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PREFACE

ALBERT BAUMGARTEN

I hope the readers of the papers in this volume will sense the many
ways in which the conference, “The Dead Sea Scrolls: Texts and Con-
text,” held at the University of Birmingham, 29 October—1 Novem-
ber 2007, was special. The group of scholars assembled, from the UK,
Europe, Israel, and the USA spent three wonderful days considering
Qumran texts from diverse points of view.

Several aspects made this event unusual. First, was the mix of par-
ticipants who presented papers and contributed to the scholarly con-
versation, from some of the most senior scholars to graduate students
currently completing dissertations. This encouraged a freshness of
perspective on all the issues discussed. Next, and more important in
my view, was the fact that papers represented new work, not a simple
re-hashing or summary of things that the authors had been writing
over and over again for the past years. Finally, most important, was
that many of the papers were devoted to a sincere reconsideration of
conclusions that the authors had argued in the past. Effectively, many
presentations began by announcing, “I may have suggested....but
now I want to discuss the evidence for and against that conclusion
one more time.”

In trying to understand this outcome, I would point to one fact
whose importance cannot be underestimated. Qumran scholarship is
now taking place in a context in which all the available texts have been
published. In one sense, all of us in the field now need to go back
and become thoroughly familiar with the corpus of texts that survived.
Any conclusion we proposed in the past was based on a partial picture
of the full range of the cave finds. Everything is now subject to revi-
sion. That feeling of intellectual openness and flexibility pervaded at
Birmingham, and it made the experience such a pleasure.

Something also must be said about the contribution of one of the
local sponsors, Rabbi Leonard Tann (1945-2007), of the Birmingham
Hebrew Congregation—Singers Hill Synagogue. He was Chief Min-
ister of the historic synagogue, where Birmingham Jews have been
worshipping since 1856, for almost nineteen years. Rabbi Tann was
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a relic of an earlier era, in the best sense of the word, a compassion-
ate congregational leader, with wide ranging intellectual interests far
beyond the usual world of contemporary orthodoxy. He generously
made himself available to Dr. Hempel for advice on matters of local
kosher food and drove participants who wished to morning services
each day. At the same time, he invited Professor Lawrence Schiffman
to speak at his synagogue, so that his congregants could also learn
about Qumran studies. After that lecture, he took the conference par-
ticipants on an enthusiastic tour of the landmark synagogue build-
ing. Rabbi Tann attended many sessions and thoroughly enjoyed the
formal and informal discussions. He had serious comments to offer
on numerous topics and bought the books of many of the speakers,
which he looked forward to reading after the conference, as soon as
he got the chance.

Sadly, that did not come to pass. Only a few days after we left Bir-
mingham, on November 12, 2007, Rabbi Tann died.! This conference
and the papers collected here are a scholarly memorial to this very
unusual man. If Rabbi Tann hoped to enjoy reading the books on
the Dead Sea Scrolls he had collected, I hope that this volume will
bring Rabbi Tann’s interests in all aspects of Jewish life, past and pre-
sent, including the Dead Sea Scrolls, to the attention of a larger circle
of readers, beyond the confines of the congregation in Birmingham
which he served so well for many years.

! For memorials to Rabbi Tann see also http://www.singershill.com/rabTann.htm.



INTRODUCTION

CHARLOTTE HEMPEL

This volume presents the proceedings of an international conference
of the same title held at the University of Birmingham in the autumn
of 2007. The rationale of the conference was an attempt to reconsider
the Dead Sea Scrolls and the material remains unearthed at Khirbet
Qumran against their ancient Jewish context. The current academic
climate in Scrolls research is one of excitement, openness, and consid-
ered reflection in equal measure. The timely date of the Birmingham
meeting, in the wake of the full publication of all the texts, invited the
delegates to enter this spirit of open discussion and reflection. It is
hoped that the publication of the proceedings of the conference will
stimulate further debate about and reflection on the issues raised in
this volume.

I was particularly pleased to be able to offer a small number of bur-
saries to promising younger scholars who presented their research
in Birmingham. Their vocal presence along some of the most senior
scholars in the field made for scholarly dialogue that was both inter-
national and inter-generational. I was delighted that two other young
scholars became part of this endeavour even after the Birmingham
Conference had passed. Thus, Hanne von Weissenberg (University
of Helsinki) agreed to publish some of her most recent research on
4QMMT in this volume and Daniel Stokl Ben Ezra contributes a
response to the chapter by Florentino Garcia Martinez.

While the theme of the meeting was the ancient context of the
discoveries, two memorable events took place in the course of the
conference which reached out to the local, contemporary context of
our gathering. Thus, two leading senior scholars were able to offer
an impression of the latest Scrolls scholarship to members of the
wider public in Birmingham. The best attended event of the meet-
ing was a Public Lecture delivered by PROFESSOR GEzA VERMES of
the University of Oxford entitled “Personal Reflections on 60 Years
of Scrolls Scholarship.” Whereas scholarly proceedings took place in
the intimate setting of a seminar room, we were right to book a size-
able lecture theatre for this Public Lecture on the opening night of the
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conference. The large lecture room was packed to capacity as Vermes
gave us a first hand account of his involvement in Scrolls research over
the course of six decades. Highlights of his lecture and of his contribu-
tions to the sessions of the meeting were several anecdotes of events
from the time of the pioneers. Prof. Vermes shared his personal jour-
ney as a Scrolls scholar during the full span of the six decades since
the discovery of the manuscripts. His early labours bore fruit in what
was the first ever doctoral thesis written on the Scrolls and published
in French in 1953 under the title Les manuscrits du désert de Juda. It
was a particular privilege that Prof. Vermes was able to participate in
the conference and to engage with three further generations of Scrolls
scholars as someone whose own work, as a translator, exegete, and
historian, has been incredibly influential in the field.

International scholarly conferences frequently involve the same faces
in different parts of the world getting together in lecture halls and
seminar rooms that all look much the same across the globe. And very
enjoyable it is too. It was a particular pleasure, however, to host the
Birmingham conference in liaison with the late Rabbi Leonard Tann
(1945-2007) of the Singers Hill Synagogue/Birmingham Hebrew Con-
gregation (est. 1856). Rabbi Tann took considerable personal interest
in the Dead Sea Scrolls. By working closely with Rabbi Tann we were
able to host a second public lecture by PROF. LAWRENCE SCHIFFMAN in
the striking setting of the Singers Hill Synagogue in Birmingham. Prof.
Schiffman spoke on “Tefillin and Mezzuzot in the Dead Sea Scrolls,”
indulging a special request brought to him by Rabbi Tann. His well
attended lecture was followed by a reception and a memorable tour
of the synagogue guided by Rabbi Tann. We are grateful to the syna-
gogue for their generous hospitality on that occasion. It is a pleasure
to dedicate this volume to the memory of Rabbi Leonard Tann whose
presence at the conference and commitment to the study of the Dead
Sea Scrolls enriched our proceedings and left a lasting impression on
all of us.

The chapters that follow have been arranged in four parts. Part I
(The Dead Sea Scrolls and the History of Second Temple Judaism)
sets the stage with two chapters, both of which have a strong method-
ological component. Opening the discussion are MICHAEL E. STONE’s
learned reflections on the contribution and significance of the texts
discovered in the vicinity of Khirbet Qumran to our understanding of
Second Temple Judaism. He begins by acknowledging the fragmented
picture painted by the Qumran evidence itself and proceeds to sketch
where further traces of the broader Second Temple landscape may be
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uncovered. The fullest possible picture of our knowledge must rely
not only on those scant sources that survived, but should also include
reflections on ancient Jewish works that did not come down to us.
With what he terms “footprints of Jewish apocryphal books” in early
Christian sources Stone refers, inter alia, to citations of ancient Jew-
ish works in patristic sources. Stone regards the Qumran material as
predominantly esoteric and sectarian which leads him to question its
value for recovering beliefs and traditions cherished more broadly in
Second Temple times. The latter is more likely disclosed by ‘footprints’
of Second Temple Jewish works in Christian sources and, to a more
limited extent, later Jewish tradition. He is concerned to preempt
the privileging of the richness of the Qumran evidence—even if it is
fragmented—over against the much less easily accessible clues in later
Christian and Jewish literature. His authoritative birds-eye-view of the
Qumran scrolls serves as a useful reminder of how our evidence of
Second Temple Judaism is mostly fragmented. The riches discovered
at Qumran are the exception, and scholars are struggling to evaluate
this oasis of opulence against the background of a much more sparse
harvest elsewhere.

PHiLIP DAVIES addresses the question “What kind of history can we
get from the Dead Sea Scrolls’? He begins by tracing a noticeable shift
in the history of scholarship from relative confidence in our ability to
use the Scrolls for the purposes of historical reconstruction to increas-
ing scepticism and caution (noting the work of Maxine Grossman at
the latter end of the spectrum). Drawing on the concepts of ‘cultural
memory developed by Maurice Halbwachs and ‘mnemohistory’ by
the Egyptologist Jan Assman, Davies advocates the fruitfulness of a
careful study of the fragments of collective memory presented by the
Qumran texts alongside the scholarly quest for the genuine historical.
His case studies are chiefly the Damascus Document, the Hodayot and
the pesharim. With respect to the latter Davies notes an ‘effacing’ of
the cultural memory of the sect’s parent group. His conclusions on our
ability to derive genuine historical snippets from the ‘mnemohistory’
transmitted to us are cautious yet by no means defeatist. Thus, he con-
cludes, for instance, that there almost certainly was a historical teacher
even though we cannot identify him with any known historical figure;
he remains agnostic as to the historicity of the scofter/Liar figure and
proclaims the Wicked Priest “a fiction.”

Part II (Archaeological Context and Cave Profile) comprises five
chapters, each devoted to particular aspects of the material culture
unearthed at Qumran, including two contributions on the much
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debated recent issue of arriving at a profile for the contents of indi-
vidual caves. Few people are as intimately familiar with the Judean
Desert and the treasures it revealed over the course of the last sixty
years as HANAN EsHEL. His contribution to the present volume offers
an authoritative overview over the discoveries of scrolls and other lit-
erary remains in the Judean Desert from 1947 to the present focusing
especially on the Qumran texts and the written remains pertaining to
the Bar Kokhba Revolt. Eshel’s discussion falls into three parts: his
treatment of the ‘golden age’ of discoveries covers the quarter of a cen-
tury from 1947 to 1965; a second section deals with literary remains
from Qumran published since 1984 including recently discovered
ostraca. A final section is devoted to documentary texts and inscrip-
tions from the Bar Kokhba period obtained or published since 1984.
An appendix takes us right up to date with an overview over the most
recent publication of three biblical scrolls currently in private hands
and of unknown provenance. His contribution offers an excellent
point of reference particularly for comprehending the messier fringes
in the process of the acquisition and publication of the literary remains
found in the Judean Desert from 1947 until now.

Jopr MAGNESs examines the issue whether or not touching scrolls
was considered to convey impurity at Qumran. Her points of depar-
ture are a series of passages in rabbinic literature that testify to halakhic
debates on this issue. No such matters are discussed in the Qumran
texts, though Magness notes this lack of evidence might indicate noth-
ing more than that impurity from touching certain scrolls was entirely
taken for granted in such a stringent environment as Qumran. She
goes on to suggest—building on some of her earlier work with respect
to the storage of food and drink—that the use of distinctive cylindri-
cal jars for storing scrolls was intended to signal their contents’ high
degree of purity as well as restricted accessibility. She closes by ten-
tatively proposing that the practice of wrapping scrolls in linen may
reflect a concern to prevent direct contact with sacred scrolls.

DENNIS Mizz1 presents a sober and careful analysis of the little
studied glassware from Qumran in its wider Palestinian context. Mizzi
concludes that the glassware found at Qumran largely conforms to
glassware found in the Dead Sea region and the wider Palestinian con-
text in the first century BCE and the first century CE. In particular,
Mizzi notes the scarcity of glass from before 31 BCE with a pronounced
increase of glass, especially inexpensive free-blown glass, from the late
first century BCE onwards. He further draws attention to the absence
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of “finest glass’ and the presence of a small number of rare imports—
all of which conform to the glass profile attested at comparable sites.
The more up-market luxury items lacking from Qumran are generally
attested in commercial centres or royal palaces. In a final section Mizzi
demonstrates that the glass repertoire found at Qumran does not set
the community who resided there apart from their Jewish contempo-
raries. However, by relating his conclusion to some recent studies of
the texts (Collins, Regev, Metso and Hempel) he concludes that the
evidence of the glass may require a ‘slight revision’ of our understand-
ing of the community who used the glass.

FLORENTINO GARCiA MARTINEZ offers a careful analysis of the pro-
file of Cave 11. He conducts his study in close conversation with two
recent studies on the character of Cave 11 by Emanuel Tov and Dan-
iel Stokl Ben Ezra in particular. Garcia Martinez concludes that the
contents of Cave 11 were deposited around 68 CE and that the profile
of this cave closely resembles the collection as a whole, and that both
Caves 1 and 11 offer a cross-section of the larger corpus.

In the wake of the Birmingham meeting DANIEL STOKL BEN EzRrRA
naturally took a particular interest in what Garcia Martinez had to say.
Having been given access to a written version of Garcia Martinez’s
paper in advance of publication Daniel Stokl Ben Ezra approached
both the author and myself as editor with the suggestion of publish-
ing a considered response alongside Garcia Martinez’s chapter. Both
Garcia Martinez and I were delighted to pursue this opportunity for a
more sustained treatment of these important questions.

Part III (Temple, Priesthood and 4QMMT) is made up of five chap-
ters that re-examine the interrelated questions of the attitude to the
Jerusalem Temple and its priesthood reflected in the Scrolls. TORLEIF
ELGVIN argues that the idea of participating in heavenly worship on the
part of members of the Yahad is firmly rooted in the Temple theology
of the pre-Maccabean Temple. His study includes a comprehensive
survey of a wide variety of sources from the Hebrew Bible, the Apoc-
rypha and Pseudepigrapha, and the Dead Sea Scrolls. He proposes that
the Yahad originated from Levitical circles who struggled to come to
terms with their disenfranchisement from the Temple establishment
by adapting earlier traditions relating to the heavenly Temple to their
own needs.

HEINZ-JOSEF FABRY offers a wide-ranging overview and analysis of
the varied priestly figures attested in the non-biblical scrolls. His main
interest is the curious endorsement of Aaronites alongside Zadokites
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in a number of key texts. In an attempt to present a synchronic as well
as a diachronic analysis of this dual endorsement Fabry stresses that
earlier texts such as the Temple Scroll, 4QMMT, and the War Scroll
exclusively refer to the sons of Aaron whereas the dual endorsement of
both groups characterizes later texts. Fabry cautiously proposes lines
of development in the use of these priestly designations in the Qumran
literature while also suggesting an explanation of other priestly tradi-
tions attested in the Scrolls such as Levi, Phineas, Qahat, Amram, and
Melchizedek.

MARTIN GOODMAN scrutinizes the relationship of the Qumran sec-
tarians to the Jerusalem Temple and challenges the widely held view
that this Jewish group had abandoned the Temple. While not doubting
the presence of cult critical passages as well as symbolic interpreta-
tions of sacrificial worship in the texts from Qumran, he stresses that
neither of these features imply an outright rejection of the Temple
and the cult. Goodman highlights the presence of harshly anti-cultic
passages in the biblical prophets and accounts of vehement disagree-
ment on cultic matters among Temple affiliated Jews in Josephus and
rabbinic sources. In his view “a simple reading of the texts” does not
suggest a separation from the Temple which would have been difficult
to conceive by any Jewish group prior to the events of 70 CE and the
evolution of both rabbinic Judaism and Christianity in the wake of the
permanent loss of the Temple.

CHARLOTTE HEMPEL reflects on the brief history of scholarship on
4QMMT and argues that this text was made to fit, perhaps more than
any other, into the script of a narrative external to it. Not unlike the
large feet of the stepsisters forced into the glass slipper in the tale of
Cinderella so 4QMMT was molded into a tale of rivalry between the
heroic Teacher of Righteousness and the villainous Wicked Priest. She
begins with a review of a number of u-turns in scholarship in order
to illustrate the way in which scholars tended to fit the evidence of
4QMMT rather hastily into a framework established by a once domi-
nant reconstruction of Qumran history. Subsequent assessments of
4QMMT have been increasingly subtle and nuanced. Hempel further
notes and reinforces recent challenges to the view that 4QMMT refers
to the origin of a community in the famous passage referring to a
separation from the people on the part of the author(s).

Still dealing with 4QMMT, HANNE vON WEISSENBERG takes issue
with the predominant scholarly assessment of of 4QMMT as a witness
to the Qumran community’s initial withdrawal from the Jerusalem
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Temple. Noting the more nuanced appreciation of the varied attitudes
to the Temple reflected in the fully published Qumran corpus von
Weissenberg stresses the overarching concern with the Temple and its
purity in 4QMMT. In particular, she draws attention to the repeated
reference to the maqom formula of Deuteronomy 12 in the central
halakhic section of 4QMMT and the strong influence of Deutero-
nomic theology evident in the epilogue. She concludes that whoever
was responsible for 4QMMT was firmly convinced that the Jerusalem
Temple was the only legitimate locality for the cult.

