observed eternally by the Israelites. Following
an allusion to the rainbow, Jubilees interrupts the Noah narrative with a
commandment for the Israelites to observe the feast of Shavuot (Weeks)
as Noah and his children did. This leads to a further digression on the
significance of the solar 364-day calendar, which was so important to cer-
tain | groups in Second Temple Judaism, and on the perils of following a
lunar calendar.

Jubilees returns to the biblical narrative with a description of Noah’s
planting the vineyard and his offerings upon its production of fruit in
the fourth year. This passage, too, is of significance for Second Temple
halakhah.!8 Jubilees inserts into the biblical narrative an account of Noah’s

15 Dimant, “Noah,” 136, observes that “the fragments concerning Noah which survived
in the Enochic literature do not elaborate on events which took place after the flood,”
suggesting that this may be due to the materials being drawn from a no-longer-extant
but more comprehensive source. Whereas I agree strongly with her remark that since the
Enoch literature is about Enoch, “Noah was introduced only inasmuch as he was relevant
to his ancestor’s circumstances,” I do not think that we need to conceive of the selection
of the Noah details from a longer work which necessarily included his post-Flood career.
I believe that the earlier part of Noah’s career is not really part of the Noah narrative
except as a segment of an all-encompassing work on Noah, and it will become clear that
I have my doubts as to whether such a work existed at the time of the writing of 1 Enoch.

16 Cf. the treatment of this event in the Genesis Apocryphon below, and especially
Menahem Kister, “Some Aspects of Qumranic Halakhah,” in The Madrid Qumran Con-
gress: Proceedings of the International Congress on the Dead Sea Scrolls, Madrid 18-21 March
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transmitting commandments to his descendants, especially those con-
cerning immorality and blood, and particularly the laws whose violation
brought about the Flood on the earth. Somewhat surprisingly, these laws
are juxtaposed with those on first fruits and the sabbatical year. The divi-
sion of the earth among Noah’s children follows. Noah'’s final act before
his death is to pray to God not to allow evil spirits and demons to domi-
nate his descendants, and to write down an angelically dictated book of
healing.

NOAH AND THE FLOOD IN NARRATIVE TEXTS FROM QUMRAN

Genesis Apocryphon

The writers of the texts found only at Qumran handle the biblical story
of Noah in a variety of ways. The fullest handling of the story of Noah is
probably to be found in the Genesis Apocryphon. When we add to the
originally published column 2 of the Apocryphon the further fragments
which have now been published by Greenfield, Qimron and others, it is
clear that it is not one or two incidents from the life of Noah that attracted
the writer (or composer), but the whole range of the story.'” Furthermore,
this is not a simple retelling of the biblical text, but one which expands
and highlights parts of the story that are not found, or barely found, in
the biblical narrative. This is particularly significant, since it is much more
difficult for us to focus on the selectivity of the narrator or his interests
when the entire biblical story is adapted. To be sure, we | can observe his
expansions and compressions, but beyond that we cannot be certain of
his stance vis-a-vis the segments we call “Noah and the Flood.” To him
they may be merely part of the larger retelling of Genesis (or some signifi-
cant section thereof ), and, furthermore, as my colleague Richard Steiner
has shown convincingly, the stories about Noah in the Genesis Apocry-
phon derive in part from two different sources which its compiler has

1991 (STDJ 11; ed. Julio Trebolle Barrera and Luis Vegas Montaner; Leiden: Brill, 1992),
2.576-86.

17 Jonas C. Greenfield and Elisha Qimron, “The Genesis Apocryphon Col. XII,” in Studies
in Qumran Aramaic (ed. Takamitsu Muraoka; AbrNSup 3; Leuven: Peeters, 1992), 70-77;
Matthew Morgenstern, et al., “The Hitherto Unpublished Columns of the Genesis Apocry-
phon,” Abr-Nahrain 33 (1995): 30-52.
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juxtaposed, the so-called Lamech material, and the 1 "5 an3, the “Book
of the Words of Noah.”8

In the biblical account, beyond the recording of its occurrence, the
story of Noah'’s birth takes up a single verse (Genesis 5:29), devoted to an
etymology of his name. But this incident seems to have attracted atten-
tion and expansion from the writers of the Qumran texts, among other
Second Temple writers. Even though the Apocryphon does not preserve
an actual description of the newborn child, the similarity of the story of
the birth of Noah in the Genesis Apocryphon to the one told in 7 Eroch
106 was immediately noticed when the Apocryphon was first published.!?
The focus of the story is on Noah'’s forbears, Lamech, Methuselah and
Enoch, as Lamech'’s question about the parentage of the child gets passed
along.20

The details of this segment of the Genesis Apocryphon thus do not, in
a certain sense, pertain to Noah, although they are certainly part of his
story. I should note that this is true also of the biblical narrative wherein
Noah’s place in the genealogies is followed by Genesis 6:1—7, dealing with
the general wickedness of mankind and God’s resolution to destroy them.
It is only then that we read the resumptive statement “Noah, meanwhile,
found favor in the eyes of the Lord” (6:8). Other fragmentary Hebrew
texts from Cave 1 | (1Qi9—assigned to the hypothetical “Book of Noah”)
and Cave 6 (6Q8—“Book of the Giants” for Milik; “Book of Noah” for
Garcia Martinez) seem to derive from Qumran documents that refer to
the remarkable birth of Noah.?! It appears further that the clarification of
Noah’s parentage and its report back to Lamech took up columns 2—5 of

18 “The first words of this heading, N2 ‘book,” suggests that the author or compiler of
the Genesis Apocryphon viewed the latter not as a book but as a collection of books” (“The
Heading of the Book of the Words of Noah on a Fragment of the Genesis Apocryphon,”
DSD 2 (1995): 69).

19 Nahman Avigad and Yigael Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon: A Scroll from the Wilder-
ness of Judaea ( Jerusalem: Magnes and Heikhal Ha-Sefer, 1956), 16—-17. On 16—22, they offer
a summary of the contents of the Apocryphon, including the columns which they did
not publish. In the material recently published by Morgenstern et al., 3839, a secondary
description of the child, told at a later point in the story than his birth (5:12), reads XMIT
KRwnwd "My, “His eyes shone like the sun.” The language recalls that in one of the other
Qumran texts, 1Q19; see below, n. 21.

20 Avigad and Yadin, 19, summarize well, “the first five columns of the scroll as we now
have it, deal with the birth of Noah in a manner that has no direct relationship at all to
the brief Biblical account in Genesis v, 28—29.”

21 1Q19 3 4-5 reads “and when Lamech saw the...rooms of the house like the rays
of the sun.” We shall return to the question of the evidence for the “Book of Noah” in
“A Concluding Question,” below, 226—31 (= below 1.318—322).
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the Apocryphon (plus whatever introductory material we no longer have
in column 1). The remains of columns 3—5 do not add much to the hypo-
thetical picture we have drawn.

Whereas Noah’s virtues are expressed biblically primarily through the
two adjectives, P*T¥ and 07N, used to describe him, the Apocryphon puts
a speech in praise of his own virtues into his mouth at the beginning of
the recently published column 6. It stands at what is the beginning of
™3 "Y1 a3 in some sense, and in it Noah proclaims his lifelong pursuit
of VWP, presumably the Aramaic for PT.22 This description precedes
a(n auto)biographical statement about Noah’s marriage to a kinswoman,
the birth of his children, and his marrying them off. The narrative con-
forms well to the emphasis on endogamy, which has its basis in “the
eternal statute which God most high gave to men,” found in works like
Jubilees.?3

That passage is followed by a fragmentary account of a revelation to
Noah which apparently predicts the destruction of the earth (or at least
of the Watchers) and the salvation of Noah. Unfortunately, the surviving
fragments of column 7 have only a passing allusion to the Flood before it
occurs,24 and columns 8-9, which would have contained the bulk of the
Flood narrative have virtually no text surviving. We thus lack the remain-
der of the pre-Flood narrative and the entire story of the Flood. I should
like to know whether, in the Apocryphon, there was any equivalent of
Genesis 6:1—4, the brief narrative about the “sons of God” and the Neph-
ilim that follows the birth of Noah’s sons at the end of Genesis 5.25 It
would have been valuable to know | whether the Flood story itself was
expanded in the Apocryphon, since jubilees 5:20-32, for example, sum-
marizes the biblical Flood story, without adding detail or expanding it at
all. If the biblical Flood account was not expanded in the Apocryphon, in
contrast to some of the surrounding material which is considerably aug-

22 The word occurs no fewer than six times in the first five and a half lines (including
a half line vacat) of column 6.

23 Tt is striking to recall that Tobit 4:12 makes Noah a leading example, along with the
patriarchs, of a figure of antiquity who married endogamously. Jubilees 4:34 indicates that
Noah’s marriage was to a member of his own family.

24 If the text of 7:19 132A% AN™TYNY, “to remove me and to build,” refers to God’s sav-
ing Noah, there is a slight possibility that the Apocryphon is working with the notion that
God, rather than Noah, builds the ark.

25 Column 6:11-20 is the remains of a vision which Noah saw about the actions of the
“sons of Heaven,” the Nephilim, and “the Holy Ones with the daughters of man,” but we
cannot be certain how it corresponds to Genesis 6:1—4 in the pentateuchal account.
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mented, I think that it would be a very important indicator of the particu-
lar interests of the composer of the Apocryphon.

In the published fragments of column 10, only a few words indicate
that, after the ark rested on Ararat, Noah thanked God, sacrificed and
“atoned for the land.”?6 Column 11 deals with Noah’s confronting the
world upon exiting the ark, thanking God once again, and God’s telling
him not to fear. In its language, “Do not fear, Noah, I am with you and
your children who will be like you forever” (11:15), a striking parallel is
created between the Noah narrative and the Abram story later in Genesis
where (in the pentateuchal version) God assures Abram after his victory
over the confederation of the four kings, “Do not fear Abram; I am your
shield” (Genesis 15:1). If this linguistic usage is meant to equate or classify
Noah and Abram together in some way, it may be important for the ques-
tion of how the author of the Apocryphon connected pre-patriarchal fig-
ures, especially Noah, and patriarchal ones. Greenfield and Qimron refer
to this material in their summary of columns 6-12 with “he [Noah] enters
into a covenant with God after travelling around the world.”?” The recent
publication of the new textual material indicates that this is, as it appears,
an expansion not found in Genesis or Jubilees. We can thus observe yet
another way in which the Noah material in the Genesis Apocryphon is
manipulated independently of previously extant sources.

Regarding column 12, following the covenant just mentioned, Greenfield
and Qimron write “Noah’s grandsons are listed and the story of the plant-
ing of the vineyard and related rituals and rejoicing is told.” In this section,
there is a combination of biblical information | with an extrabiblical addi-
tion, paralleled in Jubilees 7:1-7.28 I have tried to show elsewhere how the
re-positioning of the biblical material is part of the exegetical technique
of the author of the Apocryphon.2? What we observe in this portion of
the Apocryphon, and the technique should be familiar to us from jubi-
lees, is the integration of biblical and nonbiblical material side-by-side.

26 For the sacrifice, cf. Genesis 8:20 and Jubilees 61—3; for the atonement, cf. Jubilees
6:2. For interpretation, see J.C. Reeves, “What Does Noah Offer in 1QapGen X, 15?” RevQ
12 (1986): 415-19.

27 Greenfield and Qimron, 70. Garcia Martinez’s summary, “4QMess Ar and the Book
of Noah,” 4142, needs to be corrected according to Greenfield and Qimron’s more recent
reconstruction.

28 On the grandchildren, see James C. VanderKam, “The Granddaughters and Grand-
sons of Noah,” RevQ 6 (1994): 457—61; on the halakhah reflected in the passage, see Mena-
hem Kister, “Some Aspects of Qumranic Halahkah,” (above, n. 16), 576-86.

29 “Re-arrangement, Anticipation and Harmonization as Exegetical Features in the
Genesis Apocryphon,” DSD 3 (1996): 40—44 (above 1.178-181).
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I emphasize that this is in contrast to the treatment of the birth of Noah
and the material in columns 11 and 13-15 which is virtually entirely non-
biblical. “Col. xiii contains a vision which is subsequently interpreted
in col. xiv, though the interpretation is difficult to understand. Col. xv
contains another interpretation of a vision, apparently aimed against the
nations of the world.”3° This pericope is apparently also completely extra-
biblical, but unlike the story in columns 2-3, it does not have other extant
extrabiblical parallels. It is a “new” contribution to stories about Noah in
antiquity, and it will complicate our understanding of the composition of
the Apocryphon even further.

The final section of the Noah material, columns 16-17, which Profes-
sor Greenfield 9”1 presented in preliminary form at the 1991 SBL meeting
in Kansas City and which Qimron and Morgenstern recently published,
relates Noah'’s apportionment of the earth among his sons as does Jubilees
8-9. Throughout the surviving text of the Noah portion of the Apocry-
phon, and unlike some of the Abraham material later in the Apocryphon,
there is very little which comes even close to being a targum or a close
Aramaic paraphrase of a series of verses from Genesis. This freedom from
the letter of the biblical text, combined with the question of multiple
sources for the Noah material (the biblical text, Jubilees, Enoch, the “Book
of the Giants,” the “Book of Noah,” or others unknown) may make it dif-
ficult to resolve some of the larger questions about the intent or goal of
the narrator. Nevertheless, we shall return to touch upon some of these
issues at the conclusion of our survey of the remainder of the Noah mate-
rial at Qumran.

| Other “Narrative” Texts

When we turn from the Genesis Apocryphon to the rest of the Qumran
material relating to Noah, we no longer have to deal with the scope of the
Apocryphon or the detail with which it tells the stories of Noah. There are
several shorter Qumran texts, which one might call “narrative” texts that
introduce material from the Noah/Flood cycle. 4Q370 is entitled by its
editor Carol Newsom, “An Admonition Based on the Flood” because its
first column summarizes the biblical deluge, while the second “does not

30 Morgenstern et al., 32.
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contain more narrative but rather homiletical or admonitory remarks.”3!
The stance of this piece is quite different from almost all the others we are
considering. The offenders of the flood generation are ingrates who have
not appreciated God’s gifts; they have done unspecified evil (1), and God
has judged them. The description of the Flood borrows from Genesis as
well as other biblical passages involving earthquake and cataclysm. “As a
result,” the text continues in line 6, “all that were [on] the dry land were
wi[ped out], and man and a[nimal] d[i]ed, [as well as every] winged bird,
and the mi[ght]y ones did not escape.” In the more fragmentary lines 7-8,
God “places his bow [in the cloud] so that he might remember the cov-
enant... [and there will not be further] the water of the flood to destroy
and the rush of water will not be opened.”

What we have here is a thumbnail sketch of the flood story without
Noah, without an ark, without explicit reference to Watchers or violence
and corruption on earth.32 It is clearly the moral dimension of the story
that is of interest to the teller, and here we have one of several passages
where the story is told for something other than its own sake. It is God who
is the focus of the narrative, both before and after man sins. Newsom puts
it well, remarking that “The selection and omission of detail suggests that
the author is interested in the flood as a story of disobedience and punish-
ment rather than, e.g., a story of the deliverance of the righteous.”33

4Q422, usually referred to as a “paraphrase” devotes the second | of its
fragmentary three columns to the flood story as well. Even after the pains-
taking work of the scholars who have worked on this text, much more
is missing from column 2 than is present. The narrative seems to begin
before the Flood, with God observing the wickedness of man (line 1); there
seem to be allusions to “living creatures” (2a), to “being saved” (3), to “and
his sons,” to “the waters of the Flood” (4), and to “God [cl]osing on their
behalf” (5). Lines 6—9 seem to describe the Flood itself and we probably
ought to restore the end of line 6 with [-*1].../n[N]a3 [O]AWA MR
¥R 9Y P, “the windows of heav[en] were op[en]ed and [pou]red out
upon the earth,” employing the same language as 4Q370 i 5 D'AWA N2
20 1P[™M]7.3* Line g contains the words 118% w37, “he brought near

81 Carol A. Newsom, “An Admonition Based on the Flood,” RevQ 13 (1988): 23; see now
the official publication “370. 4QAdmonition Based on the Flood,” in Qumran Cave 4, XIV:
Parabiblical Texts, Part 2 (ed. Magen Broshi et al.; DJD 19; Oxford: Clarendon, 1995), 85.