Finally, Part IV (Studies on Particular Texts and Issues) includes eight
chapters devoted to particular texts and issues. Inspired by thinkers
such as Michel Foucault and Edward Soja, GEORGE ]. BROOKE offers a
careful examination of the spatial language attested in the continuous
pesharim. He finds no indications of a direct co-relation between the
spatial terms and ideas found in the pesharim and the site and vicinity
of Qumran. Instead, his paper sheds new light on the spatial imagery
of the pesharim. In particular, Brooke notes the formative influence of
the scriptural texts underlying the commentaries, the strong emphasis
on people and community where spatial references in scripture are
interpreted, and the central place allotted to Jerusalem as a place of
contemporary controversies and future hope.

VERED HILLEL explores the relationship between the Aramaic Levi
Document, Jubilees and the Greek Testament of Levi using the issue of
Levi’s elevation to the priesthood as her prime example. Hillel begins
with a discussion of the place of the Testament of Levi in the Tes-
taments of the Twelve Patriarchs before comparing all three selected
texts. She argues that both the Testament of Levi and Jubilees appropri-
ated material found in the Aramaic Levi Document and made use of
these traditions in a manner that served their own particular ideolo-
gies. She finds no evidence indicating the use of a source other than
the Aramaic Levi Document in the traditions shared by the Testament
of Levi and Jubilees. Hillel closes by noting the wider significance of
her discussion for our understanding of ancient Jewish literary and
compositional strategies.

BERNARD JACKSON addresses the issue to what extent laws on mar-
riage and divorce are based on social rather than legal considerations.
At the outset he notes the predominant concern with prohibited sexual
practices rather than marriage as such in the biblical legal tradition.
In the latter centuries of the Second Temple period Jackson observes
the influence of heightened eschatological fervour and the theological
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argument that relations between men and women ought to mirror the
circumstances of creation (e.g. Gen 1:27). Turning to the evidence on
marriage and divorce in the Dead Sea Scrolls and the New Testament
Jackson identifies an even more heightened concern with prohibited
sexual practices. He perceives signs of an institutionalization of divorce
only with Paul. Jackson identifies sexual propriety as the chief concern
also in early rabbinic literature eventually giving way to a process of
institutionalized divorce criteria (e.g. m. Git. 9:10).

HELEN JacoBus argues that 4QZodiology and Brontology ar (4Q318)
is a working schematic calendar and explores its cultural background
in the ancient world. In the course of her study she identifies the rela-
tionship of 4Q319 to Greco-Babylonian calendars and horoscopic
cuneiform texts. Jacobus suggests a context for 4Q319 in the tradition
of zodiac calendar systems from Ptolemaic Egypt and Greece. She con-
cludes with a plea to include this text firmly in the scholarly discourse
on calendars from Qumran.

VERED NoaM evaluates the promising and growing contributions
the study of the Dead Sea Scrolls can make in the context Jewish legal
debate as attested especially in tannaitic midrashim. By offering a thor-
ough investigation of the law on corpse impurity as interpreted in the
Scrolls and tannaitic midrashim, Noam is able to shed fresh light on
pre-tannaitic legal exegesis of Num 19:16 and Num 19:14. She uncov-
ers evidence for secondary development on the part of Qumran exe-
getes with regard to the treatment of “bone.” On the matter of “tent”
impurity her conclusion points in the opposite direction by suggest-
ing a radical departure from an earlier line of exegesis on the part of
pre-rabbinic exegetes. Her careful study reinforces the fruitfulness of
investigating the evidence from Qumran in its wider context on a case
by case basis rather than being led by existing categories (such as the
stringency of Qumranic halakhah) in order to determine the ways in
which the new evidence relates to its wider context.

EvaL REGEV offers fresh thoughts on the much debated issue of the
relationship of the the Damascus Document and the Community Rule.
He takes note of a number of recent studies that indicate a close and
complex literary relationship between both texts. Despite these links
Regev still maintains, on the basis of differences in matters of social
structures and organization, that the groups described in both docu-
ments can be clearly distinguished from one another. In particular,
he stresses the much more democratic structure of the Yahad which
allots an important place to the general assembly of the many. Regev
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further identifies theological differences between both texts focussing
especially on the issue of revelation. Here Regev stresses the absence
of the notion of on-going revelation in the Damascus Document
where divine revelation is referred to as a guiding experience in the
community’s past. He closes by re-affirming his earlier view that the
emergence of the Yahad preceded the Damascus community but, in
contrast to his previous conclusions, he now believes that there were
several geographically spread-out Yahad communities—a view that is
gaining ground in most recent scholarship.!

LAWRENCE SCHIFFMAN offers a stimulating discussion of the context
of the Damascus Document both pre- and post-Qumran. In particular
Schiffman explores five questions: the literary nature of the Damascus
Document, its provenance, its halakhah, and finally what the text has
to offer in reconstructions of the history of the community reflected
in the Scrolls, ancient Judaism more broadly and the background to
Christianity. In a concluding section Schiffman reflects on the signifi-
cance of the numerous titles assigned to this text since it has become
available to modern scholars. In particular, he stresses the way in
which the full publication of the Qumran corpus, especially the exten-
sive legal material, provides an appropriate context for the study of
the Damascus Document, which in his view is chiefly a priestly work
of Jewish law. His contribution notes the numerous ways in which the
early pre-Qumran discussion of this text pre-empted the current stress
on its importance for our understanding of Jewish legal debate.

JoaN TAYLOR explores the neglected evidence of Dio Chrysostom on
the Essenes as preserved in a lost discourse referred to by Synesius of
Cyrene (ca. 400 CE). Taylor offers a close reading of the statements on
the Essenes in Pliny and Dio according to Synesius with an eye to the
overall concerns of all three authors in their larger oeuvre. She argues
that whereas Pliny presents the Essenes as something of a remarkable
anomaly, Dio’s portrayal is much more positive and appreciative. She
also notes Dio’s unusual term for the Dead Sea (‘the dead water,” 10
vekpov Vdwp) which, by virtue of its distinctiveness from both con-
temporary Christian terminology and from Pliny’s account, provides
further, independent evidence for a geographical association of the

! See, e.g., most recently, J. J. Collins, Beyond the Qumran Community: The Sectar-
ian Movement of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Grand Rapids MI: Eerdmans, 2009) and Alison
Schofield, From Qumran to the Yahad: A New Paradigm of Textual Development for
the Community Rule (Leiden: Brill, 2008).
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Essenes with the Dead Sea region. She concludes that Dio’s account
on the Essenes is independent of Pliny and by bolstering the case for
an association of the Essenes with the Dead Sea region also provides
further evidence for a connection between the Qumran scrolls found
in the vicinity of the Dead Sea and the Essenes.

The full publication of the Scrolls found in the vicinity of Qum-
ran has had an enormous impact on the discipline. An obvious major
development is our ability to read and reflect on all the material that
has survived, including a large amount of further previously unknown
texts. This unprecedented access to the full corpus of texts has also
provided us with the appropriate Qumran context of those works we
have known and studied for several decades. Whereas scholars may
have been tempted initially to try and ‘integrate’ the new material
into our reading of the evidence, almost the opposite is beginning to
happen. The wealth and significance of the new material has caused
many aspects of reconstructions of the Qumran phenomenon to ‘dis-
integrate.” If I had to single out one trend that has emerged from the
full publication of the texts it would be the variegated picture we now
behold. On the one hand, clearly sectarian texts exist in different forms
and display complex inter-relationships with other sectarian texts. On
the other hand, a large proportion of the material is not sectarian and
appears to reflect the beliefs and heritage of a larger proportion of
Second Temple Jewish society. Precisely what proportion of educated
Second Temple Jews would have been familiar with, or even sympa-
thetic to, the point of view of the non-sectarian Qumran material is
a question that is as fascinating as it is challenging. In short, the true
significance of the texts and artefacts unearthed at Qumran and its
vicinity can only be appreciated by cautious reflection on the con-
text of the discoveries in the broadest possible sense: from the context
of individual caves to traces of contemporary Jewish history in early
Christian and even mediaeval Jewish sources. While the discoveries of
Qumran are clearly unique in many ways, scholars continue to dis-
cover many subtle connections to the wider Jewish world. It is hoped
that the scholarly contributions gathered together in this volume shed
new light on this complex of questions.

Reference must also be made to the invaluable contributions made
by a number of scholars whose papers are not included here for various
reasons: Prof. Hindy Najman (“Revelation at Qumran and Beyond”),
Prof. Sarianna Metso (“Processes of Creating Legal Traditions in the
Essene Community and Its Wider Context”), Dr. Jonathan Ben-Dov
(“Aramaic and Hebrew in the Dead Sea Scrolls: The Case of Scientific
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Knowledge”), Dr. Juhana Saukkonen (“Studying Religion at Qumran:
Theoretical and Methodological Considerations”), Prof. Esti Eshel
(“The Genesis Apocryphon and Related Texts”), and Dr. Frantisek
Trstensky (“The Archaeological Site of Qumran and the Personality
of Roland de Vaux”). Finally, Prof. Albert I. Baumgarten joined us to
engage with the latest thinking in Qumran scholarship while writing
a scholarly biography of Elias Bickerman.? His presence was a huge
bonus to all concerned, and his sharp and learned contributions to
the discussions, both from the chair and the floor, made an enormous
contribution. He kindly agreed to share some of his impressions about
our meeting in the Preface included in this volume.

The sad news of the death of Prof. Hanan Eshel (1958-2010) reached
me as this volume was in the final stages of production. His wide-rang-
ing learning and intimate familiarity with the Scrolls and the terrain
where they were found are exemplified once again in his substantial
contribution to this volume. Hanan was an exceptionally supportive
colleague and his passion for Jewish history never failed to inspire and
uplift the spirits of those who met him.

Finally, it is a pleasure to acknowledge the generous and varied sup-
port I received in the course of planning and organizing the conference
itself and preparing this volume for publication. First and foremost I
gratefully acknowledge the support of the British Academy which made
the conference possible. In addition, the following individuals have all
contributed in different ways to making the conference what it was:
Barbara Bordalejo, Sue Bowen, George Brooke, Leslie Brubaker, John
Collins, Ann Conway-Jones, Martin Goodman, Max Grossman, Helen
Ingram, Sarah Kilroy, Judy Lieu, Jodi Magness, David Parker, Sarah
Pearce, Adrian Randall, Peter Robinson, Sheena Robinson, Michael
Stone, Martin Stringer, Joan Taylor, Werner Ustorf, Jim VanderKam,
Jonathan Webber, Shearer West, Isabel Wollaston, and Sue Worrell. I
am grateful also to Prof. Florentino Garcia Martinez for accepting this
volume for publication in this prestigious Series, and to the staff at
Brill, especially Mattie Kuiper and Marjolein Schaake, as well as Prof.
Vered Noam and Dr. Joan Taylor for all their expert input. Finally,
my husband Dick and our children Charles and Imogen provide a
warm, stimulating, and rewarding family context for my professional
pursuits, and I am continually grateful for it.

2 See now A. I. Baumgarten, Elias Bickerman as a Historian of the Jews: A Twentieth
Century Tale (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010).
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We are in the happy position of having at our disposal a whole bookcase
of green volumes with the letters DJD (i.e., Discoveries in the Judean
Desert) on the spine. The job of editing is not quite all done, and a little
more remains to be published: Enoch and Genesis Apocryphon, among
other works. Moreover, not all the DJD volumes contain material from
Qumran, but it is to that Qumran material that, not unsurprisingly,
I wish to direct my attention here. It is worth remembering that we
are much more fortunate than colleagues studying other major finds
of documents, such as the Turfan fragments from Chinese Turkestan,
the Oxyrhyncus papyri from Egypt and others. Some of the documents
found in these discoveries have been in the process of edition for a cen-
tury or more. The Oxyrhyncus papyri, for example, have been under
publication since 1898, while the Qumran Scrolls now, a little over
sixty years after their discovery, are virtually all published. The reason
for this difference is, of course, that the Dead Sea Scrolls bear directly
on Christian origins in the context of Judaism of the Second Temple
age and have, therefore, attracted a quite disproportionate amount of
attention. Although some years ago there were many complaints about
delay in publication of the material, considering the number of manu-
scripts and the task of piecing them together, in fact sixty years from
initial discovery to today’s situation is very commendable.

The overall configuration of manuscript finds in the Judean Des-
ert, from Masada at the south of the Dead Sea to Wadi Daliyeh well
north of it has been the subject of considerable discussion.! The physi-
cal circumstances that contributed to the manuscripts’ survival, the
sorts of social and political events that brought people to live in the

! Devorah Dimant, “The Qumran Manuscripts: Contents and Significance,” in
Time to Prepare the Way in the Wilderness: Papers on the Qumran Scrolls By Fellows
of the Institute of Advanced Studies in the Hebrew University, Jerusalem 1989-1990
(STDJ 165 ed. Devorah Dimant and L. H. Schiffman; Leiden: Brill, 1995), 23-58 was
an influential, early study along these lines.
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wilderness of Judea, the almost urban legend narrative of their dis-
covery are well known. The same physical circumstances, wilderness
not too distant from Jerusalem, contributed to the rise, a few centuries
after the destruction of Qumran, of the early installations of Palestin-
ian monasticism in the adjacent region of the Judean Hills. Indeed, a
discovery like Khirbet el-Mird, dated to the late Byzantine-early Arab
period, gives us some insight into the manuscripts of Christian settle-
ment in the wilderness. The Judean desert is true desert, with annual
rainfall of a few millimetres, but not too far west is area best viewed
as wilderness. The Judean hills proper include the borderland between
settled territory and the very low rainfall areas, the true desert where
Qumran is located.

The imperatives of the physical landscape, of rainfall and of both
proximity to and separation from Jerusalem characterize the west side
of the watershed ridge that descends into the Jordan valley. This is
not, however, the point of this paper. Our intention is different and is
focused on the actual works discovered in the caves of Qumran and
their place in Second Temple Judaism. There have been a number of
studies of the make-up of the sectarian library—biblical, known apoc-
ryphal and sectarian manuscripts, as well as numerous works whose
genre or content were quite unknown to us before the Scrolls were
discovered. This study of the manuscripts and the actual works that
comprised the library is a necessary preliminary to the considerations
we will bring here. Without the identification and decipherment of the
texts discovered there, many by scholars participating in this volume,
we would be floundering in the dark.

The issue that concerns us here today, however, is that of the role
and character of the Qumran corpus within Judaism of the Second
Temple period. Before we proceed to discuss this, however, it is impor-
tant to remember that the texts presently identified and characterized
at Qumran are only part of that library. In the first place, the numer-
ous unidentified fragments, many being published in the last volumes
of the DJD series (vols. 33, 36, 38), represent a substantial corpus of
books that time and circumstances have all but destroyed. We may
venture to hope that, in the future, some of these fragments will be
placed in known manuscripts and, perhaps, joins made between others
that will reconstitute still further unknown documents. However, for
the moment this is not the case, and even when these processes have
advanced, we will almost certainly be left with thousands of unknown
and unidentifiable fragments.
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In addition, two more factors strengthen our doubts about the
exhaustive nature of the list of known or identified texts. One is the
likelihood that certain of the discoveries of manuscripts “south of Jer-
icho” mentioned in ancient sources were of caves at Qqumran. The most
famous ancient discoveries are two: first, the uncovering of Quinta, an
additional Greek Bible translation used by Origen (ca. 185-254 CE)
in the Hexapla, the story of which is given by Epiphanius in de men-
suris et ponderibus 18 [Dean, 34-35]—it is described as being “found
in wine-jars in Jericho;” second, the cache of manuscripts discovered
in a cave in the seventh century and brought to the attention of the
Syriac Nestorian patriarch Timothy. In an epistle by him, written
about 800 CE, he reports that a decade earlier a cache of books had
been discovered in a cave “near Jericho.” A dog belonging to a local
Arab chased another animal into the cave and its owner found “a cave
dwelling” (byt’ dbwr’) containing many scrolls. Later in the epistle we
read that this was bwr”” wbm "’ “in mountains and caves.” The find
was reported to Jews in Jerusalem and a group came, explored the cave
and found many books written in Hebrew script, including copies of
books of the Hebrew Bible.”

The story is eerily reminiscent of the discovery of the Qumran
scrolls, which were early brought to the Syrian Bishop, Mar Athana-
sius Samuel. But unlike the latter, who smuggled part of the find to
the United States and eventually sold the smuggled scrolls through
middle-men to the Hebrew University, Patriarch Timothy summoned
the leaders of the Jews in Jerusalem to whom he gave these documents.
If indeed this story explains how the Damascus Document and ALD
got into the Cairo Geniza, the documents were pretty definitely con-
nected with the Qumran sect. So, while it is not certain whether the
find in Origen’s time was of specifically Qumran caves, it is more than
likely that the find in Bishop Timothy’s time was. It has been suggested
that at least Aramaic Levi Document, Damascus Document, and most

* M. E. Stone, “Aramaic Levi in Context,” JSQ 9 (2002): 307-26. See the Syriac
text in O. Braun, “Der Katholikos Timotheos I und seine Briefe,” Oriens Christianus
1 (1901): 299-313, here 304-305 and an English translation by S. P. Brock, A Brief
Outline of Syriac Literature (Moran 'Etho Series 9; Kottayam: St. Ephrem Ecumeni-
cal Research Institute, 1997), 247. Thanks are expressed to Prof. L. van Rompay who
advised me in matters Syriac. John Reeves discusses this find in “Exploring the After-
life of Jewish Pseudepigrapha in Medieval Near Eastern Religious Traditions: Some
Initial Soundings,” JSJ 30 (1999): 148-77, especially 160-61.
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likely the Hebrew of ben Sira, reached the Geniza from “Qumran-type”
caves. One or two other compositions preserved among the Geniza
fragments have been proposed to have derived from this cache,’ and
regardless of that, Patriarch Timothy records that the find included
numerous Hebrew books in addition to the biblical documents.