32 The way in which the material is handled might be said to recall 1 Enoch 54:7-55:2.

33 Newsom, “Admonition,” 35; Qumran Cave 4, XIV, 88.

34 Less likely is the restoration ¥R 5 1p[¥".
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before him,” which I have suggested may refer to Noah’s offering sacri-
fices after the Flood.3% As even this sketchy summary must indicate, there
is not much room in the column for a detailed story, which would include
the chronology of the Flood as told in 4Q252, for example, or the sending
out of the birds. But the most striking omission, if one can guess about
omissions from a largely fragmentary text, appears to be the very building
of the ark. I do not believe that there was room for it in the remains of the
story as told by the author of 4Q422, and we should note the parallel with
1 Enoch 67 where the angels build the ark, although it is conceivable that
in 4Q422 God is the builder.36

Elgvin writes, “With the exception of lines 8-9, the pericope on the
flood in 4Q422 takes the form of a paraphrase of the biblical text rather
than an admonition like 4Q370. 4Q422 seems to be selective in its use
of themes from the biblical text.”3” But I see 4Q422 as much more like
4Q370 than Elgvin does. Neither one tells the story for the story’s sake,
but for its message. In 4Q370 the message may have been hortatory; in
4Q422 ii the message is of God’s deliverance of Noah and the subsequent
covenant. That is | why Noah does not build the ark or do anything else
in the surviving fragments. It is only in line 9, if we assign it to Noah’s
sacrifice, that Noah actually does anything and that single act requites
God’s beneficence toward him; of course if God is the subject of that verb,
then there is no human activity referred to in any of the fragments of this
column.3® The genres of 4Q370 and 4Q422 may not be the same, but their
perspectives, with the emphasis on divine actions, are very similar.

35 Elgvin accepted this suggestion in his DJD edition of 4Q422 in H. Attridge et al.,
eds., Qumran Cave 4. VIII: Parabiblical Texts, Part 1 (DJD 13; Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 427,
rejecting his earlier attempt (“The Genesis Section of 4Q422,” DSD 1 [1994]: 192) to take
the rainbow or the sign of the covenant as the object of Wa. For some other sugges-
tions on readings in 4Q4z22 alternative to those in DJD 13, see my review of that volume in
DSD 4 (1997): 11

36 'We have noted the possible appearance of the same motif in the newly published
fragment of the Genesis Apocryphon 7:19 (n. 24 above).

87 Elgvin, DJD 13, 426. He observes specifically the omission of the detailed chronology
of the Flood which we find in 4Q252 (“Commentary on Genesis A”).

38 The point about God being the subject of the clauses in 4Q422 ii has also been made
by George W. Nickelsburg, “Dealing with Challenges and Limitations,” DSD 1 (1994): 232,
where he continues with a characterization, “Although this may not be a poetic text or a
psalm, the ‘account’ appears to be theocentric in a certain sense, and, implicitly, perhaps,
doxological.” I believe that the theocentricity is clear, as I have also argued, but I am not
certain whether it is doxological or has some other, perhaps didactic, sapiential function.
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To keep our survey of “narrative” works as complete as possible, we
note that there is a passing reference to Noah'’s disembarking from the
ark in the recently published 4Q244 (ps-Dan®) and a possible reference
to Noah in 4Q464, an extremely fragmentary narrative text published by
Stone and Eshel under the satisfactorily vague name “Exposition on the
Patriarchs.”3® Pseudo-Daniel® has in frg. 8 2—4 the words “after the flood,”
“Noah from Mount Lubar,” and “a city.”* All we can say is that the sur-
viving text was concerned with Noah’s postdiluvian activity; whether the
city is built by Noah or his sons or whether it has anything to do with the
tower of frg. 9 we cannot tell.#!

In 4Q464 5 ii 2—3, we read “he put water from be[low]... will be. There
will they destroy (?)...to destroy (n"nMwi?) the earth.” Admitting that the
choice lies between the Flood story and the destruction of Sodom and
Gomorrah, the editors in their preliminary publication opted for the lat-
ter, taking the allusion to “putting | water” to be related somehow to Gen-
esis 18:4.42 They have since changed their minds and in their comments
in D/D have made a strong case for the flood context of the passage.® The
emphasis on destruction by water and the use nn]nNn which would refer
to the Flood rising up from beneath the earth makes me confident that
the context is the Noah story since water plays no role in descriptions of
Sodom and Gomorrah.

One text (admittedly not exactly a narrative) that does not mention
Noah by name, although it describes something which appears to be the
biblical Flood, is 4Q534.4* Published originally by Starcky as 4QMess ar,

39 Michael E. Stone and Esther Eshel, “An Exposition on the Patriarchs (4Q464)
and Two Other Documents (4Q464* and 4Q464),” Muséon 105 (1992): 243-64; official
publication: id., “464. 4QExposition on the Patriarchs,” in Qumran Cave 4, XIV; ed. Broshi
et al., 215-30.

40 John J. Collins and Peter Flint, “244. 4Qpseudo-Daniel® ar,” in Qumran Cave 4, XVII:
Parabiblical Texts, Part 3 (ed. George Brooke, et al,; DJD 22; Oxford: Clarendon, 1996), 127.
I thank Peter Flint for sharing this text with me in advance of its publication.

4 According to the editors, ibid., 135-36, 4Q243-244 present a review of biblical history
which is characteristic of historical apocalypses. Its reference to Mt. Lubar indicates that
it goes beyond the biblical account for its data, since the Bible does not associate Noah
with Mt. Lubar.

42 Stone and Eshel, “An Exposition,” 255.

43 Qumran Cave 4, XIV, 22425,

44 J.T. Milik, The Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of Qumran Cave 4 (Oxford: Claren-
don, 1976), 56, asserts that there are three other copies of the work represented by 4Q534,
and two of them refer to the weight of the newborn Noah, but they have not yet been pub-
lished to date. In “Les Modeles Araméens du Livre d’Esther dans la Grotte 4 de Qumrén,”
RevQ, 15 (1992): 357, however, he quotes from what he calls the colophon of 4QNaissNoé?
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its messianic interpretation was rejected by scholars such as Fitzmyer
and Grelot, who claimed that the character referred to in it was Noah.*5
Frg. 1, col. 1 of this fragmentary text begins with a horoscope of its central
figure, described as “the chosen one of God” (10), who will “know the three
books” (5), “will become wise” (6), “possess counsel and prudence” (7),
and “know the secrets of man...and all living things” (8). In the second
column, we find references to “waters ceasing (?)” and to “devastating”
(14), as well as “Holy One and Watchers” (18).

From the perspective of our study of the texts from Qumran which
| deal with or refer to Noabh, it is particularly important to establish the
context of this kind of text, if indeed it describes Noah. For we have seen
that certain elements of the biography of Noah, particularly the depiction
of his birth, appear to belong to cycles of stories or narratives about his
forbears. We cannot be sure what the total scope of a fragmentary docu-
ment like 4Q534 might have been, a problem we often have with Qumran
texts. Since there are no extant texts, other than jubilees and the Genesis
Apocryphon, which cover Noah’s life from birth through the post-Flood
era, to presume that 4Q534 belongs to a narrative primarily about Noah
seems unnecessary. If 4Q534 possessed very limited scope, it might have
been a prophetic or horoscopic text describing the imminent birth of
Noah as well as his achievements during his illustrious career. It need not
have contained a narrative about Noah'’s life. Even if, on the other hand,
it is part of a longer narrative, then there is still no reason to connect
it with the subsequent adventures of Noah as opposed to the narratives
about Enoch, Methuselah, and Lamech. Conjectures regarding the scope

supplementing it from 4QNaissNoé®. It is not clear to me, based on the currently available
information, just how many manuscripts exist of this hypothetical work. For the most
recent brief discussion of 4Q534—4Q536 in a context similar to our own, see Loren T. Stuck-
enbruck, The Book of Giants from Qumran: Texts, Translation, and Commentary (Tubingen:
Mohr, 1997), 21418, 225-31.