In addition to the implications of the recovered fragments which
have not been fitted into contexts in surviving manuscripts, as well
as the loss of most of the material from the medieval finds, a third
dimension of physical loss at Qumran must be considered. The marl
cliff behind the plateau on which the remains of Khirbet Qumran are
found is friable, and remains of caves that were destroyed by the action
of the elements may be seen even today. Thus, even if we restrict our
view to Qumran proper, it seems that a substantial number of manu-
scripts has been lost over the centuries. In principle, therefore, we can
ask how representative even the material that has survived actually is
of the corpus of texts that was once there and it is worth bearing in
mind that we have absolutely no way of answering this question. Con-
sequently, it is clear that any statements about the literary landscape
witnessed by the surviving documents must be modified by an acute
consciousness of what has been lost from Qumran itself. For example,
we should draw general inferences based on the number of copies of
one or another work that survived, with the greatest caution. I regret
that this paper, instead of making bold assertions and painting a pic-
ture with confident brush-strokes, must emphasize the caution that we
have to employ in making general statements. Yet, it seems to me that
this warning is appropriate at present.

One more concern about the Qumran manuscripts themselves
should be mentioned. It seems to be the communis opinio that Cave
4 held the library of the sect or the sectarian settlement of which the
centre was in the Khirbet Qumran buildings. There has been some
discussion recently about the character of the other ten caves in which

> D. Flusser and S. Safrai, “The Apocryphal ‘Songs of David’,” in Teuda B: Sefer
Zikkaron 1é-Y.M. Grintz (Tel-Aviv: Darchka, 1984), 83-105 [Hebrew]; K. Berger, Die
Weisheitsschrift aus der Kairoer Geniza: Erstedition, Kommentar und Ubersetzung
(TAZNZ 1; Tibingen: Francke, 1989); K. Berger, “Die Bedeutung der wiederent-
deckten Weisheitsschrift aus der Kairoer Geniza fiir das Alte Testament,” ZAW 103
(1991): 113-24; H. P. Ruger, Die Weisheitsschrift aus der Kairoer Geniza (WUNT 53;
Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1991). It is surprising that these compositions have received
relatively little scholarly attention and that further searches of Geniza texts have not
been made.
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scrolls have been found.* These were certainly not of one piece, a fact
that must be taken into account when thinking about the silhouette
and shape of the Qumran manuscripts as a collection. The assem-
blage of manuscripts from Cave 7, for example, is so distinctive as
to demand attention (though that demand will not be acceded to in
this essay). Moreover, our subject is not the character of the Qumran
manuscripts that have been preserved, about which a fair amount has
been written, but their position in the context of Judaism of the Sec-
ond Temple period.

If we are to try to sketch that landscape, we must seek to uncover its
hidden hills and valleys and that means to gain a sense not just of what
has survived, but of specific works we know existed once but which have
not survived. This information is necessary when we come to assess
which further works might have existed but did not survive and whose
very names are lost. The first source of information about lost works is
to be found in Patristic writings, where two types of sources are to be
observed. The first is citations from and references to works no longer
extant. Johannes Fabricius in the early eighteenth century and Abbé
J.-P. Migne in the mid-nineteenth mined and assembled such informa-
tion together with other types of data. The learned Englishman, M. R.
James (also known as an author of ghost stories), brought it together
in his work The Lost Apocrypha of the Old Testament: Their Titles and
Fragments (London, SPCK, 1920). He organized this collection on the
basis of biblical chronology and it embodied a lifetime’s learning (he
lived from 1862 to 1936). Recently, Robert Kraft undertook to “revive,
refurbish and repurpose” this work on the CCAT internet site, and
his reworked entries and associated studies may be seen at http://ccat
.sas.upenn.edu/rs/rak/publics/mrjames/. This work, some of which is
embodied in an article,’ is one of a number of writings inspired by
James’ collection. We cannot deal with all these here, but we should
note the major work of the late Father A.-M. Denis. Denis attempted

* The most far-reaching of these hypotheses is that promoted by Steven Pfann. It
is not certain that all his conclusions are valid, but he highlights some real phenom-
ena. See Pfann, “Qumran,” Encyclopaedia Judaica (2nd ed.; ed. M. Berenbaum and
F. Skolnik; Detroit: Macmillan, 2007), 16: 768-75, esp. 774. Cf. now the contributions
by Florentino Garcia Martinez and Daniel St6kl Ben Ezra in this volume.

* R. A. Kraft, “Reviving (and Refurbishing) the Lost Apocrypha of M. R. James,”
Things Revealed: Studies in Early Jewish and Christian Literature in Honor of Michael
E. Stone (JSJSup 89; ed. E. G. Chazon, D. Satran and R. Clements; Leiden: Brill, 2004),
37-51.
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to collect all the fragmentary apocrypha surviving in Greek in Patris-
tic sources. He included these in his work: A.-M. Denis. Fragmenta
Pseudepigraphorum quae supersunt Graeca una cum historicorum et
auctorum Judaeorum Hellenistarum Fragmentis. (PVTG 3; Leiden:
Brill, 1970). As distinct from M. R. James, however, he includes only
Greek fragments and not those in other languages, but he gives the
texts and not just references and extracts.®

The Christian traditions preserved the footprints of Jewish apoc-
ryphal books in various contexts. These included citations given in
the course of patristic discourse, such as the numerous citations given
by Clement of Alexandria in the second century, or the much later
Latin apocryphal Epistle of Titus, preserved in an eighth century man-
uscript.” In addition, names of apocryphal works were often included
in Canon lists and extensive citations from some known and unknown
apocrypha were also embedded in the chronographic tradition. More-
over, the learned tradition of Christian scholastic annotation (scholia)
and collections of citations (catenae) also preserved ‘Tlost’ materials,
such as the fragments of Greek Philo recovered by Paramelle® and of
Greek Jubilees uncovered by Frangoise Petit.” It is beyond doubt that
further Greek pieces of unidentified or lost Jewish apocrypha are pre-
served in these sources, fragments of the type familiar already to M. R.
James."” In monographic studies of the apocryphal Elijah and Ezekiel
fragments and traditions, for example, the character and shape of lost
apocrypha were recovered and more can certainly be done along this

¢ Of course Denis mentions works in many languages in his posthumous book
A.-M. Denis and J.-C. Haelewyck, Introduction a la littérature religieuse judéo-hellé-
nistique (Turnhout: Brepols, 2000), which is a second edition of his Introduction aux
pseudépigraphes grecs d’Ancien Testament (Leiden: Brill, 1970). Lorenzo DiTommaso
documents a range of such works in A Bibliography of Pseudepigrapha Research 1850-
1999 (JSPSup39; Sheflield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2001).

7 D. de Bruyne, “Epistula Titi discipuli Pauli de dispositione sanctimonii,” Revue
Benédictine 37 (1925): 47-72.

8 J. Paramelle, Philon d’Alexandrie: Questions sur la Genése II 1-7 (Genéve: Cra-
mer, 1984).

° F. Petit, La chaine sur la Genése (Leuven: Peeters, 1996), 452 presents a catena
citing Jubilees 46:6-12, 47:1.

12 In these cases, scholars have concentrated on identified citations, and particularly
those of known works, like the ones mentioned in the text. James gave some anony-
mous citations in Lost Apocrypha of the Old Testament and one wonders what more
a search for anonymous fragments might turn up.
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line."! Moreover, once we bring the traditions other than Greek into
consideration, the volume of such source material will increase many-
fold. What we can learn from all this is that, in addition to whole
works, the Churches’ interest in biblical and biblical associated mate-
rials led to the preservation of many fragments of Jewish literature.
Those fragments and the works to which they witness are an integral
part of Jewish literature of the Second Temple period.

The same is true, though we can do less reconstruction, of works
whose names are mentioned by Patristic and other early Christian
sources, but whose content remains unknown. There are a number
of well-known lists of titles of ancient apocryphal works, usually con-
nected with their proscription, which was part of the developing pro-
cess of canonization. On rare occasions subsequent discoveries have
led to the filling out of such titles with content. Famous instances were
the strange “Book of the Giant Og” and also “The Penitence of Jannes
and Mambres” mentioned in the Gelasian decree, a list of permit-
ted and forbidden books ascribed to the fifth-century Pope Gelasius
I (492-496 CE). These titles refer to two works, lost for millennia,
which were discovered in the last century by archaeological chance
and excavation, viz., The Book of the Giants and The Book of Jannes
and Mambres."> Thus there is good reason to think that ancient real-
ity lay behind the names of works mentioned in this and other lists
preserved in Greek, Latin, Armenian and other languages."

! English translations of some fragmentary apocrypha were included in J. H.
Charlesworth, ed., Old Testament Pseudepigrapha (Garden City NY: Doubleday,
1983), 2: 775-918. See also M. E. Stone and J. Strugnell, The Books of Elijah, Parts
I and 2 (Texts and Translations Pseudepigrapha Series 5; Missoula: Scholars Press,
1979) and M. E. Stone, B. G. Wright and D. Satran, The Apocryphal Ezekiel (SBL Early
Judaism and its Literature 18; Atlanta: SBL, 2000). An edition of Noah writings and
traditions reconstructed from citations and quotations is now being prepared, edited
by A. Amihai, R. Clements, V. Hillel and M. E. Stone.

12 J. C. Reeves, Jewish Lore in Manichaean Cosmology: Studies in the Book of the
Giants Traditions (Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College Press, 1989), 1-7 and A. Pie-
tersma, The Apocryphon of Jannes and Jambres the Magicians: P. Chester Beatty XVI
(With New Editions of Papyrus Vindobonensis Greek Inv. 29456+29828 Verso and Brit-
ish Library Cotton Tiberius B. v f. 87) (Leiden: Brill, 1994). These are cited as: Liber de
Ogia nomine gigante qui post diluvium cum dracone ab hereticis pugnasse perhibetur;
and Liber qui appellatur Paenitentia Iamne et Mambre. See E. von Dobschiitz, Das
Decretum Gelasianum (Leipzig: Hinrich’s, 1912). Jannes and Jambres were known in
medieval Jewish tradition, being mentioned in midrashim, in the Zohar and other
sources. M. Avi-Yonah, “Jannes and Jambres,” Encyclopedia Judaica, 9: 1278.

3 The transmission of Second Temple material and information about Second
Temple Jewish texts, and the like, in the Islamic realm is coming into its own as a
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Now, if we conceive of our task as the study of Judaism in the Sec-
ond Temple period and the challenge of the present paper to be the
question, “Where and how does the corpus of literature found in the
Qumran Scrolls fit into the literature of Judaism at that time?” then the
fragmentary books found in ancient manuscripts at Qumran should
not be privileged over the fragmentary works attested by ancient
sources such as Clement of Alexandria, scholia or lists of proscribed
books or others. A parade example of this is the work of B. G. Wright
who identified fragments of the Ezekiel Apocryphon known from
Qumran fragments in 1 Clement and subsequently isolated, on this
basis, further important fragments in Clement of Alexandria.'* And, as
was also the case with the instances of Petit and Paramelle, it is easier
to identify fragments of already known works than to recognize other
fragments that witness to otherwise unattested compositions.'

This dimension of the world of learning, often focused on the marches
of late antique and medieval studies, requires a different range of skills
from the study of the Hebrew, Aramaic and even Greek fragments
from Qumran. When we move beyond the classical and well-known
Semitic languages into Oriental Christian traditions, the problem is
compounded. But the isolation and study of fragments of ancient Jew-
ish works from oriental manuscripts is as significant as excavating for
them in the Qumran caves or in Khirbet el-Mird.

Moreover, there is a further consideration that should be brought
to bear, which is the following. Distinctive Qumran sectarian material
does not seem to have entered the Christian or Rabbinic traditions
and the only post-destruction source for it is the Cairo Geniza, itself
transmitting the fruit, as we explained above, of an archaeological dis-

source. A leader in this field is John Reeves, see “Exploring the Afterlife,” and, for
example, the articles by Wasserstrom, Himmelfarb, Adler, Reeves himself and others
in the volume edited by John C. Reeves, Tracing the Threads: Studies in the Vitality
of Jewish Pseudepigrapha (SBL Early Judaism and its Literature 6; Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1994). The bibliography in this realm could be greatly expanded and it is a most
promising field for future research.

4 B. G. Wright, III, “Qumran Pseudepigrapha and Early Christianity: Is 1 Clement
50:4 a Citation of 4QPseudo-Ezekiel (4Q385 12)?” in Pseudepigraphic Perspectives: The
Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls (STD] 31; ed. M. E.
Stone and E. G. Chazon; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 183-93.

> Of course, the same proved true in the course of the identification of the frag-
mentary manuscripts from Qumran.
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covery.'s It seems most likely to us that the reason for this situation is
the esoteric nature of the Essene teachings, as presented by Josephus,
J.W. 2.142, “and that he will neither conceal any thing from those of
his own sect, nor discover any of their doctrines to others, no, not
though anyone should compel him so to do at the hazard of his life.
Moreover, he swears to communicate their doctrines to no one any
otherwise than as he received them himself.” In fact, as was true of
the Gnostics as well, the only way ancient esoteric doctrines got into
the broad stream of transmitted knowledge was in the case of apos-
tates (like Augustine and Manichaeism) or by modern archaeological
chance. Consequently, for example, the teachings of Mithraism are still
unknown, except as far as can be inferred from their material remains.
Similarly, were it not for Apuleius’ paradigmatic story, we would know
very little of the teaching of the Isis cult."”

Consequently, we may conclude that the material that the Churches
transmitted illuminates a different part of the Jewish geographical and
social spectrum in antiquity than that from which the Dead Sea Scrolls
derived and that the Qumran sectarian works, being esoteric, did not
circulate outside the initiates. In view of the clearly sectarian character
of the Qumran covenanters, it also seems reasonable to assume that a
broad understanding of Second Temple Judaism is better derived, not
from the Qumran finds and their configuration, but from the mate-
rial transmitted to us in other channels, chiefly, so far, the Christian
church and to some extent the Jewish tradition. This part of the liter-
ary landscape demands more attention than it has received and from
the perspective we have highlighted.

' N. Wieder, The Judean Scrolls and Karaism: A Reproduction of the First Edition
with Addenda, Corrigenda and Supplementary Articles (Jerusalem: Ben-Zvi Institute,
2005) has various suggestions about the transmission of Qumran material and Kara-
ism. He speculates that Qumran sectaries continued to exist during the first part of
the first millennium. No clear evidence, he admits, supports this beyond the textual
similarities he has discerned. This matter has been discussed in scholarly literature
since his time, and a bibliography may be found at the end of the reprint of Wieder’s
book. Non liquet. John Reeves has also discussed the possible early currents feeding
into Karaism in “The Afterlife.”

7 H. J. W. Drivers and A. F. de Jong, “Mithras,” in Dictionary of Deities and
Demons in the Bible (ed. K. van der Toorn, B. Becking and P. W. van der Horst;
Leiden: Brill, 1995), 1083-19; J. Assman, “Isis,” ibidem, 855-60. A. S. Geden, Mithraic
Sources in English (Hastings: Chthonios Books, 1990); R. E. Witt, Isis in the Graeco-
Roman World (Ithaca: Cornell, 1971); J. G. Griffiths, Plutarch’s de Iside et Osiride:
Edited with an Introduction, Translation and Commentary (Cardiff: University of
Wales Press, 1970).
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In addition to the above, we must bear in mind that the fragmen-
tary literature is not only from the Land of Israel. The Greek-speaking
Diaspora had a significant literary production. Certain Jewish writings
in Greek have been preserved in their entirety by Christian traditions.
This includes the Apocrypha that scholars agree were written in Greek,
such as 2-4 Maccabees, Wisdom of Solomon, and a few more. In addi-
tion, it seems very likely that a number of the works conventionally
included among the Pseudepigrapha were composed in Greek, such
as 2 Enoch, Testament of Abraham, Testament of Job, the so-called
Synagogal Prayers, the Sibylline Oracles and others. Some complete
Jewish Hellenistic works are also preserved in daughter translations
of the Greek, even if they have perished in the Greek original. These
include two Pseudo-Philonic Jewish Hellenistic homilies, de Iona and
de Sampsone, among other writings."

Partly due to the differing channels of their transmission, but in
fact perhaps more because of the role they came to play in Christian-
ity and their consequent extensive preservation, Philo and Josephus
have usually been put into a different category. Certainly, the amount
of writing by these two authors far outweighs the surviving literary
production of any other Jewish author from late Antiquity. To the
Greek Philonic material, we should also add Philo’s writings that were
preserved integrally only in the Armenian daughter translation, such
as the de animalibus and the de providentia.”” To this corpus of pre-
served complete works, which is itself very considerable indeed, we
should add the large number of fragmentary writings, most of which
were found in the work of Alexander Polyhistor, in turn cited by Euse-
bius, particularly in his preparatio evangelica. This writing includes
philosophy (Aristobulus), belles lettres (Ezekiel the Tragedian), chro-
nography (Demetrius), sapiential compositions (pseudo-Phocylides),
history (Artapanus, pseudo-Eupolemus), etc. In contrast to literature

'8 Substantial abstracts from these are being translated into English by Aram Top-
chyan and Gohar Muradyan and will be included in the new collection of Jewish
Literature of Late Antiquity being prepared by the Jewish Publication Society of
Philadelphia.

1 See A. Terian, “Appendix,” in A Repertory of Published Armenian Translations of
Classical Texts (ed. C. Zuckermann; Jerusalem: Institute of African and Asian Studies,
Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1995), 36-44 and online at: http://micro5.mscc.huji
.ac.il/~armenia/repertory.html. Terian also deals with de Iona and de Sampsone.
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produced in the Land of Israel, the authors of this literature are known
by name.*

Jewish production in Greek also included translations of works com-
posed in Hebrew and Aramaic. In addition to those found among the
Apocrypha (e.g., the grandson’s translation of ben Sira) and Pseude-
pigrapha (such as 1 Enoch and Aramaic Levi Document and Jubilees),
the Greek translation of the Hebrew Scriptures formed a fundament
of Jewish writing in Greek. In the field of Bible translation, the transla-
tions known as Quinta and Sexta, available from ancient discoveries,
or the Nahal Hever Minor Prophets codex—a modern archaeological
find, indicate that even in the translation of biblical books, a very con-
siderable part of what existed in antiquity has been lost.”!

Some mysteries remain regarding the preservation of this part of
the ancient, Jewish heritage. Two of a number of open questions are:
how and where in the Greek-speaking world did literary production
flourish? We know a good deal about Alexandria; we assume that
Jason of Cyrene, author of 2 Maccabees, came from Cyrene in North
Africa, though where he wrote is unclear as is where the Epitoma-
tor worked, who produced the version we have.”> We know of active
Jewish communities in cities like Sardis in Asia Minor, Antioch in
Syria and so forth, but the character of literary production, indeed of
intellectual life, in these places remains veiled in darkness. A second
question relates to Jewish writing in Greek in the Land of Israel.
Woacholder’s identification of Judas Maccabeus’ ambassador to Rome,
Eupolemus, with the author of the fragmentary history has not been
widely accepted.”® There was a considerable pagan literature in Greek
from the Greek cities of Palestine,? but we do not know whether Jews

% See Denis, Fragmenta; J. H. Charlesworth, “Fragments of Lost Judeo-Hellenistic
Works,” in Charlesworth, ed., Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, 2: 775-919.

21 Compare the Samaritan Greek literature such as Pseudo-Eupolemus and the Bible
translation of which a fragment was published by E. Tov, “Pap. Giessen 13,19,22,26: A
Revision of the LXX,” RB 78 (1971): 355-83.

22 Daniel Schwartz, in his recent edition, cannot pronounce on these two issues, but
is of the view that the appended epistles were added in Greek in the Land of Israel:
see D. R. Schwartz, The Second Book of Maccabees: Introduction, Hebrew Translation,
and Commentary (Between Bible and Mishnah; Jerusalem: Yad Ben-Zvi, 2004), 23
[Hebrew].

» B. Z. Wacholder, Eupolemus: A Study of Judaeo-Greek Literature (Cincinnati:
Hebrew Union College, 1974).

A survey is given by M. Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism: Studies in Their Encoun-
ter in Palestine During the Early Hellenistic Period (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1974),
83-88.
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from that land used Greek as a literary language. Facilely, it is usually
assumed that this was not the case, but the instance of the epistles in
2 Maccabees, if Schwartz is correct, weighs in favour of this.”® In fact,
beyond this, we do not know.*

As to literature in Hebrew and Aramaic, our knowledge of literary
production in the Aramaic-speaking Diaspora north and east of the
Land of Israel, as indeed our knowledge of the Jewish communities of
these areas, is fragmentary. It seems to us likely that the Book of Tobit
was written in the Eastern Diaspora, and that it was written in Aramaic.
The Epistle of Jeremiah, which was apparently composed in Hebrew,
was written by someone familiar with Babylonian religious practice.”
But these works are just debris of what must have been the literature
of a very considerable and ancient Diaspora, with roots going back,
perhaps, as far as the destruction of the northern kingdom of Israel in
the eighth century. We do not find substantial information or litera-
ture about Mesopotamian Jewry until the Babylonian Talmud, from
the third century CE on.”® Yet, we must assume that this community
had a literature, basically in Aramaic, which would have been readily
comprehensible to Aramaic-speaking Jews of the Land of Israel, often
perhaps even more readily than literature in Greek. So, in looking to
the Diaspora, a major factor in Judaism in those days, it behoves us to
be completely aware of how little information we have.”

To the information given above we might add certain books
mentioned in rabbinic literature. In particular, y. Sanhedrin 10:1

> See note 22 above.

% A substantial number of ossuaries from the Jerusalem area in the first century
have Greek inscriptions. See also C. A. Moore, “Tobit, Book of,” ABD, 6: 585-93 and
D. Mendels, “Epistle of Jeremiah” ABD, 3: 706-21.

¥ G. W. E. Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature Between the Bible and the Mishnah: A
Historical and Literary Introduction (rev. ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2005), on “Tobit,”
29-35, esp. 34-35 and “The Epistle of Jeremiah,” 35-37, esp. 37; J. A. Fitzmyer,
“Tobit, Book of,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L. H. Schiffman and J. C.
VanderKam; New York: OUP, 2000) 2: 948-950, esp. 949. Tzvi Abusch and the writer
are researching this question.

% A good deal of evidence has been gathered by J. Neusner, A History of the Jews
in Babylonia (Leiden: Brill, 1969) and some associated studies. But, it is far from
reflecting any sort of picture of the intellectual or literary production of these Jews in
the pre-Amoraic period. Armenian Jewry, north of Mesopotamia, in the first century
BCE is discussed by Aram Topchyan, cf. A. Topchyan, “Jews in Ancient Armenia (1st
Century BC-5th Century AD),” Le Muséon 120.3-4 (2007): 435-476.

» M. Stern, “The Jews in Greek and Latin Literature,” in The Jewish People in the
First Century (Compendia Rerum Iudaicarum ad Novum Testamentum; ed. S. Safrai
and M. Stern; Assen: Van Gorcum, 1976), 1101-159.
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(Krotishin 28a), in seeking to characterize D'21¥'1 D20 mentions
“Sefer ben La‘ana” of which we have no knowledge otherwise, as well
as, TR IR2M 12N23W ©™207 Y21 DIA 8D (“the books of meros:
and all the books written thenceforth”).>® This is one of a number of
expressions in Rabbinic literature referring to non-rabbinic works that
were at the Rabbis’ disposal. The subject is too broad to be discussed
in detail here. In b. Sanhedrin chap. 11 an eschatological prediction is
quoted from a “scroll” written in Hebrew and in square script 12102
YTIP WY I IWRK that was found in the Roman archives ("217 "133).
In fact, moreover, we know as little about composition in Hebrew and
Aramaic in the Greek-speaking Diaspora as we do about composition
in Greek in the Land of Israel, but there seems to be no particular rea-
son to assume that all Hebrew and Aramaic writing is from the Land
of Israel and all Greek®' writing is from the Diaspora.*

We have deliberately painted a very broad canvas, but it seems a
reasonable one and it forms a necessary context in which to try to
place the Qumran manuscripts. They are an expression of one, sectar-
ian library or assembly of books within a very much larger literature.
Within this broader context, it becomes as significant to observe what
does not occur as what does. This we cannot do here and, in fact, a
number of studies have already done so. If there is a desideratum at
this level, it has to do with the integration of the literature known from
Qumran with the other Jewish writing that is preserved from this age.
But, equally or more important, is to view the Qumran literature as
part of the Jewish literature of the age, judged not just by what has

% The term “books of meros” is an old chestnut that no-one has cracked satisfacto-
rily. The most commonly accepted interpretation, which is not necessarily convincing,
is that it is short for “Homerus” and designates secular, Greek literature. The reasons
for doubt to be thrown on this explanation are not explored here.

1 Tt is intriguing, but perhaps natural enough, that there is no Jewish literature
originally produced in Latin, though Momigliano has discussed one possible such
work: A. Momigliano, “The New Letter by ‘Anna’ to ‘Seneca’” Athenaeum 69 (1985):
217-19.

32 The standing of Megillat Ta'anit and of Tanna debe Eliyyahu is unclear, but at
least the former seems to be from the Second Temple period. See Vered Noam, Megil-
lat Ta'anit: Versions. Interpretation. History With a Critical Edition (Between Bible
and Mishnah; Jerusalem: Yad Ben-Zvi, 2003) [Hebrew]. Tanna debe Eliyyahu is extant
in citations (not all necessarily genuine) in Rabbinic literature and some Geniza frag-
ments. Our remark above refers only to literary compositions and not to later crystal-
lizations of early traditions, such as scholars have attempted to recover from Tannaitic
literature. See, for example, J. Neusner, The Rabbinic Traditions About the Pharisees
before 70 (3 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1971).
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survived in integrally or substantially extant works, but by what we
know and can reasonably infer to have existed. This is a far more com-
plex task, for what survives or is known to have existed is most likely
just the tip of an iceberg.

Indeed, the picture of the shape of Jewish literature from the fourth
century BCE to the first century CE is like a jigsaw puzzle missing
many pieces. Recently there has been a debate within the Editorial
Advisory Board of a new translation of the Pseudepigrapha about the
organization of the books to be included just in this collection. This
question, by its nature, raises the issue of the configuration of the
books and sharpens those questions of classification and categoriza-
tion that were debated over twenty years ago when the large transla-
tion of Pseudepigrapha edited by J. H. Charlesworth was published.
But the question today is more complex than it was in the 1980s. At
that time, the issue was the corpus of books called, faut de mieux,
“the Pseudepigrapha.” This was so little a coherent corpus that it var-
ied enormously from one collection to another as is clear to anyone
who compares the tables of contents of the Pseudepigrapha volumes
edited by Emil Kautzsch, R. H. Charles, H. D. F. Sparks and J. H.
Charlesworth, not to speak of Paul Riessler.”> The Apocrypha, as they
are called in Protestant usage, were a fixed collection, largely overlap-
ping with the Roman Catholic Deuterocanonical books. The Pseude-
pigrapha were books of roughly the same character, associated with
biblical figures and not in the Apocrypha. All were supposedly Jewish
or re-workings of Jewish works (or occasionally traditions). But the
delimitation of this collection was unclear because it has existed as a
collection only in relatively recently times, starting from the end of the
nineteenth century, and even that “collection” has no organic coher-
ence. Even the early handbook of Pseudepigrapha by Johannes Fabri-
cius of 1729 is better viewed as “A guide book to the Pseudepigrapha
and associated works and traditions;” he does not intend it to be taken
as a fixed collection of “the Pseudepigrapha.” Fabricius gathered a vast
amount of material in his two volumes but did not intend to form a

3 E. Kautzsch, ed., Die Apokryphen und Pseudepigraphen des Alten Testaments
(Tibingen: Mohr, 1900); R. H. Charles, ed., The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of
the Old Testament (Oxford: Clarendon, 1913); H. F. D. Sparks, The Apocryphal Old
Testament (Oxford: OUP, 1984); Charlesworth, Old Testament Pseudepigrapha and
P. Riessler, Altjiidisches Schrifttum ausserhalb der Bibel (Heidelberg: Kerle, 1928),
138-55, 1273-274.
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delimited collection, or even to do more than collect an assembly of
fragments, texts, and attestations, with one or two whole works (4 Ezra
and the Hypomnesticon of Josephus). The same is true of the impres-
sive corpus of information collected by Abbé J.-P. Migne in 1856-58
as part of his encyclopedian enterprises.*

From the period of Fabricius and of Migne’s Dictionnaire des
Apocryphes down to the middle of the twentieth century, not much
consideration was devoted to the question of how the various pseude-
pigrapha, discovered in oriental and western manuscripts, could be
defined as Christian or Jewish. In general, if a work on a topic or figure
from the Hebrew Bible turned up that had no overt Christian markers,
it was considered to be Jewish and added to the pseudepigrapha. In the
last fifty years, however, this simple assumption has been questioned
and certain books, once regarded as pillars of the pseudepigrapha,
are now realised to be Christian, at the least in the editions that have
reached us. The reception history of pseudepigrapha is now becoming
an important field of learning in its own right. When scholars started
to doubt overly facile identifications of Jewish pseudepigrapha, they
reacted in the reverse direction, wishing to identify the contexts of
transmission of these works, which were Christian in nearly all cases,
and work back in detail through the various functions these works
have played in the course of their transmission from antiquity. While
this is an ideal pattern of work for an ideal world, it is actually only
partially practicable. For one thing, few scholars have the combina-
tion of breadth and depth of learning required to peel the layers oft
the literary onion. But it has become very evident that a high con-
sciousness of the ambiguity of the categories “Jewish” and “Christian”
is required.”

This issue of Jewish and/or Christian categories is, however, ancillary
to our major point. This chapter is a call for us to step back from the
siren song of the Scrolls and to broaden our perspective, to see them as

3 ].-P. Migne, ed., Dictionnaire des Apocryphes (Paris: 1856, 1858).

* The best-known, but far from the only name in this discussion is that of Robert
A. Kraft: see R. A. Kraft, “The Multiform Jewish Heritage of Early Christianity,” in
Christianity, Judaism and Other Greco-Roman Cults: Studies for Morton Smith at 60
(ed. J. Neusner; Leiden: Brill, 1975), 3: 74-99; idem, “Setting the Stage and Framing
Some Central Questions,” JSJ 32.4 (2001): 371-95. The history of learning in this field
is beyond our scope here. A recent work dealing with Kraft’s methodology is J. R.
Davila, The Provenance of the Pseudepigrapha: Jewish, Christian, or Other? (Leiden:
Brill, 2005).
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a part of a much broader landscape. That broader landscape is the lit-
erary and religious creativity of Judaism in the Second Temple period
and it is that total landscape that we strive to apprehend. The danger
is that the richness of the Dead Sea Scrolls’ witness, which is incompa-
rable, may entice us to give them a place in historical reconstructions
that is disproportionate to the significance of the sect and which may
even (in extreme cases) shade over into making them virtually norma-
tive. As Delphi said: undev dyov even the Dead Sea Scrolls!



WHAT HISTORY CAN WE GET FROM THE SCROLLS,
AND HOW?

PHiLiP R. DAVIES

I. What History?

The ‘what history” of my title does not mean ‘how much history?” but
‘what kind of history?” The conventional kind of history, the one that
we would perhaps like to get from the Scrolls, and that many of us
have been trying to get, aims first to reconstruct a narrative, then to
locate that narrative, with its people, places and events, into the nar-
rative of the wider historical world. The traditional historical model is
of a single universal human history, an objective and coherent series
of facts; something that we can say ‘really happened’.

At first sight Qumran scholars appear to have the necessary resources
to achieve this goal. We have literary texts, primary and perhaps also
secondary, and plenty of archaeology. But after initial confidence, we
have now reached a state where the exact connections between the
primary and secondary texts and between the texts and the archaeol-
ogy are controversial and even elusive. It is frustrating that the story
behind such a unique resource cannot be told. The Scrolls tell us an
enormous amount about early Judaism or Judaisms, and quite a bit
about the emergence of Christianities too, but they do not actually
offer much by way of discrete and identifiable persons and events.
This may or may not be deliberate on the part of the authors, but it
is unfortunate. While the historian is focussed on the past, they were
clearly more concerned about the future. There is no historiography
at Qumran, and real names are reserved for bit-players like King Jon-
athan, Shelomzion, the Seleucid Demetrius or the Roman Aemilius
Scaurus. The central characters of sectarian history all have sobriquets,
nicknames. This usage serves to underline the typological or symbolic
nature of the events and persons being alluded to; the individual iden-
tity of the characters is simply not as important as their roles in a pre-
ordained divine plan. The only real historical agent is God himself.

In her instructive and entertaining book Reading for History in the
Damascus Document, Maxine Grossman argued that literary-critical
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readings ‘produce’ history of a kind; but these histories belong to a
dynamic, and ideologically driven process of constructing and recon-
structing textual meaning.' This is true of the ancient histories that
texts produce and of the modern histories generated by modern-day
exegesis of those texts. The following quote from Grossman’s book in
my view applies to all the Qumran texts,

A reading of the Damascus Document tells us more about what the cov-
enant community thought of itself, or could potentially understand itself
to be, than it tells us, in any objective way, about ‘what really happened’
in the history of this community.?

II. Cultural/Collective Memory

Haggadah and historiography, which are arguably inseparable in the
rabbinic corpus, are very hard to disentangle in other ancient texts,
and certainly in the Scrolls. Both modes of storytelling share the pur-
pose of creating or modifying a perception of the past in a way that the
realities of the present require. What we encounter in the Damascus
Document, for example, is not what happened, but what we would call
‘social’, ‘collective’ or ‘cultural’ memory. This concept was invented by
Maurice Halbwachs,’ and has been taken up fitfully into biblical and
early Jewish and Christian studies; the best systematic application is
the study of Moses by Jan Assmann, the Heidelberg Egyptologist, who
has also coined a term for it: ‘mnemohistory’.* Cultural or collective
memory® is not to be understood in the sense of a reliable recollec-

! Maxine L. Grossman, Reading for History in the Damascus Document: A Meth-
odological Study (STDJ 45; Leiden: Brill, 2002).

? Grossman, Reading for History, 209.

* M. Halbwachs, The Collective Memory (New York: Harper Colophon, 1980); for a
shorter edition see idem, On Collective Memory (ed. and trans. L. A. Coser; Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1992).