45 Florentino Garcia Martinez, “4QMess Ar and the Book of Noah,” 1—2 n. 1. Reject-
ing Starcky’s view of 4Q534 as a messianic text, he adopts Fitzmyer’s view that “there
is certainly no phrase in the two fragmentary columns which cannot be understood of
Noah”; Joseph A. Fitzmyer, “The Aramaic ‘Elect of God’ Text from Qumran,” Essays on the
Semitic Background of the New Testament (London: Chapman, 1971), 158. Garcia Martinez
points out, 18 nn. 27-30, that Starcky and others accepted the identification with Noah. He
furthermore is confident, 3 n. 2, that 4Q534 antedates Jubilees and perhaps even the Book
of Watchers. My discussion will use Garcia Martinez’s text, ibid., 4-5, as a springboard. This
is an extremely difficult text, and is being included, despite the many problems of recon-
struction and interpretation which it presents to the scholar, because of the agreement of
many interpreters that it is a Noah text.
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and nature of 4Q534 will become significant when we come to consider
the possible existence and scope of a so-called “Book of Noah” in antiquity
and, more specifically, at Qumran.

NOAH AND THE FLOOD IN NON-NARRATIVE TEXTS FROM QUMRAN

Commentaries

When we turn from these brief narratives and their fragmentary remains
to works which appear to have been of even narrower scope, we can pay
more attention to the selectivity of the authors, bearing in mind all the
while that we are also noticing the selectivity of time passing its judgment
on the contents of a manuscript. These works are not, as far as we can tell,
narratives about Noah, and they appear to be commenting on or explain-
ing the Noah material rather than using it. In each of the four (formerly
three) commentaries on Genesis 4Q252—254a we find reference to Noah
and the Flood.*¢ I stress the | fact that it is in the context of the biblical
narrative, primarily the Flood, that reference is made to Noah, and not
in the context of major additions to the narrative such as the miraculous
birth which we have seen in the Apocryphon, 1Q19, 7 Enoch 106—7, and
perhaps 4Q534, or even in the expansions of events like the division of the
earth. The works now under scrutiny, in their fragmentary remains, do not
move far away from the biblical story.

I shall not reiterate my characterization of 4Q252 once again, except to
say that I see it as some form of selective rewriting of the Bible, verging in
places on what we recognize as commentary.*” Its concern with chrono-
logical issues in several of its early pericopes is unsurprising at Qumran,

46 These commentaries have now all been published by George ]J. Brooke in DJD 22
(above, n. 40), 185-212, 217-36 as “4QCommentaries on Genesis A-D.” Fragment 4 of 4Q253,
which is largely a citation of Malachi 3:16-18, has been designated 4Q253a “4QCommen-
tary on Malachi” by Brooke and has been published ibid., 213-15. I thank Professor Brooke
for sharing his work on the Genesis Commentaries with me at the prepublication stage.

47 4Q252 has been the subject of an ongoing debate between George J. Brooke and
myself. See Professor Brooke’s articles, “The Genre of 4Q252: From Poetry to Pesher,” DSD
1(1994): 160—79 and “The Thematic Content of 4Q252,” JQR 85 (1994-95): 33—59, and cf. my
treatments, “4Q252: From Re-Written Bible to Biblical Commentary,” JJS 45 (1994): 1-27 and
“4Q252: Method and Context, Genre and Sources: A Response to George J. Brooke,” JQR
85 (1994-95): 61-79 (above 1.92—125 and 133-150, respectively). Professor Brooke has pre-
sented his most recent synthesis of the material in “4Q252 as Early Jewish Commentary,”
RevQ, 17 (Jozef T. Milik Festschrift; 1996): 385—401. The dichotomy between our perspec-
tives has grown progressively narrower in the course of our productive exchange of ideas.
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even though most of its discussions are not visibly sectarian. The stories
of Noah and the Flood occupy most of the first two columns of the work,
and the focus is almost completely chronological: Genesis 6:3 is located
in Noah's 480th year and its 120 years refers to the time remaining until
the Flood, followed by a detailed working out of the chronology of the
Flood, smoothing out some of the apparent bumps in the narrative, and
concluding that Noah spent exactly one solar year in the ark.#® The com-
mentary skips from the equivalent of Genesis 818 to 9:24, ignoring Noah’s
sacrifices, God’s promises, his blessing of Noah and the concomitant com-
mandments, the covenant, and the rainbow. The story of Noah and the
Flood, as opposed to its chronology, is apparently of no interest to the
compiler of 4Q252. The final reference to Noah is a brief exegetical com-
ment on Noah’s cursing of Canaan rather than Ham, explaining why the
obvious culprit is not punished. | The text is thus not interested in Noah
the character in a story, or in the event, the Flood, except for its chrono-
logical aspect, nor is it any theological dimension of the narrative which
compels the author/compiler of 4Q252, but rather its concern is for the
solution of several unconnected exegetical problems in Genesis. Even if
4Q252 is viewed as a partial retelling of the biblical text, its selectivity
makes it stand out.

4Q252 is the best preserved of the commentaries; for the others we
must grasp at straws to gain any sense at all for their content and mean-
ing. 4Q253 refers to Noah in a fragment which also contains the words
nann 10, “from the ark.” The surviving phrase is 1]1% Y105 1], which
Brooke suggests plausibly might allude to Noah'’s being informed of a legal
point, P11, upon disembarking from the ark.*? In light of the fact that in
Genesis 8:20 Noah takes from the clean animals and offers burnt offer-
ings, I believe that it is possible that frg. 2 which refers to things clean
and unclean and contains the words 11}21'7 N9, “his burnt offering for
favor,” might come from the same context as frg. 1 and allude to Noah'’s
sacrifice immediately upon leaving the ark. We should note that the brief

48 There have been several studies of 4Q252 which have focused on the issue of chro-
nology: Timothy H. Lim, “The Chronology of the Flood Story in a Qumran Text (4Q252),”
JIS 43 (1992): 288-98; Uwe Glessmer, “Antike und moderne Auslegungen des Sintflutber-
ichtes Gen 6-8 und der Qumran-Pesher 4Q252,” Theologische Fakultit Leipzig: Forschun-
gstelle Judentum (Leipzig: Thomas Verlag, 1993), 30-39; R. Hendel, “4Q252 and the Flood
Chronology of Genesis 7-8: A Text-Critical Solution,” DSD 2 (1995): 72—79.

49 Brooke, “253. 4QCommentary on Genesis B,” 211.
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biblical allusion to sacrifice is expanded upon by both jubilees (6:1-3) and
the Genesis Apocryphon (cols. 10-11).5°

More striking, however, is the enigmatic “to make known to Noah” of
frg. 1 which provides a striking and hitherto unnoticed parallel to another
Qumran text. 4Q418 201 1 (reconstructed by Elgvin with 4Q416 1 3) reads
N3 58 Y1 13 1, “the secret of what will be and he made it known to
Noah.”! Whether these texts share in making | Noah the recipient of mys-
terious revelation, or whether, as I believe, 4Q253 has a more mundane
legal context, cannot be determined at present. If it is not legal, then one
might speculate on a connection with the kind of Noah material that pos-
sesses mystical or apocalyptic overtones.