4 J. Assmann, Moses the Egyptian: The Memory of Egypt in Western Monothe-
ism (Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press, 1997). See also idem, Das kulturelle
Geddchtnis: Schrift, Erinnerung und politische Identitit in frithen Hochkulturen
(Miinchen: Beck, 1999), and idem, Religion and Cultural Memory: Ten Studies (trans.
R. Livingstone; Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2006).

> I am aware that some exponents draw distinctions between ‘collective,” ‘cultural’
and ‘social’ memory. I find the distinctions unhelpful and regard these terms as inter-
changeable, though I accept that each scholar may find one term more acceptable or
accurate than another.
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tion, but as a shared understanding of the past that serves to create or
sustain a group identity. As Assmann puts it,

Seen as an individual and as a social capacity, memory is not simply the
storage of past “facts” but the ongoing work of reconstructive imagina-
tion. In other words, the past cannot be stored but always has to be
‘processed’ and mediated.®

Cultural memory works nowadays mainly as a reinforcer of cultural
identity even for those who do not believe in the historicity of the
memory, as with many Jews reciting the Passover Haggadah or Chris-
tians celebrating the coming of the shepherds and wise men to the
stable in Bethlehem. Cultural memory, like personal memory, does of
course contain a good deal of genuine recollection, but it also embel-
lishes, distorts, invents and forgets the past. Although memory is often
relied upon for accurate recollection of the past, we know, even in
the case of eyewitnesses, that it is not reliable and that over time it
becomes less reliable. Changes in memory are not always, or perhaps
not even very often, innocent or unconscious, but subconscious and
motivated by the individual’s changing self-perception. Memories,
moreover, both individual and cultural, are not continuous and not
chronologically related to each other. We do not carry autobiographies
in our head, nor do societies carry complete histories. These have to be
reconstructed, assembled. But the memories themselves are vital to the
preservation of identity. Without memory individuals have no sense
of who they are; and the same is true of societies without some kind
of cultural memory. They provide the foundation upon which present
and future action is conceived.

Forgetting is also an important function of memory, and this too is
not always innocent; we forget certain things, probably most things,
for a reason.” At the cultural level, I could cite the current issue of
Turkey’s treatment of Armenians in 1915-17 or Japan’s recollection of
its war crimes in Southeast Asia or the treatment of native Americans;
or the Zionist or white South African memories of an ‘empty land’.
Sometimes gaps in memory are substituted by what psychologists call
‘confabulation,” defined as a fantasy that subconsciously emerges as
a factual account in memory in place of an accidental or deliberate

¢ Assmann, Moses the Egyptian, 14.
7 For a treatment of this aspect of memory, see P. Ricoeur, Memory, History, For-
getting (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004).
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gap. Childhood sexual abuse, for example, is sometimes the product of
confabulation and alien abduction (I would say) always.

Cultural memory should in theory be an important function of sec-
tarian identity. The creation of a history that is shared among a group
but different from the memory of outsiders, is a typical component
part of the ideological repertoire that supports a sectarian mentality.
Distinct stories about the past are boundary markers just as much as
distinct social practices. We can thus try to apply the concept, and the
anthropological and psychological resources that enable it to be stud-
ied, to those Qumran texts, that in part reveal the collective memory
of the communities they represent. Of course, we cannot determine
that any ‘memory’ is not the invention of an individual; but we are
obliged to make the assumption that what has been written reflects
the attitude of the entire society—otherwise we could not interpret the
Qumran texts at all as expressions of communal belief and practice!
It is nevertheless the case that collective memory is often initiated,
and usually shaped, by individuals within the group and is only rarely
the direct product of a genuinely shared experience that generates an
identical recollection in everyone.

It will be obvious, then, that there is no easy route from collective
memory to actual history. The historian of Qumran collective memory
must begin by analyzing the memory itself, its function and its devel-
opment. The task does not involve abandoning the search for genuine
recollection, for what we would call real history; indeed, the more we
know of the historical facts, the better we can gauge the way in which
the memory transforms it. But we cannot assume, as is often done,
that the earliest texts, the earliest phases of memory, are necessarily
reliable, or even that they are more reliable than later ones. For on
the one hand, memories can correct themselves in the light of new
data, or memories previously suppressed or ‘forgotten’ can reappear;
while on the other hand, even very recent events can be fabricated
and established as a cultural memory, especially when people want or
need to believe it. Amnesia, too, can set in abruptly, especially when
induced by a trauma. The classic method of tradition-history does not
lead in the end directly to history, only to the earliest recoverable stage
of memory.
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1. A Qumran ‘Mnemohistory’

I begin my sketch of a Qumran mnemohistory with the Damascus
Document, which contains three passages remembering the scriptural
Israel and the origins of the community. In the longest of these pas-
sages, beginning at CD II, 14, the story of ‘old’ Israel, or the ‘cov-
enant of the first’ is a catalogue of rebellion, from the descent of the
Watchers onwards, and culminates in the desolation of the land at the
end of the monarchy. After this, a new Israel arose, namely those who
‘remained’, who received a new divine covenant and revelation. There
is no further history recorded in this recollection: the passage ends
with a look towards ‘eternal life” and the ‘glory of Adam’ for the new
Israel (CD III, 20). A second retrospect, in CD V, 16-VI, 11 paints a
similar portrait: the old Israel repeatedly transgressed, and the land
was desolated as a punishment for rebellion, but a new ‘TIsrael and
Aaron’ arose, with a new torah, mediated by a figure called the dwrs
htwrh. (It's worth noting the use already of the sobriquet; this feature
characterizes every phase of memory.) The same figure recurs in CD
VII, 18, in the so-called ‘Amos-Numbers midrash’ of the A text: ‘the
Star is the dwrs htwrh who came to Damascus.” This memory, then,
clearly holds him as the movement’s founder. The torah that he medi-
ated persists throughout the ensuing era of divine anger, until the ‘end
of days’, when one will arise who will ‘teach righteousness,’

PIRA 7Y TIAY W.... nYywnn pp 523 ana 1onnn
(CD VI, 11) @21 nnKa

It is unclear whether ywrh hsdq is strictly a sobriquet here: as applied
to a (future) figure, and thus without any historical counterpart, some
kind of title or description must stand in place of a name. The descrip-
tion here is probably inspired by Hos 10:12, where 117" means ‘rain’
rather than ‘teach’—a double meaning that will be exploited in later
stages of memory. But in any case, the phrase

ORI IR MWA TR TY Ywan ppa noRa onabnnnn

in CD XII, 23 makes it clear that this figure is identical to the
‘messiah’.

The memory recorded in these two passages makes a simple con-
trast between the failure of the old covenant with the ongoing new
covenant, previous disobedience with present obedience. Its function,
therefore, is to distinguish the community both chronologically from
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the preceding era and also contemporaneously from outsiders, who
belong typologically to the ‘old’ Israel since they are still ensnared in
disobedience to the divine will. The community ‘remembers’ itself as
the real Israel, the legitimate continuation of the old one, the real cho-
sen people, but also in one sense not Israel—not the old Israel, and not
the ‘Israel’ from which it is now segregated. This double-sided iden-
tity-and-difference encapsulates the essence of a sectarian mentality.
But no other identities are remembered. After its (re)-inauguration,
the history of the new Israel is uneventful, static; nothing is recalled or
foreseen but observance of its torah during the (present) era of divine
anger, a period, and a history, initiated by one figure and to be fulfilled
by another. We will presumably never know if there was a dwrs htwrh,
or, if there was, who he was, or if the authors of these passages knew
his identity. It is his function that matters; typologically he is to be seen
as the second Moses, just as for other Jewish groups Ezra was.® The
entire simple memory, in fact, is typological in form and function.
We can identify a different, later stage in the memory fairly simply
where the ‘teacher’ of the future becomes actualized as a ywrh hsdg. The
phrase of CD VI, 11 is now quite clearly a sobriquet, and the remem-
bered history of the community is expanded so as to accommodate
him. The expanded memory is written down in CD I, and it begins
with the end of the old Israel: ‘when they sinned in forsaking him, he
hid his face from Israel and from his sanctuary and gave them over to
the sword.” Then it mentions the new covenant with the remnant, and the
new Israel. What has been omitted, or even perhaps forgotten, is the
catalogue of disobedience that characterized the ‘covenant of the first
ones; at any rate, the focus shifts to what happened afterwards. Here a
significant development is that the new Israel is created in two stages.
There is an initial period, during which the good intentions of this
remnant were frustrated by a kind of blindness.” Then God raised
the ‘teacher of righteousness’ who led them and revealed to the ‘last
generation’ what would happen to it. This sequence can be paralleled
with that of the earlier memory, and since the one who would ‘teach

8 T have discussed the cases of Ezra and Nehemiah and CD as alternative memories
(but without using the concept of ‘memory’) in “Scenes from the Early History of
Judaism,” The Triumph of Elohim (Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology;
ed. Diana V. Edelman; Kampen: Kok Pharos, 1995), 145-82.

® Perhaps this development is also introduced in CD III, 17-18, a statement that
does not seem to fit into its present context. But its meaning is not clear, and there is
no mention of a ‘teacher’ figure.
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righteousness’ in CD VI, 11 was due at the ‘end of days,’ this later layer
is perched at, or on the edge of the eschaton. The era of divine anger
and the law for that period had now, we might infer, reached their
climax with the ‘last generation.’

But the advent of the ‘teacher’ means that the earlier memory of
the movement’s uneventful history now comprises an era between the
destruction of the land and the coming of the ‘teacher.” During that
period a ‘remnant’ remains, but not until after 390 years is there a
‘root of planting,” and a further twenty years before the arrival of the
‘teacher.” During this period the community had not been obedient
to the divine command. What preceded the ‘teacher’ was an interme-
diate stage—or perhaps two intermediate stages. The real beginning
now takes place more recently. In the ‘last days’ when the ‘teacher
appears,’, a ‘scoffer’ 'ys hlswn, also figures, who ‘drips (mtyp) deceitful
water’ (I, 14-15; here is the contrast with the ‘raining’ of the moreh);
also in attendance are the dwrsy hlgwt, who provoke the divine anger
(CD L, 18).

The function of the collective memory has shifted, along with its
focus. The simple contrast between the old and new Israel, the old
and new covenant, old and new torah, is no longer the main topic as
it was in the earlier memory. There are three chronological strata, and
three groups corresponding to these strata. There remains the ‘old’
Israel; but alongside it now stand the original ‘remnant’ who remained
in the dark before the coming of the ‘teacher,” and those who follow
the ‘teacher.” The memory clearly centres now on a pair of contrasting
leaders. The theme of the memory is still, of course, identity but the
identity is formed now on the basis of allegiance to, or betrayal of, the
charismatic leader. But which of the first two groups does the ‘scoffer,’
the ‘dripper of lies’ lead astray, the group referred to (twice) as ‘Israel’
in CD I, 14? Its components seem to include a group of ‘traitors,’
‘turners from the way,” who ‘gathered against the soul of the righteous’
and ‘persecuted them with the sword’ (CD I, 20-21).

To help identify this ‘Israel’ more precisely, we can look at another
set of texts that represent this memory, found in CD VIII and XIX-XX.
Most of this material also focuses on the ‘teacher,” and part of it conveys
the information that he has died (XX, 1.14). This material might in fact
reflect a slightly earlier stratum of memory than CD I. It deals with
various groups who do not follow the teacher or who have deserted
him. Among them occur the ‘men of scoffing,” i.e. here in the plural,
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(XX, 11) whereas in CD I there is a single ‘man of scoffing.’” These
‘deserters’ are charged with having ‘despised the covenant which they
swore in the land of Damascus.” We also encounter, in a separate con-
text, the ‘men of war’ who returned with the 'ys hkzb (CD XX, 15) and
in VIII, 13 the ‘builders of the wall’ (bwny hhys) are connected with
a mtyp kzb. The association between the ‘builders’ and the ‘dripper’ is
also made at CD IV, 19, where the ‘wall-builders’ are said to follow
a zaw, who is also identified as a ‘dripper.” On p. IV the association
looks incidental and may have been made by means of an addition, the
textual updating of the memory. But in any event, there is no doubt
that the memories represented by p. XX describe sectarian figures. Is
this also the case, then, with the memory recorded on p. I? Is the
‘scoffer’ who drips lies to Israel an insider? If so, the ‘Israel’ to whom
he ‘drips’ his lies is the community from which the ‘teacher’ came
and not the society outside it. But the language is ambiguous, and can
also imply that the ‘scoffer’ is ‘dripping’ to Israel at large. Most schol-
ars, indeed, have understood it in this way, including myself at one
time. The dwrsy higwt, for instance, are commonly identified with the
Pharisees, i.e. outsiders. But if this is really the case, the memory has
undergone a significant shift between pp. XX and I, with opposition to
the teacher transferred from inside the community to outside it. Could
such a revision of memory be confirmed, and if so, explained?

There is another puzzle: what explanation do we have for the con-
version of ‘scoffing men’ in CD XX to the ‘scoffing man’ on p. I? Or
why the 'y§ hkzb of CD XX, 14 is identified with the ’ys hlswn who
‘dripped waters of kzb’ in I, 14-15? Both these puzzles suggest that the
memory of the teacher and opposition to him is not stable, but either
confused or developing. But the main thrust of this memory—or these
later stages of memory—is clear enough: extending and re-focussing
the earlier stage of memory so that instead of the ideological, essen-
tially halakhic conflict of ‘Israels’ remembered in the earlier stage, we
now have a recollection of real social conflict, rich with the language
of betrayal and deceit, and revolving round a historical ‘teacher’ who,
while not the founder of the movement in the earlier memory, but its
culmination, now takes on the role of founder of the true community,
following what is now remembered as an imperfect era. And within
this later stage, or stages, we also see two further movements: in the
direction of individual opponents rather than groups; and in the direc-
tion of a pan-Israelite context and not a purely sectarian one for the
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activity of the teacher and his opponents. Both of these are consistent
with the conversion of the original community, the true remnant of
Israel, into an ‘Israel” that did not truly exist until the arrival of the
‘teacher” and even now continues to be led astray by the ‘scoffer’ and
his ‘lies,” thus betraying the teacher, and in effect also betraying the
original movement (CD VIII, 21-22).

To confirm this process and illustrate it further we must now exam-
ine the Qumran memory outside the Damascus Document. The fig-
ures of the ‘teacher’, the ‘liar/dripper’ and the drsy hlgwt, can all be
found in the pesharim, especially the Habakkuk pesher. But I want to
turn first to the Hodayoth. These hymns have often been taken, and
still are by some, as containing individual memory: the memory of the
‘teacher’ himself.

In CD we met ‘nsy hiswn and a single 'ys hlswn, who dripped kzb.
The two terms are combined in 1QH?® in the expression mlysy kzb
(‘scornful liars’) at 1QH® X, 31 and XII, 9-10." But in X, 31-2 they
are paralleled with drsy hlgwt,

M was by [AT7]nY "2 X2 TR DTN
mp‘m WNT NPT a1 ROn DRIPN

The phrasing of this statement shows, I think, that we are dealing
with synonymous terms, but not with sobriquets for distinct groups.
As elsewhere in H, we encounter a number of terms that are used
more than once to characterize in a general way those opposing the
author. However, not only the terms themselves but their juxtaposi-
tion here provide a significant—but not exact—parallel to CD I, where
we encounter the drsy hlgwt (I, 18) along with an ’ys hiswn.

In 1QH*X, 15-16, however, drsy higt is in parallelism with "WiR
117, This latter term is not found in either D or the pesharim, but—in
a single statement—in the Community Rule (1QS IX, 8 // 4Q258 VII, 8),

DN 290 OR :DANa 0aNAN WTIpn WIR M
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This is not the place to make the argument, but the statement makes
best sense if ‘ns$y rmyh denotes not complete outsiders but those with

10 The occurrence in XIV, 13 is unfortunately followed by a lacuna.
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whom the 'nsy qwds might be expected to consider pooling their
resources. If so, such an instruction again implies a breach within a
movement or group, and the term ‘deceit’ is completely consistent
with the language of kzb and bgd and even hiq (see, e.g., Ps 5:10; 36:3;
55:22; Prov 2:16; 7:5; 28:23; 29:5). The important point I wish to make
here is that the memory of discord within a community is strongly
represented in several texts and specifically indicated by a number of
specific terms common to those texts.

Three important observations can now be made about the terms used
in H. The first is that the terms do not designate specific groups, but
appear as stereotyped terms for undifferentiated, generalized opposi-
tion. This kind of language—though not the terms employed—is abso-
lutely typical of the biblical Psalms too. Second, and unlike either D or
the pesharim, there are no individual opponents at all in the Hodayoth.
Third, the opposition seems to be expressed within a group to which
the author once belonged. In 1QH* X, 10 the text speaks of bgdym: the
author describes himself as: ‘a reproach to traitors, a foundation of truth
and knowledge for those on the straight path.” He continues: ‘because
of the iniquity of the wicked I have become a term of abuse on the
lips of the violent (0*%*7Y) while scoffers (o"eh) grind their teeth;’ we
should accordingly understand these terms to apply—in general—to
the body of those who oppose or reject him, but not within society at
large; we are rather dealing with those whom he might have expected
to endorse him. The rhetoric of H as a whole points to a sectarian
context both for support of, and resistance to, himself.

The language used in H can be compared with the later phase of
memory in D, discussed earlier: the level associated with the ‘teacher?’
thus, bgdym also occurs in CD VIII, 5 (XIX, 17); XIX, 34 and I, 12;
in the last case, the term is associated with the verb P’5. In XIX, 34 it
refers to the actions of those who deserted the ‘new covenant’; in VIII,
5 we perhaps cannot be sure, but in I, 12 ‘dt bwgdym is associated with
those who follow the ‘scoffer’ who ‘drips lies.” It is now time, therefore,
to consider the relationship between the usage of this vocabulary in H
and in both D and the pesharim.

In an essay of twenty years ago, I explored the relationship between
these (and other) terms in H and the pesharim, especially the Habak-
kuk pesher."! In the pesher, the word bgd occurs six times II, 1-2. 3.

' P. R. Davies, “History and Hagiography,” in Behind the Essenes (BJS 94; Atlanta
GA: Scholars Press, 1987), 87-105.
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5-6; V, 8; VIII, 3. 10. In V, 8 it is cited from the text of Habakkuk,
and applied to the ‘House of Absalom’; in VIII, 3 and 10, again in the
scriptural text, it is applied to the ‘wicked priest.” Elsewhere, bwgdym
are connected with three things: the ‘end of days’, the ‘Man of the
Lie’ and the ‘New Covenant.” These are precisely the connections in
D also, and the clustering in both texts indicates a strong and consis-
tent memory of internal conflict. But how is the use of such terms in
H connected with their presence in the collective memory about the
‘teacher’ in D and the pesharim?

Regarding the relationship between H and the pesharim, my earlier
conclusion was that the connection should be understood by analogy
with the biblical Psalms. During the latter part of the Second Temple
period, David came to be regarded as the author of all the biblical
psalms, and as a result, certain references in these psalms could be
taken to reflect experiences in his life. We can see the results of this
interpretation in some of the psalm headings. In the same way, it can
be supposed, the ‘teacher’ came to be regarded, within his community
of followers, as the author of the Hodayoth, and references in these
hymns were interpreted as his own historical experiences. The differ-
ence between the two cases is that for David we have a narrative in
the books of Samuel of his life, into which the contents of some of
the Psalms can be fitted, while no biography of the ‘teacher’ existed;
rather, his life had to be constructed entirely from clues that lay partly
in the biblical text being interpreted and partly in community texts.
There is no evidence of the creation and preservation of a body of
tradition, oral or written, about the ‘teacher’ such as gathered about
many religious leaders; this is itself an interesting inference, and it
explains why his life apparently had to be built up from textual clues,
and nothing else.

Such a ‘biographical’ (or ‘hagiographical’) process, I argued, can be
inferred from the exploitation of terms in H by the pesharim. In the
Habakkuk pesher, for example, while we do not find the mlysy kzb of
H, we do get the individual components, the verb of scoffing (p)
and the noun ‘lie.” Thus we get the 'ys hkzb in 1QpHab II, 1-2; V, 11
and the mtyp kzb in X, 9 (in XI, 1 we have just the kzb, but either 'y$
or mtyp will have preceded it at the end of col. X). In H these terms are
apparently used so as to emphasize contrast—the true teaching of the
‘teacher’ as against the lying interpretation of others. In the pesharim,
however, while this contrast is perhaps still present, the focus is rather
on a conflict between two personalities. In the Nahum pesher, the
dwrsy hlgwt, while not reduced to a single figure, nevertheless seem to
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become a definable group: they invite Demetrius (4QpNah fr. 3-4 1, 2),
and have revenge taken on them by the kpyr hhrwn, the ‘angry lion
cub’ (fr. 3-4 I, 6-7). In fr. 3-4 II, 2 they are associated with the ‘city
of Ephraim,” not so specific but still perhaps indicating that an iden-
tifiable group is meant. In the Isaiah pesher they are a ‘congregation’
and now in Jerusalem (4Qplsac [4Q163] fr. 23 II, 10). If we consider
also terms such as rysym, ptyym and ‘bywnym, which also occur in H
in a generalized manner, we find the same tendency: they come in the
pesharim to be associated with specific groups; they are historicized,
and their deeds particularized. But it is also significant that the implied
context in which the terms appear is sometimes, at least, a national
one rather than a sectarian one. It is unlikely that Demetrius the Seleu-
cid king would become involved in sectarian politics.

The inevitable conclusion is that H constitutes the original source of
the vocabulary. We cannot conclude that H, D and the pesharim are all
independent witnesses to real events because H makes no reference to
groups or to any individuals; a join between ‘testimony’ and historical
events does not therefore exist. Nor can we easily explain why groups
in the pesharim should become generalized phrases in 1QH, including
the pluralizing of individual terms, while key individuals should disap-
pear in H. The explanation is therefore is that the pesharim have uti-
lized the Hodayoth and thus represent a later stage in the development
of the social memory of the sect, one in which a more detailed life of
the ‘teacher’ partially emerges. In the process of borrowing the terms,
the pesharim also transform them: groups become defined; in some
cases plurals are converted into singular figures, and the context of
the teacher’s experiences of opposition move from the sectarian to the
national. These three transformations are precisely what we also find
in those layers of memory in D that reflect memory of the ‘teacher.’
That leaves the matter of the relationship between D and the pesharim,
which I shall consider presently. For the moment we may regard the
transformations as a single process (or set of processes) within the
collective memory.

Before discussing the mechanism and motivation behind such shifts
of memory, we must deal with the most important figure in the life
of the ‘teacher’ according to the pesharim: the ‘wicked priest.” In more
than one reconstruction of Qumran history he has played the central
role, usually because he seemed, as a national figure, to be the easi-
est to identify. But for the historian of Qumran memory he is highly
problematic. He has no history. He is absent from the Damascus
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Document (D), in all layers of memory, and absent too from H. How
does he come to play a major role in the memory constructed by the
pesharim?

Several reasons might come to mind. The most unlikely is that he
was simply ‘forgotten’ in H and D, unless such ‘forgetting” was deliber-
ate: but what reason could there be for that? Even more improbable is
that he represents the individualizing of a group, which as we have seen
occurs in other cases. For while the early stage of memory in D entails
an attack on the priests of Jerusalem, they are never named as such:
the word ‘priest’ is never used in any polemical context, and indeed
applies only to community members. In H ‘priest’ never even occurs.
A third and possible explanation is that another community text has
been utilized. There is an implication of a conflict with the Jerusalem
priesthood in 4QMMT; this implication is present even if the ‘Letter’
is an internal document, as has been argued by Steven Fraade.'* If, like
H, this text were read as the product of the ‘teacher,” and its recipient
as an individual priest, who was also a ruler, as the final section of
the reconstructed text reads, then confrontation between a (priestly)
‘teacher’ and the priestly leader of the nation could be generated as
part of the memory of the ‘teacher.” Indeed, just as H has been read
by several modern scholars as composed by the ‘teacher,” so 4QMMT
was taken by the editors as authored by him. The surmise that these
texts were similarly read by the authors of the pesharim is therefore
not at all improbable. The letter admittedly offers no hint of persecu-
tion or personal opposition, and manifests only a halakhic dispute.
Nevertheless, if in their construction of the details of sectarian origins
the writers of the pesharim were reading the Hodayoth, then why not
the ‘Halakhic Letter’ as well? This was an idea I first rejected, but I
have come to think it is the best explanation available.

But why would such a figure need to be created? The study of cul-
tural/collective memory is not merely concerned with what is ‘remem-
bered’ but why. What is the reason for the recasting of the life of the
‘teacher’ as being enacted on the national stage? If the language of D
about such opposition is ambiguous, as I have suggested, then we have
some evidence that the ‘scoffer’ and his associates were, or included,
individuals presented in a national rather than a sectarian context.

12°S. Fraade, “Rhetoric and Hermeneutics in Migsat Ma‘ase Ha-Torah (4QMMT):
The Case of the Blessings and Curses,” DSD 10 (2003): 150-161.
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Since this is not the case in CD VIII-IX/XIX-XX, we can reiterate
the suggestion made earlier that CD I is typologically later—as also
indicated by the conversion of ‘nsy Iswn to 'ys hlswn. But this ‘Liar’
was still remembered as a sectarian figure; such a memory seems to be
retained in the pesharim—though Thiering’s argument that the ‘Liar’
and the ‘wicked priest” are identical shows that confusion between the
two—and their function—is certainly possible.”® But if we are right in
detecting a memorizing process that shifts from a sectarian context to
sectarian and national, and probably in the direction of a predomi-
nantly national one, we still require to provide a reason.

The reason, I suggest, comes to light in CD I. Here, as argued ear-
lier, the ‘teacher’ is coming to replace the dwrs htwrh of CD VI as
the real founder of the true Israel, of the sectarian movement. The
sect constituted by the earlier phase of memory is now converted into
a provisional stage between preservation after the destruction of the
earlier ‘Israel’ and the divine prompting. Such a move tends towards
two conclusions: the effacing of the parent movement and its own his-
tory, and the substitution of it by the followers of the ‘teacher,” who
now become not a splinter group within an existing sect, but the sect
itself. The removal of this parent leaves the ‘new’ sect constituted by
opposition to all outsiders. The memory of treachery, desertion and
deceit does not, however, disappear, but begins to be moved away
from its earlier function as a charge levelled against those who refused
to follow the ‘teacher,” and is now increasingly directed against the
nation. In other words, the contrast that underpinned the very earliest
traceable memory—of the ‘old’ and the ‘new’ Israel—is reconstituted,
but now in terms of the community founded by the ‘teacher.” If we
were obliged, in other words, to posit a historical author of 4QMMT’s
‘letter’, it would, according to the earliest memory in D, be the dwrs
htwrh. But from the perspective of the pesharim, it can only be the
‘teacher.” This conclusion also furnishes an account of the relation-
ship between the pesharim and D. It is already evident that D contains
material associated with the ‘teacher’ and its preservation suggests that
it remained a resource of some kind to the followers of this person. A
comparison of the memory shifts in D and the pesharim has suggested
that while they are broadly on the same lines, D may be typologically
earlier, especially since it has not yet produced the ‘wicked priest’ fig-

13 B. Thiering, “Once more the Wicked Priest,” JBL 97 (1978): 191-205.
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ure or the clear portrait of national opposition or even national poli-
tics that parts of the pesharim exhibit. If the author of the pesharim
utilized H and the “Halakhic Letter,” it seems highly probable that they
also utilized D. Their creation of the biography of the ‘teacher’ and
with it the origins of the sect to which they belonged, was inspired
not only by the scriptural text they were interpreting but also by the
less obvious exegesis of texts that they believed emanated from earlier
in their own history.

IV. Conclusions

First, I hope to have shown that Qumran collective or cultural mem-
ory can be studied and its history and functions to some extent
reconstructed. Of course, the texts allow this only partially, and any
reconstruction is necessarily imperfect. According to my analysis,
Qumran memory begins with the expectation of an eschatological fig-
ure; later he is remembered as a figure that appeared, and met inter-
nal opposition. Opposition to him within the sect is characterized as
treachery, not just to the ‘teacher’ but to the sectarian covenant itself,
and such opposition is crystallized into an individual, a ‘Liar’, a ‘drip-
per of lies’. The memory presupposes a restriction in the definition
of the community to include only those who followed the ‘teacher.
Among his followers, from whom the Qumran texts all stem—we have
no texts that reject his leadership—memories of the origin of the par-
ent sect, to which his opponents belonged and presumably still adhere,
were replaced by those of their own sect, so that their own teacher
becomes the founder of the redefined movement. In the pesharim,
the parent sect is effaced and the ‘teacher’ becomes a national figure
who now stands against the Jerusalem establishment, represented by
a ‘wicked priest.

My second conclusion is that such a reconstruction of cultural mem-
ory permits some deductions about ‘real” history. It implies that while
the existence of the ‘teacher’ is, like the existence of Jesus, unprov-
able, it remains overwhelmingly probable from the effects generated
by those who claimed to follow him. The ‘scoffer’ or ‘Liar’ figure (he
seems to have more than one sobriquet) represents the community’s
resistance to his claims, and in this sense represents a real function;
whether it points to an individual historical person we cannot say for
sure. The ‘wicked priest’ is a fiction. Theoretically we might regard
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him as the product of a later stage in the history of the sect, but that
would mean the sect becoming engaged in national politics, which
seems unlikely. In this case, anyway, the memory would be entirely
anachronistic. Finally, since the ‘teacher’ was not historically a figure
of national significance but only a sectarian messianic claimant (as
implied by the title he assumed, or his followers assumed for him), it is
extremely unlikely that he can be identified with anyone else we know
from other sources. It is therefore, if I am correct, fruitless to continue
trying to identify him.

I suspect that these conclusions will be judged by some as sceptical,
negative, overly critical. But in my view they arise from an analyti-
cal approach that is superior to any other, and in terms of histori-
cal method, I think such an analysis is thoroughly positive. Less but
more reliable history is surely better than more but speculative history.
Moreover, against what might be seen as a reduction in ‘normal’ his-
torical knowledge, there are rich possibilities in the study of collective
memory itself for uncovering the social psychology of the Qumran
sect(s). One form of history is minimized, but another expanded. And
in the case of Qumran, I think there is scope for more to be done than
I have managed. What I have done is admittedly provisional and the
results can be challenged. But I suggest that they can only be improved
by means of a similar kind of approach, and I am, above all convinced
that this is not only a valid method and a useful approach to the inter-
nal history behind the Scrolls, but the best.
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I. Prologue

During the eighteen years between 1947, when the first seven Dead Sea
Scrolls were discovered in Qumran, and 1965, when the excavations at
Masada, which turned up fragments of fifteen scrolls, were completed,
there was an almost unbroken stream of major discoveries in the caves
of the Judean Desert. Because no written documents appeared on the
antiquities market after 1965, and no new scrolls were discovered by
archaeologists, scholars developed the firm belief that no more scrolls
were to be found in the Judean Desert. Today, some sixty years since
the discovery of the first scrolls, it seems important to bring together
the information about the scroll fragments, economic documents, and
other texts from the Judean Desert that were discovered or whose
existence has come to the knowledge of scholars in recent years. This
article deals both with fragments found in the eleven Qumran caves
and with documents from the time of the Bar Kokhba Revolt.'

This article is divided into three parts. First I survey the history of
archaeological research during the Golden Age of the discoveries in
the Judean Desert; that is, the eighteen years during which most of the
scrolls and documents were discovered.” This description is important
for understanding why some of the fragments discovered before 1965
were not published until the last few years. Naturally, special attention
is directed in this survey to those few fragments that did not make

! For a survey of the state of research of the Qumran scrolls, see A. S. van der
Woude, “Fifty Years of Qumran Research,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls After Fifty Years
(ed. P. W. Flint and J. C. VanderKam; 2 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1998), 1: 1-45. For an
overview over the project of publishing the scrolls, see E. Tov, ed., The Texts from the
Judaean Desert: Indices and Introduction (DJD 39; Oxford: Clarendon, 2002). I would
like to thank Professor E. Tov and Professor E. Tigchelaar for their helpful remarks
on this paper.

2 For a useful description of the history of the archaeological research of the
Judean Desert caves, see S. J. Pfann, “History of the Judean Desert Discoveries,” in
The Dead Sea Scrolls on Microfiche: Companion Volume (ed. E. Tov; Leiden: Brill,
1993), 97-108.
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their way to the collection at the Rockefeller Museum. In the second
part I consider scroll fragments from the Qumran caves that, although
found before 1956, came to public notice only in recent years because
they were kept by antiquities dealers and collectors. In this section I
also look at the inscriptions found at Khirbet Qumran, because those
found by de Vaux were published only recently, and additional ostraca
were found at Qumran in the last few years. The third section of this
paper looks at the scroll fragments, economic documents, and inscrip-
tions from the time of the Bar Kokhba revolt, some of which were kept
for many years by collectors and antiquities dealers and were pub-
lished only recently, while others were discovered in the Judean Desert
caves since 1984. A short appendix considers the surviving fragments
of three scrolls about which it is difficult to determine whether they
originate from Qumran or from a Refuge Cave from the time of the
Bar Kokhba revolt.?

II. The Golden Age of Archaeological Discoveries in the Judean Desert

In the winter of 1947 Muhammad edh-Dhib, a Bedouin of the Ta‘'amra
tribe, entered a cave that had been sealed by a stone wall in the lime-
stone cliffs on the northwest shore of the Dead Sea and found ten
cylindrical jars with covers. He reported that three scrolls (the com-
plete Isaiah scroll, the Rule of the Community, and Pesher Habak-
kuk) were in one of the jars. Four other scrolls were later found in
the detritus on the floor of the cave (the second Isaiah scroll, the War
Scroll, the Thanksgiving Scroll, and the Genesis Apocryphon). Today
this cave is known as Qumran Cave 1.* Muhammad edh-Dhib tried to
sell the scrolls from the jar to an antiquities dealer in Bethlehem, but
the latter refused, because no scrolls had ever been found in the coun-

* On the refuge caves, i.e., the natural caves to which the Jewish refugees fled dur-
ing the summer of 135 CE, at the end of the Bar Kokhba Revolt, see H. Eshel, “The
Contribution of Documents and Other Remains Found in the Judean Desert Between
1979 and 1993 to the Understanding of the Bar Kokhba Revolt,” Bulletin of the Anglo-
Israel Archaeological Society 15 (1997): 108-110; H. Eshel and D. Amit, Refuge Caves
of the Bar Kokhba Revolt (Tel Aviv: Eretz, 1998) [Hebrew].