4Q254 has only one fragment which most likely refers to Noah since
it appears to cite the incident with Ham and the curse of Canaan (Gen-
esis 9:24—25) as did 4Q252.52 It is preceded by the words “entrances and
win[dows],” according to Brooke probably the end of the previous com-
ment, which may, as he suggests, refer to the ark. The reference to Noah
has nothing in it but biblical text so that we cannot be certain how the
author of 4Q254 dealt with the flood story. It is difficult to locate most of
the 17 small fragments of this manuscript, but it is clear that both 5-6 as
well as 7 discuss the blessings of Jacob, which appear also in 4Q252. It is
thus a text which is concerned with Genesis, but to what degree remains
very difficult to ascertain. The surviving fragment about Noah might

50 Both Jubilees (6:2) and the Apocryphon (10:12) refer to the sacrifice as atonement for
the land, and both follow it with references to not eating blood (Jubilees 6:4-14; 1QapGen
11:17).

51) Text according to handout by Torlief Elgvin, “Eschatological Texts from Sapiential
Work A” (SBL, November 21, 1994), but reading according to Elgvin, “Wisdom, Revelation
and Eschatology in an Early Essene Writing” in SBL Seminar Papers 1995, ed. E.H. Lovering
(Atlanta: Scholars, 1995), 459. He points out the similarity of the language to 7 Enoch 10:1—2
where an angel is sent to inform the son of Lamech of the future flood. Now that the frag-
mentary columns of the Genesis Apocryphon have been published, we see three passages
which seem to have the Aramaic equivalent of the idiom “make the secret known”: 5:20—21
have RIT RIM2 MMAR 772...172 0 MR 9 P31 “I shall now make known to you the
mystery ... tell your son this secret,” addressed by Enoch to Methuselah. Col. 1419, in the
interpretation of the second vision, contains the words K115 700 ‘I told him the secret”,
where Noah is being addressed (by God?). It is perhaps premature to speculate whether
the imparting of 7°11 17 to Noah refers to the mysterious vision in the recently published
columns 13-14 of the Genesis Apocryphon. If 4Q534 (4QMess Ar discussed above) is a
text about Noah, then 4Q534 1 8 512 17 1 70 RN 5125 ANNIM RWIR T YT
81 “he shall know the secrets of man and his wisdom will go to all peoples, and he will
know the secrets of all the living” may be added to this complex of texts regarding Noah’s
esoteric knowledge.

52 Brooke, “254. 4QCommentary on Genesis C,” 220—21.
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indicate that the reference to him is not as part of a full-blown story of the
Flood, but refers only to particular details of that narrative (the ark) and
the incident of Noah’s drunkenness.

The three fragments of 4Q254a all pertain to Noah and the Flood.5? In
1-2, there is a reference to the dove (71377) before the calculation (pawn)
of the dimensions of the ark. It appears therefore, prima facie, not to
follow the order of the Genesis narrative. I suggest that it is possible,
although rather tenuous, that a reference to the dove could have been
placed before the actual flood story in anticipation of Noah’s sending it
later on to seek out dry land, since the dove is referred to with a definite
article at its first appearance in Genesis 8:8. The other fragment of 4Q254a
appears to overlap with 4Q252, referring to Noah'’s leaving the ark on the
17th of the [second] month at the end of a perfect solar year. After a vacat,
there is reference to the raven’s going back and forth, in language reminis-
cent of Genesis 8:7. I think that it may represent an extrabiblical addition
| explaining the further fate of the raven, postponed so as not to interrupt
the flood narrative. If my tentative suggestions are correct, then we may
see in these fragments a slight exegetical rearrangement as well as the
adding of explanatory detail to the biblical account of the Flood in the
manner with which we are familiar from other Second Temple “rewritten
Bible.” It is important to notice how 4Q252, 4Q254 and 4Q254a overlap,
not in terms of specific treatment, but in the scope of passages treated.

It is worthy of comment that all these commentaries, whose dimen-
sions, scope, and nature are virtually unknown (with the exception of
4Q252), contain references or allusions to the Noah/Flood narrative. We
can never understand the happenstance that preserves one part of a docu-
ment rather than another, but, as I have noted in other contexts, when
the same material continually reappears in the fragments of several docu-
ments of similar nature, it is likely that it is not mere randomness at work.
This biblical pericope, or pericopes, attracted the attention of many of the
writers whose works survived at Qumran. A final remark on commentar-
ies: 4Q180, the so-called “Pesher on the Periods,” contains references to
the generations from Shem to Isaac, according to Dimant, as well as refer-
ences to Azazel and the angels with the daughters of man.5* Whether the

53 Ibid., 233—36.
54 Devorah Dimant, “The ‘Pesher on the Periods’ (4Qi80) and 4Qi81,” Israel Oriental
Studies 9 (1979): 77-102.



NOAH AND THE FLOOD AT QUMRAN 31

absence of Noah and the flood from the extant portions is fortuitous or
significant, we cannot tell.

Legal and Liturgical Texts

Finally, several references to Noah and the Flood in the course of sche-
matic “historical” surveys appear in generically diverse texts from Qum-
ran. Let me begin, however, with a passage from which Noah is noticeably
absent. CD 2:16—21 has an implicit reference to the generation of the Flood,
the watchers from heaven (2'nW *"V), and their children, powerful and
tall, who perished together with all who were on dry land. This is fol-
lowed by the statement that “in it the children of Noah strayed and their
families are cut off because of it.” The writer’s interest is in the pre- and
post-Noachic generations of sinners, but Noah himself is omitted. In light
of the fact that the passage continues with positive remarks about the
patriarchs, and | we shall see Noah joined with them elsewhere in such
schematic historical overviews, Noah’s absence is unexpected.>®

A very fragmentary sectarian rule, 5Q13 1 6—7, reads 3217 AnAN][
A mMaar A ] o["Y]R, “you selected from the angels. .. and you chose
Noah.” Regardless of the referent of the first clause, and one suspects it
belongs to the contexts of the watchers who are called in Genesis "2
09K there is a favorable, if enigmatic allusion to Noah. It is interesting
that line g reads *|wyna {’3.‘!‘7, “to understand the works [of ],” and line 11
[M]ano1 p™1[1nY], “[to make kjnown hidden [things].” In light of the use
of ™M1 with reference to Noah in the passages from 4Q253 and 4Q418 201,
is it possible that these lines refer to Noah, despite the fact that in this text
a few lines may cover generations and even centuries?>¢ Fragment 2 of
this text refers to Abraham, Jacob, and Levi, and frg. 3 contains the single
word 711, “Enoch.” 57

In 4Q508 3 2 (Festival Prayers), in a very broken text, we should read
Alanmns P pR[¥\onnary... nanma) mab opn[i] 03, “and
because of their multitude. And you established with/for Noah [your

55 Tt is just possible that the preceding and succeeding references to sinners would have
made it awkward to insert the positive allusion to Noah.

5 Line 13 reads Y87 @& 913%, and I wonder what the connection might be if 7-11
all deal with Noah as I have suggested. [For a thorough explication of this text, see now
M. Kister, “5Q13 and the “Avodah’: A Historical Survey and Its Significance,” DSD 8 (2001):
136-148.]

57 2 6 actually reads 5% n'aa anpI[in] 2Py bR, “you made known to Jacob in Bethel.”
Is this connected to the same expression in 1 11?
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covenant...with Abraham, Is]aac and Jacob your agreement.”>® This
parallel treatment of the covenants with Noah and the patriarchs, if my
reading is correct, shows that in this text, perhaps like 5Q13, but unlike
CD, Noah is judged to be on a par with them in some sense; he becomes
part of the chain of the patriarchal period.5® This may be important when
studying the attitudes of Jewish groups in antiquity to the pre-patriarchal
and patriarchal periods.

Furthermore, I believe that we have to reread 4Q505 Dibre Hamme’orot
124 4-6 in light of 4Q508. There Baillet read 17...[...271M2 ™2 1]3'7 opm
PP prwm[onIaRY.. .8 “you established with u[s a covenant in
Horeb ... with Abraham], Isaac and Ja[cob],” | reconstructing on the basis
of two other unconnected passages in Dibre Hamme’orot 4Q504 3 ii 1113
and 5 ii 1-2.60 But neither of those two texts juxtaposes the patriarchs
with the covenant at Horeb, and, indeed, in the latter passage the refer-
ence to the patriarchs is completely reconstructed. I suggest rather that
Dibre Hamme’orot 4Q505 should be read n*™a m]3% opm, and that the
reference to a covenant with Noah followed by an allusion to one with
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob is very much in keeping with the sequence we
find in 4Q508.61

Other Possible References to Noah and the Flood at Qumran

My final substantive topic might be called “where we do not find Noah
and the Flood at Qumran.” It has been argued recently by Chazon and
Elgvin, among others, that allusions to the Noah/Flood story appear in
texts like g4QSapiential A and 4Qs04 Dibre Hamme'orot. Thus Elgvin
writes of 4Q423 (4QSap. Workf), “References to Gen chs. 1-3 and 8—9 are

58 T have made some “obvious” restorations beyond those of M. Baillet, ed., “508. Priéres
pourles Fétes (Deuxiéme Exemplaire: PrFétesP),” Qumran Grotte 4. 11l (4Q482-4Q520) (D]D 7;
Oxford: Clarendon, 1982), 179—80.

59 Dimant, “Noah,” 137, in her discussion of Noah’s sacrifice and covenant, makes an
interesting argument for the parallels between Noah’s covenant and that with the Israel-
ites on Sinai which points in the same direction as our suggestion.

60 4Q505 124 4-6 in Qumran Grotte 4. Il (4Q482—4Q520), 169; 4Q504 3 ii 113, ibid.,
152—53; 4Q504 5 ii 1, ibid., 156-57.

61 Baillet’s analogy is rather impressionistic: N33 13INXR MA2M is just the expression
we should expect of the Sinaitic covenant, for example. N™2 D7 is used four times in
the Noah narrative, Genesis 6:18; 9:9, 11, 17. The unusual employment of ©'pi1 followed by
b, cited by Baillet only from Ezek 16:60 09 n™3a 75 *mnpnt is documented at Qumran
in 4Q508.
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obvious in many passages.”¢? I fail to see obvious references beyond stylis-
tic imitation in the material to which he refers.3 It is not novel to suggest
that we have to distinguish | between the employment of a biblical text or
story in a Qumran work, or the imitation of its language in a way which
makes the Qumran context resonate against it, such as Elgvin and Chazon
have shown in the use of the Eden story in 4Q423 and 4Q504 respectively,
on the one hand, and stylistic or idiomatic imitation of a biblical passage
or passages which does not give an added dimension to our reading of
the Qumran text, on the other. It appears to me that Elgvin is quite right
about the influence of Genesis 1-3 on 4Q423, but has overstated the case
for Genesis 8-9.

In the case of 4Q504, it is plausible to suggest that allusions to Noah
and the Flood appear in frgs. 8—9, the prayer for the first day of the week,
in the section following the recapitulation of creation and the Eden story.
But, once again, I feel that we must constrain our analysis to that which
the text contains without resorting to discussions of what might have
been in the lacunae.®* The pre-Noachic narrative is probably represented

62 Torleif Elgvin, “Admonition Texts from Qumran Cave 4,” in Methods of Investigation
of the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Khirbet Qumran Site: Present Realities and Future Prospects
(ed. Michael O. Wise et al.; New York: New York Academy of Sciences, 1994), 183.

63 In n. 12, ibid., the only two passages to which he refers which reflect Genesis 8—9 are
4Q423 5 5 and 4Q423 13 4. The former reads JIOXY P'PA *TVIN TP ANTR W[R ANRI|
Ny S]awn Aanmaya AanRian 533 man[n o rpnh yuna] nopm Anpa nanRian
yn oy 210[0 There is no doubt that the idiom of those lines derives from Genesis 9:20,
as Elgvin notes, 183 n. 15, and recalls God’s promise to Noah immediately after the Flood
that the cycles of nature (including 1 and °p) will always continue (Genesis 8:22); cf. my
comment on Elgvin’s paper, ibid., 195. The latter passage contains merely another example
of the words INR ANTR W[R. Elgvin writes further, 187, regarding Sap. Work A, “Gen chs.
8-9, which describe man and his tasks in the post-Flood situation, are suitable as refer-
ence texts for this kind of Schopfungsethik,” and repeats the statement on 192, but does not
supply any further analogues. The same themes are repeated, almost verbatim, in Elgvin,
“Wisdom, Revelation, and Eschatology,” 448-49, but without further references.

64 Chazon writes, “The Creation and Fall of Adam in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Book
of Genesis in Jewish and Oriental Christian Interpretation: A Collection of Essays (ed. Judith
Frishman and Lucas Van Rompay; Traditio Exegetica Greeca 5; Leuven: Peeters, 1997), 15.
“The next line of the prayer (1. 10) may have contained a reference to the evil inclina-
tion, alluding to the Flood context of Gen 6:5 (cf. also Gen 8:21).” She suggests that such a
statement would have connected the account of Adam’s sin with that of the antediluvian
generation. But, first of all, the text does not exist, and second of all, even if we were to
find the word 7% in the Adam section, as we do in 4Q422 (cf. John J. Collins’s remarks in
“Wisdom, Apocalypticism and the Dead Sea Scrolls,” ‘Jedes Ding hat seine Zeit...”: Studien
zur israelitischen und altorientalischen Weisheit Diethelm Michel zum 65. Geburtstag [ed.
A.A. Diesel et al.; Berlin/New York: de Gruyter, 1996], 26—27), it might be merely an allu-
sion to the famous verses of Genesis 6 and 8, rather than a connection to another passage
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by 4Q504 8—9 14 “[to fill the] earth [with violence and to spil[l blood,” but
we cannot yet speak of the presence of Noah or the Flood in the remain-
ing lines of this fragment. Likewise, it is significant to observe that there
is no Noah material in the texts published by VanderKam under the title
“pseudo-Jubilees,” although we ought not draw conclusions, ex silentio,
from that fact. It is perhaps noteworthy that the four commentaries on
Genesis all contain Noah material, while the three “pseudo-Jubilees” texts
do not.

| CONCLUSION

We did not expect to find a single conception or treatment of either Noah
or the flood pericope in the texts which survive from Qumran, and our
expectations were vindicated. It is actually quite possible, granted the
distribution of the literary remains of the Second Temple period in the
Dead Sea caves, that what we have in the remains of the treatments of
Noah is typical of the range of ways in which this story and character
were handled in the literature of that era. The frequency with which the
Genesis material from Creation to the Aqedah has been found in the
Qumran caves, when compared with the material from the later portions
of Genesis, demonstrates that Noah and the Flood episode were major
focal points.

In what ways, then, do the Qumran treatments of the Noah/Flood
material differ from one another? In cases where the goal of the work is
to retell the biblical account, or parts of it, the scope of the recapitulation
of the pentateuchal Noah/Flood story can be seen to vary considerably in
the texts which we have examined. The tripartite (pre-Flood, Flood, post-
Flood) pentateuchal story can be adopted in toto and then embellished
and expanded with elaborations which might be described as aggadic/
midrashic in type. This is the case in full-fledged “rewritten Bible” like
the Genesis Apocryphon (or Jubilees), and, in fact, there is more to the
Noah story in the Genesis Apocryphon than there is in the Bible. From
birth to viticulture to division of the earth among his children, there is no
incident, with the possible exception of the Flood (because it is fragmen-
tary), which the Apocryphon tells without embellishment and expansion.
Drawing from a variety of sources, putting speeches into the mouths of

whose presence is unproven. (I thank Dr. Chazon for sharing with me her work in progress
on this topic during my writing of this paper.)
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characters, and fleshing out the narrative beyond what we find in any
other ancient source, the author of the Apocryphon, I believe, does not so
much use Noah as present him to the reader as a fully developed character
in a fully developed narrative.