* The story of the discovery of Cave 1 has been told many times. Among the various
accounts, one can recommend Y. Yadin, The Message of the Scrolls (London: Weiden-
feld and Nicolson, 1957), and that of John Trever, who photographed the three scrolls
found in the cylindrical jar, see J. C. Trever, The Dead Sea Scrolls: A Personal Account
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1977).
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try before. As a result, they were brought to a local shoemaker, Khalil
Iskander Shahin (known as “Kando”), in the hope that he could find a
use for the leather found in the cave. Shahin, a member of the Syrian
Orthodox (Jacobite) church, purchased the scrolls from the Bedouin.
He then resold the three scrolls found in the jar, along with the Gen-
esis Apocryphon, to Mar (Bishop) Athanasius Samuel, the Metropoli-
tan of the small Syrian Orthodox community of Bethlehem and the
Old City of Jerusalem, for 24 Palestine pounds. Because the British
mandatory law then in force stipulated that archaeological finds were
government property, Mar Samuel claimed that the scrolls he had pur-
chased had been found in St. Mark’s Monastery in the Jewish Quarter
of the Old City. Prof. Eliezer Sukenik purchased two jars and two of
the scrolls that had not been acquired by Mar Samuel (the War Scroll
and the Thanksgiving Scroll) on November 29, 1947, for 35 Palestine
pounds. He acquired yet another scroll (the second Isaiah scroll) on
December 22, 1947.

In late February 1948 Mar Samuel’s representatives brought the three
scrolls found in the jar to the American Schools of Oriental Research
(ASOR), where they were photographed by Dr. John C. Trever. The
three American scholars who were in the American School at the time,
Prof. Millar Burrows, Dr. William Brownlee, and Trever, encouraged
Mar Samuel to remove the scrolls from Jerusalem, because of the hos-
tilities raging at the time, and send them to the United States.” In late
March the four scrolls held by Mar Samuel were taken out of Jeru-
salem; they reached the United States in January 1949. Yigael Yadin,
Sukenik’s son, purchased them from Mar Samuel, on behalf of the
State of Israel, in June 1954.°

> The three scrolls that were found in the cylindrical jar were published in
M. Burrows, The Dead Sea Scrolls of St. Mark’s Monastery (New Haven: The American
Schools of Oriental Research, 1950).

¢ Yadin paid Mar Samuel $250,000 for the four scrolls. Later, Mr. Samuel Gottes-
man reimbursed the state of Israel for most of this sum. For the official publication
of the three scrolls purchased in 1947, see E. L. Sukenik, The Dead Sea Scrolls of the
Hebrew University (Jerusalem: Magnes and The Hebrew University, 1955). The rela-
tively legible columns of the Genesis Apocryphon were published by N. Avigad and
Y. Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon: A Scroll from the Wilderness of Judea: Description
and Contents of the Scroll Facsimiles, Transcription and Translation of Columns II,
XIX-XXII (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1956). For the publication of the remainder of the
scroll see: J. A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis Apocryphon (3d ed.; Rome: Pontificio Instituto,
2004).
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After the War of Independence ended in 1949, a Belgian UN observer
found the cave in which the first seven scrolls had been discovered.
In excavations conducted there by the Dominican priest Roland de
Vaux and the British archaeologist Lankester Harding, fragments that
had been missed by the Bedouin and broken jars that could be pieced
together were discovered. Other fragments found in Cave 1, discov-
ered between 1947 and 1949, were acquired by the Ecole biblique et
archéologique.” After Cave 1 had been located, and because the cylin-
drical jars were unique and not known from any other Second Temple
archaeological sites, de Vaux decided to begin excavations at Khirbet
Qumran, about a kilometer south of the cave. And, indeed, jars iden-
tical to those of Cave 1 were found there. De Vaux decided that the
jars at Khirbet Qumran provided evidence of a link between the cave
scrolls and Khirbet Qumran.®

In late 1951, documents from caves in Wadi Murabba‘at appeared
on the antiquities market in Bethlehem and East Jerusalem. Some of
these documents bore the name of Shim‘on son of Kosiba.” De Vaux
and the curators of the Rockefeller Museum purchased these fragments
from the Bedouin and set out in January-February 1952 to excavate the
four caves on the northern side of Wadi Murabba‘at.' The Murabba‘at
finds include six biblical scrolls, two parchment strips from an arm
phylactery, an illegible parchment slip of a mezuzah, and approxi-
mately 100 economic documents and letters written on papyrus. The
oldest document from Wadi Murabba‘at dates to the seventh century
BCE, that is, to the end of the First Temple period (Mur 17); the most
recent documents were from the Middle Ages.!! Most of the docu-
ments found in the Wadi Murabba‘at caves date to the early Roman

7 The fragments from Cave 1 comprised parts of some 70 different scrolls. For their
publication, see D. Barthélemy and J. T. Milik, eds., Qumran Cave 1 (DJD 1; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1955).

8 See R. de Vaux, Archaeology and the Dead Sea Scrolls (Oxford: OUP, 1973),
49-50.

® On the discoveries in Wadi Murabba‘at, see P. Benoit, J. T. Milik, and R. de
Vaux, eds., Les Grottes de Murabba‘at (DJD 2; Oxford: Clarendon, 1960).

10 A fifth cave, located in the south slope of Wadi Murabba‘at, was discovered in
March 1955. It yielded large fragments of a Hebrew scroll of the Twelve Minor Proph-
ets. See Benoit, Milik and de Vaux, Les Grottes de Murabba'‘at, 50, 181-205.

1 The First Temple document is a palimpsest, that is, a papyrus that was reused.
Originally it was used to write a letter. Later the papyrus was soaked in water and
dried, after which a list of names and quantities of se’ahs (a dry measure) were written
on it. See Benoit, Milik and de Vaux, Les Grottes de Murabba‘at, 93-100.
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period and were brought to the caves during the Jewish revolts against
the Romans. Six documents were brought to the caves by refugees of
the First Jewish Revolt, but most were brought there in the year 135
CE, at the end of the Bar Kokhba revolt.”> Among these documents,
special importance attaches to an economic document (Mur 24) that
begins, “on the twentieth of Shebat, Year Two of the redemption of
Israel by Simeon son of Kosiba, Prince of Israel, in the encampment
situated at Herodium,” and to a set of seven letters written during the
Bar Kokhba Revolt. Two of the letters were sent from the headquarters
of Shim‘on son of Kosiba to Yeshua son of Galgula, the commander of
the Herodium garrison (Mur 43-44)."

While Pére de Vaux and his associates were digging in the Wadi
Murabba‘at caves, the Bedouin, looking for additional scrolls in the
vicinity of Qumran, found another cave containing scrolls (Cave 2)
south of Cave 1."* After its discovery, de Vaux and his associates con-
ducted a survey of the caves near Qumran during March 1952. On
March 24 they found the Copper Scroll, along with fragments of four-
teen other scrolls, in Cave 3. De Vaux and his associates returned
to East Jerusalem after their first discovery of a complete scroll, along
with fragments, at Qumran. In August 1952 Bedouin discovered Cave
6, west of Khirbet Qumran. This is a natural crevice in the limestone,
very close to the seam between the limestone and the marl terrace.'

2 On the documents that were brought to Wadi Murabba‘at at the end of the Great
Revolt, see H. Eshel, “Documents of the First Jewish Revolt from the Judean Desert,”
in The First Jewish Revolt: Archaeology, History and Ideology (ed. A. M. Berlin and
J. A. Overman; London: Routledge, 2002), 157-163.

3 On Document 24 from Wadi Murabba‘at, see Benoit, Milik, and de Vaux, Les
Grottes de Murabba‘at, 122-134; on the letters designated as documents 42-48, see
Benoit, Milik, and de Vaux, Les Grottes de Murabba‘at, 155-168.

!4 Fragments of thirty three different scrolls were found in Cave 2. The most impor-
tant are those from the book of ben Sira. See M. Baillet, J. T. Milik and R. de Vaux,
eds., Les ‘Petites Grottes’ de Qumrdan (DJD 3; Oxford: Clarendon, 1962), 48-93.

> On the fragments found in Cave 3, which come from fourteen parchment and
papyrus scrolls, see Milik and de Vaux, Les ‘Petites Grottes’, 94-104. For the official
publication of the Copper Scroll, see Milik and de Vaux, Les ‘Petites Grottes’, 201-317.
On the Copper Scroll see also: J. M. Allegro, The Treasure of the Copper Scroll (Lon-
don: Routledge, 1960); J. Letkovits, The Copper Scroll—3Q15: A Reevaluation (STD]
25; Leiden: Brill, 2000); G. J. Brooke and P. R. Davies, eds., Copper Scroll Studies
(JSPSup 40; London: Sheffield Academic Press, 2002); and D. Brizemeure, N. Lacou-
dre and E. Puech, Le Rouleau de Cuivre de la grotte 3 de Qumran (3Q15) (STD] 55;
2 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 2006).

!¢ The caves were numbered, not according to the time of their discovery by the
Bedouin, but according to the order in which scholars learned of their existence.
Because the Bedouin brought de Vaux to the cave they had found just before the
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Because of the proximity of Cave 6 to the marl terrace, and because
one of the Bedouin said he had seen a partridge fly into a cave in the
marl terrace, the Bedouin decided to look for additional scroll caves in
the marl terrace.'” During the last week of August 1952 they discovered
a manmade cave carved out during the Second Temple period and
known today as Cave 4a, where they found thousands of parchment
fragments."® They began to sift the dirt on the floor of that cave, and
the adjacent Cave 4b, looking for additional fragments. After about
a month, during which they found more than 15,000 fragments, the
Bedouin, who were pushed aside by other Bedouin who would not
allow them to continue to sift the dirt in the cave, brought de Vaux to
the cave on September 22, 1952. During eight days of digging (Sept.
22 to 29) de Vaux found the last thousand fragments left in Cave 4a."”
A grand total of more than 16,000 fragments, from some 600 scrolls,
were found in this cave. De Vaux conjectured that a Roman legion-
naire entered Cave 4a in the winter of 68 CE, when the Tenth Legion
occupied Qumran, and cut up the scrolls with his sword.** During the
excavation of the two caves designated Cave 4, de Vaux discovered yet
another cave north of 4a (today known as Cave 5), with fragments of
25 scrolls.?! It was only after de Vaux completed his work in Caves 4
and 5 that the Bedouin brought him to Cave 6, where they had found
fragments of 31 scrolls, most of them written on papyrus.*

discovery of Cave 4 only after he completed the excavations in Cave 5, that cave
received the designation Cave 6.

7 For important details about the discovery of Cave 4, see J. T. Milik, Ten Years of
Discovery in the Wilderness of Judaea (London: SCM, 1959), 16-17.

'8 For precision’s sake we should note that references to “Cave 4” in fact refer to two
adjacent caves. De Vaux designated the larger, eastern one, as Cave 4a. This is where
he found the thousands of fragments that the Bedouin had left behind. The western
cave is Cave 4b. Because there is no way of knowing how many fragments had been
found in Cave 4b, or which fragments come from the larger cave and which originated
from the smaller cave, the two are conventionally lumped together as “Cave 4.”

¥ On the archaeological excavations in Caves 4a and 4b, see R. de Vaux and J. T.
Milik, eds., Qumran Grotte 4. II (4Q128-4Q157) (DJD 6; Oxford: Clarendon, 1977),
3-22.

20 This hypothesis explains the straight cuts in some of the Cave 4 fragments. For
an account of Roman soldiers tearing scrolls in order to insult the Jews, see Josephus’
description in Jewish Antiquities 20, 115.

21 On the fragments from Cave 5, see Baillet, Milik and de Vaux, Les ‘Petites Grot-
tes’, 167-197.

22 On the fragments from Cave 6, see Baillet, Milik and de Vaux, Les ‘Petites Grot-
tes’, 105-141.
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After so many fragments were found in Cave 4, an international
committee of scholars was set up to raise money to purchase the scrolls,
clean up and piece together the fragments, and publish the results.®
Because the Bedouin had in their possession more than 15,000 frag-
ments from Cave 4, a long and arduous process of buying scroll frag-
ments began.* The dealer who acted as the middleman between the
Bedouin and the Rockefeller Museum curators was the same Khalil
Iskander Shahin, who, after the discovery of the first scrolls in 1947,
had closed his shoemaking business and set himself up as an antiqui-
ties dealer. Over the years he opened two shops, one in Bethlehem
and the other in East Jerusalem.” The first fragments from Cave 4a
were purchased by the Rockefeller Museum curators on the 13th of
September 1952, that is even before the start of the scientific excava-
tion of the cave.” Most of the fragments from Cave 4a were acquired
by the museum during the first three years after the discovery of the
cave; but the last Cave 4 fragments did not come into its possession
until July 1958.%

In July 1952, at Khirbet Mird, Bedouin discovered papyri from the
library of the Kastellion monastery, which had been built on the ruins

# On the history of the International Committee, see the summary in W. W. Fields,
The Dead Sea Scrolls: A Short History (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 59-75.

* Most of the fragments from Cave 4 were acquired by the Jordanian government
for 15,000 dinars ($42,000) in early 1953. Other fragments were purchased later with
funds from McGill University in Montreal; the University of Manchester, England;
Heidelberg University, Germany; the Vatican Library; McCormick Theological Semi-
nary in Chicago; the Ecole Biblique et Archéologique, Jerusalem; and Oxford Uni-
versity. A contribution was also received from All Souls’ Church in New York City.
See W. W. Fields, “Discovery and Purchase,” in Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls
(2 vols.; ed. L. H. Schiffman and J. C. VanderKam; New York: OUP, 2000), 1: 208-212.
When Cave 4 was discovered, the Jordanians promised that all institutions which
made cash contributions to defray the cost of acquiring the fragments would receive
those remains purchased with their money after the publication project had been
completed. In July 1960 the Jordanian government reneged on this pledge, deciding
not to allow the fragments to be removed from the Rockefeller Museum and to return
the funds received from these institutions. For an interesting report referring to
Bedouin who lived near the Mar Saba monastery in Nahal Qidron and still had scroll
fragments in their possession in 1961, see J. M. Allegro, Search in the Desert (London:
W.H. Allen, 1964), 109.

» For biographical details on Shahin, see J. Briend, “Shahin, Khalil Iskander
(Kando),” in Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (2 vols.; ed. L. H. Schiffman and
J. C. VanderKam; New York: OUP, 2000), 2: 869-870.

% On the first Cave 4 fragments purchased from the Bedouin, see Milik, Ten Years
of Discovery, 17.

7 See S. A. Reed, “Survey of the Dead Sea Scrolls Fragments and Photographs at
the Rockefeller Museum,” BA 54 (1991): 44-51, here 46.
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of the Second Temple period Hyrcania fortress. The monastery was
active from the fifth to the fourteenth centuries. After the discovery
of the papyri, a Belgian team from the University of Louvain set out
in the spring of 1953 to look for additional fragments. In the end, the
Bedouin and archaeologists turned up some 180 fragments of written
papyri: around 100 written in Arabic (one of them a very old copy of
the Qur'an), 68 fragments of documents in Greek, and ten or so texts
in Palestinian Christian Aramaic. Most of these fragments are in the
possession of the University of Louvain; a few have been transferred
to the Rockefeller Museum.?

In August 1952 and July 1953, the curators of the Rockefeller
Museum purchased an important group of scroll fragments and eco-
nomic documents dating from the time of the Bar Kokhba revolt
from Khalil Iskander Shahin. The Bedouin claimed they had discov-
ered them in Wadi Seiyal; in other words, that they came from caves
located in Israeli territory (which meant that they had not violated the
Jordanian antiquities law by exploring these caves).?” The southern half
of the Judean Desert, the only section under Israeli control between
1948 and 1967, was shaped like a triangle, with its vertices at Sodom,
Arad, and Ein Gedi. The international border crossed the wadis south
of Ein Gedi, leaving their western stretches in Jordanian territory and
their eastern sections in Israel. The border was demarcated such that
Wadi Seiyal, which runs from Arad to the area north of Masada, fell
entirely in Israeli territory, whereas Nahal David, which runs to Ein
Gedi, was almost entirely in Jordanian hands, except for its eastern-
most section. By stating that they had found the documents in a cave
in Wadi Seiyal, the Bedouin clearly claimed that the cave was in Israel.
Had they said “Nahal Hever,” instead, they would have had to explain

% On the archaeological findings in Khirbet Mird, see J. Patrich, “Mird, Khirbet,”
in Schiffman and VanderKam, eds., Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls, 1: 563-566;
Tov, The Texts from the Judaean Desert, 92-97. For a list of the papyri from Kh. Mird
now in Belgium and in the Rockefeller Museum, see S. A. Reed, The Dead Sea Scrolls
Catalogue (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1994), 217-225. As far as I am aware, there is one
other papyrus written in Christian Aramaic from Kh. Mird. On this text, see the sen-
sationalist book by M. Baigent, The Jesus Papers (San Francisco: HarperSan Francisco,
2006). It seems that there is very little connection between this book and the text.