Alternatively, the Noah/Flood story can be compressed or only portions
of it selected for retelling. It is clear that at Qumran the story of Noah'’s
birth plays a role independent from the rest of his story, appearing in
1Q19 and probably 4Q534, as well as in the Genesis Apocryphon (and the
“Epistle of Enoch”). The fact that only in the Genesis Apocryphon is the
story of his birth juxtaposed with his further adventures may be due to
the randomness of preservation, but it may just as easily direct us to the
realization that for | ancient authors, such as those of 1 Enoch and 1Q1g, the
birth of Noah really belonged to the story of the generations from Enoch
to Lamech. It exists, we have claimed, as an element of the earlier Gen-
esis narrative dealing with Noah’s ancestors and is developed in Second
Temple literature as a typical “birth of the hero” narrative, not as part of
the retelling of Noah’s subsequent adventures.55

Excerpts of differing length and scope focusing on the flood portion
of Noah'’s life, such as 4Q370, 4Q422, and perhaps 4Q464 are also in exis-
tence. The “Genesis Paraphrase” (4Q422) and the “Admonition Based on
the Flood” (4Q370) use the Noah or flood material, failing to mention
Noah at all in one case to focus on God and the punishment of man, and
reducing Noah’s participation in the other case to stress God’s salvation.
In neither is a detailed summary of the Flood relevant, and, in the case of
4Q370, Noah is irrelevant. The composers of all these Qumran texts, like
those of the other postbiblical references to the Noah/Flood stories, pick
out the data they wish to utilize for their particular accounts to the exclu-
sion of all else. There is nothing which compels the retelling of the entire
Noah “cycle” or even significant portions of it.

Where the goal of the author appears not to be the rewriting of the nar-
rative or even parts of it, such as in the Commentaries on Genesis, we see
that it is only specific details of the biblical story which have attracted the
commentators. From the fragmentary remains which survive, it is clear
that only particular passages within the larger narrative are of interest.
This is no different from the way that the post-Noah material is treated in
4Qz252, where it is clear that only a limited number of texts from the rest

65 On this aspect of the story, see VanderKam’s discussion (above, n. 11).
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of Genesis are treated in the four remaining columns. The chronology of
the Flood and Noah'’s cursing of his grandson, rather than his son, each
appear in two of the commentaries, perhaps indicating a shared exegeti-
cal interest in those passages. But the commentators, so far as we can tell,
appear to be interested in remarking on, or annotating, or interpreting,
rather than portraying or relating a story.

All these texts, from the Genesis Apocryphon to the Commentaries on
Genesis, focus, whether briefly or at great length, on Noah or the Flood
in the context of the early part of Genesis. It is the story, or some part
thereof, which is paramount. But when the character Noah | is placed in
a list together with the patriarchs in a liturgical text like 4Q508 or 4Q505
as partner in a covenant relationship with God, we are not meant to think
of the entire biblical Noah episode at that time; the drunken Noah is then
presumably to be far from our minds. Likewise, his “chosenness” in 5Q13
alludes to the fact that he alone is saved from the Flood and perhaps
should be considered together with references to the patriarchs in other
fragments of that document. In these allusions, Noah is an exemplum, not
part of a story; the particulars of the flood narrative, other than the very
fact that he survived the Flood, are unimportant. His omission from the
brief historical survey in CD may be intended, on the one hand, to take
him out of the list of the “chosen” ones like Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, or,
on the other, perhaps out of the roster of the sinners of the pre- and post-
Flood generations. In light of the fact that references to Noah at Qumran
appear uniformly positive, I think that the latter is more likely.

In the briefer narratives, in the commentaries and in the other texts
referring to Noah, other than the Genesis Apocryphon, almost everything
we find is scripturally focused. The supplementation of Noah’s biography
with nonbiblical material (other than the expansion of his birth story)
seems to take place only in the, case of this fully “rewritten Bible.” For the
remainder of the works about Noah found at Qumran, it appears to suf-
fice for us to know what the Bible has told us about Noah, and it is that
story alone which is used by the authors of the texts. If this observation is
correct, and not merely based on the haphazard preservation of the docu-
ments, the distinction among types of text in terms of their willingness to
expand the biblical story may be significant.6

66 The question is certainly worth posing-regarding other texts and genres dealing with
different episodes and characters, as well. It would appear that 4Q225 (“pseudo-Jubilees”)
expands the story of the binding of Isaac beyond scriptural details even though it is not
full-fledged “rewritten Bible.”
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The passing allusion in 4Q418 to Ml 58 YT A 1, “the secret of
what will be and he made it known to Noah,” together with the enigmatic
“to make known to Noah” of 4Q253 1, compels us to wonder whether these
texts share in making Noah the recipient of mysterious revelation. Similar
language in the newly published texts of columns 5 and 14 of the Gen-
esis Apocryphon, as well as hitherto unattested visions seen by Noah in
that document, make the | question of possible apocalyptic connections
more significant.5” This reference to Noah'’s esoteric knowledge, I believe,
is the only fully non-scriptural expansion in the shorter works we have
examined.

It is only with the Genesis Apocryphon, a full-fledged “rewritten Bible”
that the pieces of the Noah story can be seen, albeit fragmentarily, in one
place. And it is not merely the whole story; it is more than the whole story.
It is significant to keep in mind, however, that the Apocryphon’s integrated
retelling of the Noah/Flood story does not derive only from the biblical
version. Rather it seems to have been constructed from at least two addi-
tional sources, the one which contained the Lamech-Methuselah-Enoch
narrative through the end of column 5, and the one deriving from 202
™1 *51 which follows. This may be seen to contrast with the Noah narra-
tive in the book of Jubilees which does not betray traces of such compo-
sitional seams. The developed story of Noah in the Genesis Apocryphon
makes him a much more fully rounded character than the biblical figure.
We may not be able to discern the purpose of the Apocryphon, unlike
those of the other examples we have examined, except to offer a more
detailed picture of the narrative than Genesis, to interpret and to clarify
the biblical material. This attempt to integrate the pieces of a biblical
narrative into a more harmonious and fuller whole is a significant charac-
teristic of the Second Temple genre which we often describe as “rewritten
Bible.”68

67 Garcia Martinez, “4QMess Ar and the Book of Noah,” 21—22, arguing as part of his
identification of 4Q534 as a text about Noah that knowledge of secrets is characteristic of
Noah, cites “a confused text, which is certainly redactional and which seems to come from
a Noachic insertion in the Book of Parables (1 Enoch 68, 1),” wherein Enoch instructed Noah
“in all secret things in the book.”

68 Dimant, “Noah,” in the Appendix, “The So-called Book of Noah,” 144-146, writes
“a case can be made for the existence of a more comprehensive Hebrew narrative midrash
in a style similar to that of the Aramaic Genesis Apocryphon, which would have included
at least some of the materials dealing with Noah, such as the story of his miraculous birth”
which would have covered most of Genesis. It should be clear that I believe that a work of
that sort, like Jubilees and 1QapGen, is not the source, but the result of some of the more
narrowly focused treatments which we have discussed.
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A CONCLUDING QUESTION: WAS THERE A “BOOK OF NOAH” AT QUMRAN?

One final, if peripheral, matter remains to be addressed in order to com-
plete our investigation of “Noah and the Flood at Qumran”: What, if
anything, does our survey of this material at Qumran have | to contribute
to the ongoing discussion regarding the existence of a “Book of Noah” in
antiquity? The assumption that a “Book of Noah” existed finds its start-
ing point in ancient references such as those in jubilees which allude to
Noah'’s writing in a book (10:13) and to what is written “in the words of
Noah” (21:10). A single manuscript of T. Levi contains the words “the book
of Noah on the flood.”®® Syncellus refers to a written testament handed
over by Noah to his sons.”® Once the existence of such a book has been
predicated, other textual material in a variety of ancient sources which
mention events in the life of Noah has been claimed to derive from the
“Book of Noah.” Garcia Martinez, accepting the existence of such a work,
summarizes much of the earlier discussion of this question in “4QMess Ar
and the Book of Noah” where he outlines what he considers to have been
the shape of the lost book.”!

There is clearly no scholarly consensus on this question. Thus J.T. Milik
presented his view that such a book did exist in his Introduction to The
Books of Enoch.” He suggests that1 Enoch 106:7-8 “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
its original language, by the compiler of 1QGenesis Apocryphon.””® Devo-
rah Dimant, on the other hand, claims that references to Noachic books
in Jubilees and T. Levi cannot be taken to prove their historical existence,
that the various passages assigned to these books are very diverse in type,
and that “it is difficult to see how [the Qumranic fragments] could have
belonged together with the Noachic passages to one and the same work.”
She concludes that “the general affinity of themes and motifs may be bet-
ter explained as stemming from shared underlying traditions rather than

69 Garcia Martinez, 25.

70 Tbid.

71 Garcia Martinez, 43—44.

72 Milik, The Books of Enoch, 55-57.

73 1Ibid., 55. Milik's comments on the Genesis Apocryphon’s being a summary of the
“Book of Noah” seem to be refuted by the appearance of the words M3 *5n an3 at the
end of column 5.
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from a distinct written document,” asserting that “in conclusion, there is
no evidence for the existence of a Book of Noah.”™*

| The question has recently been reopened in light of the decipherment
of the words M1 51 an3, “the book of the words of Noah,” toward the
end of column 5 of the Genesis Apocryphon. Steiner’s examination of the
passage in light of other parallel texts has led him to conclude that the
passage in the Genesis Apocryphon leaves “fewer grounds for doubting
the existence of the work,””> and the language of the Apocryphon indeed
seems to confirm the existence of some work about Noah known to the
author of the Apocryphon by such a title. But if those words testify to
the existence of a “Book of Noah,” a source for the Genesis Apocryphon,
it must be to a text that did not include the story of his birth, related in
1Q19, 6Q8, 4Q534, or 1 Enoch 106-7, that is to say much of the Qumran
(and non-Qumran) material associated with the hypothetical “Book of

74 Dimant, “Noah,” 145-146, in the Appendix on the “So-Called Book of Noah.” Lewis,
Interpretation, 1415, also denies the need to assert the existence of such a work, and
C. Werman, in “Qumran and the Book of Noah,” Pseudepigraphic Perspectives: The Apoc-
rypha and Pseudepigrapha in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Proceedings of the Second Inter-
national Symposium of the Orion Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related
Literature, 12-14 January, 1997 eds. E.G. Chazon and M.E. Stone (STDJ 28; EJ. Brill, 1998)
171-81, likewise came to the conclusion that the Book of Noah, as it is generally described,
never existed.

75 Steiner, 69. He makes the significant point that in the Apocryphon this designation
appears as a heading rather than as an allusion spoken by a character as in jubilees, but
allows for the possibility that “the editor of the Genesis Apocryphon, inspired by the ref-
erence to ‘The Words of Noah'’ in Jubilees, created the work out of material taken from
Enoch and Jubilees.” Steiner points out further, 71, that “the Words of Noah cannot be
viewed as Noah’s testament” because there are no second person addresses to Noah's
sons, and the recently published columns confirm that assertion. But those columns raise
another, perhaps unanswerable, question regarding the first-person speech of Noah in the
work purportedly being quoted. There are several passages which apparently refer to Noah
in the third person. Thus 81 reads 7IN2 ANNIR, “his wife after him” whose masculine
could refer to Noah (if not to one of his sons). 16:12 reads M35 nNo’% 237v2a PHN which
the editors render “he apportioned to Japhet and to his sons,” where Noah must be the
subject of the sentence if the syntactic analysis is correct. Finally, and most conclusively,
17:16 describes Japhet's dividing among his own sons “the portion which Noah his father
apportioned to him and gave to him,” *1ag ™M1 A% 2nm 1 398 ™7 8pPHIN. The only clear-
cut first-person reference to Noah in the passages about apportioning the earth is 16:7 oW1
"33 P2 ApS[N] ™3, “Shem my son [divided it among his sons.” Were it not for the suffix
on 73, it would be tempting to suggest that the section of the Apocryphon about the divi-
sion of the earth was not treated as a first person speech by Noah, and hence, according
to Steiner’s criteria, could not have belonged to the “Book of the Words of Noah,” but to
some other hypothetical source.
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Noah.””6 In the Genesis Apocryphon itself, the birth story appears before
the phrase M1 51 an2. Even if it is the miraculous birth of Noah which
is alluded to in 1Qu1g, or predictions about his future | which are presented
in 4Q534, I stress that it is not clear whether those references were part of
a narrative which focused on Noah or on the generations preceding him,
and I believe that the latter is much more likely.””

Having examined the diverse passages in the Dead Sea Scrolls which
refer to Noah and the Flood, however, I should like to frame a different
fundamental question. When traditions and stories about biblical char-
acters were put into postbiblical literary form, was it by the composition
of longer expanded narratives, like jubilees, 1 Enoch, or the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon, or did the stories circulate in compositions, written or oral, of
much narrower compass, which might have dealt with individual epi-
sodes or themes rather than complete narrative cycles? The very title of
the work “the book of Noah about the blood,” for example, does not seem
to imply the existence of a work of great scope, but of a specific, narrowly
focused, tract. The popularity of the Noah/Flood theme in the Qumran
texts points to its fruitfulness and significance, and not necessarily to the
existence of a single major work encompassing all its constituent ele-
ments. Granting the difficulty of determining the scope of fragmentary
texts, the texts of a shorter nature seem to predominate rather than longer
ones of greater scope.

A reasonable alternative hypothesis to the predication of the existence
of a large-scale “Book of Noah” from which these other works made selec-
tions is the possibility that different events or aspects or themes of the
Noah story were expanded beyond their pentateuchal scope at some early
date and then circulated in a variety of forms either orally or in writing.
The “book of the words of Noah” apparently cited in Genesis Apocryphon
5:29 might very well be an expanded first-person narrative of the flood
story, including the events leading to it and its immediate aftermath. The
testament referred to by Syncellus need not be part of that work, nor of

76 Steiner, 70—71, makes the point that “7 Enoch 106—7 could not have come from the
Book of Noah” on the basis of the title M3 *5n and, a heading which conforms to the
form “Words of N” which must mean “words by N, not words about N’ (emphases in
the original).

77 1f the very fragmentary second column of 4Q534, lines 13ff,, contains a description
of the destruction to be wrought by the flood, we should stress that it is in the nature of
a prediction, associated, according to Garcia Martinez, with Noah'’s birth. It is not part of
a biography of Noah'’s later life.



NOAH AND THE FLOOD AT QUMRAN 321

the “book of Noah on the blood.” If the narrative of the apportionment
of the earth among Noah’s sons speaks of him in the third person (see
above, n. 75), it may belong to yet another composition. These may all
have been works of much narrower scope focusing on the | Noah/Flood
story, although the fragmentary acontextual nature of the surviving docu-
ments and the ambiguous quality of the references to works about Noah
prevents us from having a confident perspective on them.

When a more encompassing work like the Genesis Apocryphon was
written, it may have created a new perspective on the life of Noah by
sewing together sets of data which originally existed independently. If,
indeed, we examine the selections in Garcia Martinez’s outline of the
portion of the “Book of Noah” which correspond to that which in the
Genesis Apocryphon follows the words M1 *5n an3, i, to that which
might derive from the “Book of the Words of Noah,” we find that Garcia
Martinez’s reconstruction contains no exclusively Qumran material other
than the material from the Genesis Apocryphon itself.”® In that case, the
Genesis Apocryphon’s “Book of the Words of Noah,” which clearly is not
identical with Garcia Martinez's hypothesized “Book of Noah” since it
does not overlap with the essential birth story, becomes the only Qumran
evidence of the “Book of Noah” for the portion which follows Noah'’s birth.
There is a circularity in this argumentation as there is in Garcia Martinez’s
implication that anything in the Noah story in jubilees for which there is
no other source must derive from the “Book of Noah.””® Jubilees and the
Genesis Apocryphon are both composite works, which may be drawing
on a variety of earlier traditions, and rot necessarily on one hypothetical
lengthy text whose reconstruction is largely based on speculative source
criticism of Jubilees and the Apocryphon.

In light of 