¥ For the full publication of most of the documents of the Wadi Seiyal collection,
see H. M. Cotton and A. Yardeni, eds., Aramaic, Hebrew, and Greek Documentary
Texts from Nahal Hever and Other Sites: The Seiyal Collection II (DJD 27; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1997). On the acquisition of the documents in this collection, see Cotton
and Yardeni, Aramaic, Hebrew, and Greek Documentary Texts, 1-4.
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that the finds came from caves in the eastern stretches of that wadi,
then controlled by Israel. Even though today it is clear that most of
these documents came from the Nahal Hever caves, they have been
designated the “Wadi Seiyal collection.” Along with the fragments that
the Bedouin claimed to have found in Wadi Seiyal, four scroll frag-
ments from the Book of Genesis, and a document written on 6 Adar
of the third year of Shim‘on son of Kosiba, which the Bedouin claimed
to have found in Nahal David, were acquired by the museum.*

During the digging season at Khirbet Qumran of February-March
1955, the archaeologists found four manmade caves, which seemed to
have served as residences, in the marl terrace. The three caves south
of the site yielded scroll fragments. Eighteen tiny fragments, written
in Greek, were found in Cave 7; most scholars conjecture that the
residents of the cave did not know Hebrew or Aramaic.’ In a nearby
cave (8Q) they found parchment fragments from a mezuzah, a head
phylactery, and fragments of three scrolls in Hebrew (Genesis, Psalms,
and a prayer to exorcise evil spirits). Cave 9 yielded a single fragment
with six legible letters. Cave 10, west of the site and above Cave 4, did
not produce any scroll fragments, but only an ostracon with the letters
yod and shin.*

In March 1956, Michael Avi-Yonah and his colleagues conducted
an archaeological survey of Masada. They proved that the royal palace
described by Josephus in his Jewish War was that on the northern
slope of the fortress. They also discovered a papyrus fragment written
in Hebrew or Aramaic, an ostracon that mentioned “Hanani son of
Shim‘on,” and a Greek inscription.®

In January 1956, Bedouin spotted a bat flying out of a cave whose
entrance was blocked by a large rock, south of Qumran Cave 3. They
moved the rock aside and entered a large natural cave in the limestone.

0 Tt seems likely that these fragments were discovered in the Cave of the Pool in
Nahal David. On these fragments, see J. Charlesworth et al., eds., Miscellaneous Texts
from the Judaean Desert (DJD 38; Oxford: Clarendon, 2000), 117-124; Y. Baruchi and
H. Eshel, “Another Fragment of Sdeir Genesis,” JJS 57 (2006): 136-138.

1 On the fragments from Cave 7, see Baillet, Milik and de Vaux, Les ‘Petites Grot-
tes’ de Qumran, 142-146. Evidence was found in Cave 7 that its roof collapsed when
the marl from which it was carved out became soaked after heavy rains: two blocks of
marl were found with mirror-image Greek letters on them, imprinted from papyri.

32 On the text fragments from Caves 8 and 9, see Baillet, Milik and de Vaux, Les
‘Petites Grottes’ de Qumran, 147-163.

3 See M. Avi-Yonah et al., “The Archaeological Survey of Masada, 1955-1956,” IE]
7 (1957): 1-162.



58 HANAN ESHEL

Evidently the rock had been placed in the entrance on purpose, to seal
off the cave. In this cave (Cave 11) they found pieces of four scrolls in
relatively good condition, that is, roughly on a par with the seven scrolls
from Cave 1, along with fragments of twenty seven other scrolls. The
Bedouin brought de Vaux to the cave in mid-February 1956.** After the
discovery of Cave 11 the Bedouin were again in possession of relatively
intact scrolls and many fragments. This time the Jordanians decided
that they would negotiate with Khalil Iskander Shahin to acquire the
scrolls, but that scholars who wanted to publish them would have to
raise funds and reimburse the Jordanian government for the purchase
price. The relatively complete scrolls from Cave 11 are:

1. The Psalms Scroll (11QPs?), of which twenty eight columns survive.
This scroll contains thirty five psalms from the last section of the
canonical book of Psalms, along with eight other psalms not found
in the masoretic text. This scroll, 3.89 meters long, was published
by James Sanders.”

2. A scroll with an Aramaic Targum of the Book of Job (11QtgJob).
It has thirty eight surviving columns, but circular pieces from the
middle of the column, which cannot be pieced together, are all that
remain of twenty of them. The last eight columns in the scroll, with
a total length of 1.10 meters, are attached. The Aramaic Targum of
Job was published by two Dutch scholars, Johannes van der Ploeg
and Adam van der Woude.” Another edition was produced by
Michael Sokoloff.*”” It was published for the third time in the DJD
Series.*

3 For an important summary of the first ten years of the Judean Desert discoveries,
see Milik, Ten Years of Discovery.

% The money to fund the purchase of the Psalms Scroll was contributed by Eliza-
beth Bechtel of California, who decided that it should be published by James Sanders.
See J. A. Sanders, ed., The Psalms Scroll of Qumran Cave 11 (11QPs*) (DJD 4; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1965); J. A. Sanders, The Dead Sea Psalms Scroll (Ithaca: Cornell Univer-
sity Press, 1967).

% In 1961, all of the small fragments found in Cave 11, along with those of the
Job Targum, were purchased for 10,000 Jordanian dinars (at the time each dinar was
worth one pound sterling) contributed by the Royal Dutch Academy of Sciences. For
the first publication of the Job Targum, see J. P. M. van der Ploeg and A. S. van der
Woude, Le Targum de Job de la Grotte XI de Qumran (Leiden: Brill, 1971).

% M. Sokoloff, The Targum of Job from Qumran Cave XI (Ramat Gan: Bar Ilan
University Press, 1974).

3 For the official publication of the Cave 11 fragments that were not well preserved,
along with the scroll that contained the Job Targum, see F. Garcia Martinez, E. J. C.
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3. The book of Leviticus written in paleo-Hebrew script (11QpaleoLev).
Fourteen columns of this scroll survive, containing parts of twelve
chapters of the biblical book. The scroll, which is about one meter
long, was published by David Noel Freedman and Kenneth A.
Mathews.”

4. The fourth well-preserved scroll from Cave 11 is the Temple Scroll.
Starting in 1960, Yigael Yadin was in contact with an American
Protestant clergyman from Virginia, Joe Uhrig, the broadcaster of
a religious program on television. Uhrig served as a middleman
for Yadin with the antiquities merchant Shahin. Uhrig and Sha-
hin offered Yadin what is now known as the Temple Scroll.*’ In
December 1961 Yadin paid the American clergyman an advance of
$10,000 for the scroll. In the end, however, Yadin did not receive
the scroll; nor did he get the advance back. On June 8, 1967, during
the Six-Day War, the scroll was taken from its hiding place under the
floor of Shahin’s home in Bethlehem and brought straight to Yadin,
who had it photographed that same day. Unfortunately, over the
course of the eleven years during which the scroll was hidden in
Bethlehem it suffered more damage than during the 1900 years it
had been buried in Cave 11; its upper part rotted away. After nego-
tiations that lasted for nearly a year the scroll was purchased by the
State of Israel.*!

Six months after the Six-Day War, Yadin acquired the leather box
of a head phylactery discovered at Qumran for the Shrine of the
Book. This box was significant because it still contained three original

Tigchelaar, and A. S. van der Woude, eds., Quimran Cave 11. II, 11Q2-18, 11Q20-30
(DJD 23; Oxford: Clarendon, 1998).

% D. N. Freedman and K. A. Mathews, The Paleo-Leviticus Scroll (Winona Lake:
ASOR, 1985).

“ Most of the details about these negotiations can be found at the beginning of
Yadin’s popular account, The Temple Scroll: The Hidden Law of the Dead Sea Sect
(New York: Random House, 1985), 8-39. For the same story from a very different
perspective, see H. Shanks, “Intrigue and the Scroll,” in Understanding the Dead Sea
Scrolls (ed. H. Shanks; New York: Random House, 1992), 116-125.

41 The State of Israel paid Shahin $105,000 for the scroll. Later, at the urging of
Moshe Dayan, Shahin received an additional $20,000. The Wolfson Foundation reim-
bursed the State of Israel for $75,000 of the price paid. See Yadin, The Temple Scroll,
43.
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parchments. Since the precise cave in which this Phylactery was found
is not known, it is labeled XQPhyl 1-4.*

No additional scrolls were found in caves near Khirbet Qumran
after the discovery of Cave 11 in January 1956; consequently the Bed-
ouin began looking for scrolls and economic documents in caves in
the southern part of the Judean Desert, which was part of Israel before
the Six-Day War. In 1959 Israeli scholars heard rumours that Bedouin
had found additional documents at Wadi Seiyal. This led Yohanan
Aharoni to conduct an archaeological survey of the area in the last
week of January 1960. He found three caves that contained relics from
the period of the Bar Kokhba revolt. In one he found two parchments
from a head phylactery and a small fragment of a scroll; in another
cave he found a large group of arrows.” In light of these finds it was
decided to launch the Judean Desert Campaign—a systematic survey of
the caves in Israeli territory. The campaign was conducted during the
last week of March and the first week of April in 1960. It involved four
separate teams, headed by Nahman Avigad, Yohanan Aharoni, Pesah
Bar-Adon, and Yigael Yadin. They divided the survey area as follows:
Avigad’s team began with the southern slope of Wadi Seiyal, followed
by the eastern section of Nahal David; Aharoni’s group worked on the
northern slope of Wadi Seiyal and Nahal Harduf; Bar-Adon’s team
surveyed Nahal Mishmar; and Yadin’s group went to Nahal Arugot
and the northern slope of Nahal Hever.* A torn Greek papyrus was
found in the Scouts’ Cave (renamed, a year later, the “Cave of Trea-
sure”) in Nahal Mishmar.” The most important finds of this campaign
were found in the large cave on the northern slope of Nahal Hever,
where Yadin’s team found a small fragment of the book of Psalms
(another twelve fragments of the same scroll had been found by Bed-

2 See Y. Yadin, Tefillin from Qumran (XQPhyl 1-4) (Jerusalem: IES, 1969). The
leather box of this Phylactery was purchased in late January 1968. The fourth parch-
ment inside this box was not original, but had been inserted by Khalil Iskander Shahin
after the original parchment disintegrated.

# On an earlier survey conducted by Aharoni in 1953 in the caves of Nahal Hever,
see Y. Aharoni, “The Caves of Nahal Hever,” “Atigot 3 (1961): 148-162.

# 7. Aviram, “Introduction,” IEJ 11 (1961): 3-5.

% On this document see B. Lifshitz, “The Greek Documents from Nahal Seelim
and Nahal Mishmar,” IEJ 11 (1961): 53-62; H. M. Cotton, “1Mish papList of Names
and Account gr,” in Charlesworth et al., Miscellaneous Texts from the Judaean Desert,
203-204.
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ouin and are part of the “Wadi Seiyal collection”),* along with fifteen
letters (one on a wood tablet, the rest on papyrus) dispatched from
Shim‘on son of Kosiba’s headquarters to the three commanders of Ein
Gedi.”” As a result, this cave was designated the “Cave of Letters.”
The second stage of the Judean Desert Campaign was conducted
a year later, in March 1961. Avigad continued his survey of Nahal
David; Aharoni moved to the southern slope of Nahal Hever and exca-
vated in the “Cave of Horror,” located opposite the “Cave of Letters.”
Bar-Adon and Yadin went back to the caves they had surveyed the
previous year, Bar-Adon in Nahal Mishmar and Yadin in the Cave of
Letters.”® In a cave in Nahal Mishmar Bar-Adon turned up a hoard
of 429 Chalcolithic vessels.*” The private archive of Babatha, daughter
of Shim‘on, comprising thirty five documents in Nabatean, Aramaic
and Greek, written on papyrus and dated to between 93 and 132 CE,
was found in the Cave of Letters,” along with the smaller archive of
a farmer from Ein Gedi named Eleazar son of Shmu’el, consisting of
six Aramaic and Hebrew documents written during the Bar Kokhba
revolt.> Also found in this cave were the marriage contract of Salome
Komaise, the daughter of Levi, whose other documents had been

* Hence there is no doubt that this scroll originated from the Cave of Letters, even
though the Bedouin claimed to have found it in Wadi Seiyal. For the publication of
fragments of the Psalms Scroll from the Cave of Letters, see P. Flint, “5/6hevPsalms,”
in Charlesworth et al., Miscellaneous Texts from the Judaean Desert, 141-166.

47 On the written artifacts found in the Cave of Letters in 1960, see Y. Yadin,
“Expedition D,” IEJ 11 (1961): 36-52; idem, Bar-Kokhba (London: Weidenfeld and
Nicolson, 1971), 124-139. For the official publication of the letters, see Y. Yadin, J. C.
Greenfield, A. Yardeni, and B. A. Levine, The Documents from the Bar Kokhba Period
in the Cave of Letters (Jerusalem: IES, 2002), 278-366.

4 Aviram, “Introduction,” 167-168.

¥ See P. Bar-Adon, “Expedition C,” IEJ 12 (1962): 215-226; idem, The Cave of the
Treasure: The Finds from the Caves in Nahal Mishmar (Jerusalem: IES, 1980).

% On Babatha’s archive, see Y. Yadin, “Expedition D—The Cave of Letters,” IEJ
12 (1962): 227-257; H. J. Polotzky, “The Greek Papyri from the Cave of Letters,” IEJ
12 (1962): 258-262; Yadin, Bar-Kokhba, 222-253. For the publication of the Greek
documents from Babatha’s archive, see N. Lewis, The Documents from the Bar Kokhba
Period in the Cave of Letters: Greek Papyri (Jerusalem: IES, 1989). The Nabatean and
Aramaic documents were published in Yadin, Greenfield, Yardeni, and Levine, Docu-
ments from the Bar Kokhba Period, 73-141, 170-276.

1 On Eleazar son of Shmuel’s archive see, Yadin, “Expedition D—The Cave of
Letters,” 248-257; idem, Bar-Kokhba, 172-183. The archive was published in full
in Yadin, Greenfield, Yardeni, and Levine, Documents from the Bar Kokhba Period,
37-70, 142-168.
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found by Bedouin and are part of the “Wadi Seiyal collection””*> A
small fragment of a scroll of the book of Numbers was found near the
entrance of the cave,” along with fragments of a Nabatean document
published by Father Jean Starcky (it too part is of the “Wadi Seiyal
collection”).” In light of these findings, there is no doubt that most of
the documents included in the “Wadi Seiyal collection” actually came
from the Cave of Letters in Nahal Hever.

During the second season of Operation Judean Desert, Yohanan
Aharoni’s group dug in the Cave of Horror, on the southern bank of
Nahal Hever.” They found nine small fragments of a scroll bearing a
Greek translation of the Twelve Minor Prophets, three fragments of
a scroll of a Hebrew prayer, a papyrus fragment with a text in Greek,
and four ostraca of names laid alongside people who were buried in
the cave.* Many fragments of the Greek Minor Prophets Scroll are

52 The marriage contract of Salome Komaise, the daughter of Levi was found by
Yadin’s team in a narrow passage between the inner chamber (Hall C) and Hall B
in the Cave of Letters. See Yadin, “Expedition D—The Cave of Letters,” 231. Hence
it is designated Papyrus Yadin 37. There is thus no doubt that the archive of Salome
daughter of Levi, along with those of Yehonatan son of Be‘ayan, Babatha daughter of
Shimon, and Eleazar son of Shmuel, were secreted away in the innermost chamber
of the Cave of Letters, where they were discovered by the Bedouin, who dropped the
marriage contract when they crawled back out of Hall C. When it became apparent
that the marriage contract was part of the archive of Salome Komaisa daughter of Levi,
whose documents are part of the Wadi Seiyal collection, it received the supplemen-
tary designation XHev/Se papMarriage Contract 65. The document was published by
Lewis, Greek Papyri, 130-133; and later by Cotton in Cotton and Yardeni, Aramaic,
Hebrew, and Greek Documentary Texts, 224-237. On the archive of Salome Komaisa
daughter of Levi, see H. M. Cotton, “The Archive of Salome Komaise Daughter of
Levi, Another Archive from the Cave of Letters,” ZPE 105 (1995): 171-208; H. Eshel,
“Another Document from the Archive of Salome Komaise Daughter of Levi,” Scripta
Classica Israelica 21 (2002): 169-171.

3 These fragments were found by the eastern entrance of the Cave of Letters; see
Yadin, “Expedition D—The Cave of Letters,” 228-229. The Bedouin dropped this small
fragment at the mouth of the cave. Three other fragments of this scroll made their way
to the Wadi Seiyal collection at the Rockefeller Museum. See P. Flint, “5/6Hev Num-
bers®,” Charlesworth et al., Miscellaneous Texts, 137-140.

* On this document see J. Starcky, “Un Contrat nabatéen sur papyrus,” RB 61
(1954): 161-181; Yadin, “Expedition D—The Cave of Letters,” 226; A. Yardeni, “The
Decipherment and Restoration of Legal Texts from The Judaean Desert: A Reexamina-
tion of Papyrus Starcky (P. Yadin 36),” Scripta Classica Israelica 20 (2001): 121-137.

> The designation “Cave of Horror” was given to this cave because it contained
more than forty skeletons of Jewish refugees who fled there at the end of the Bar
Kokhba Revolt.

6 See Y. Aharoni, “Expedition B—The Cave of Horrors,” IEJ 12 (1962): 186-199.
For the publication of the hymn and the Greek papyrus see Charlesworth et al., Mis-
cellaneous Texts from the Judaean Desert, 167-172 and E. Qimron, “Improving the
Editions of the Dead Sea Scrolls (4): Benedictions,” in Meghillot: Studies in the Dead
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part of the Wadi Seiyal collection,” which indicates that some of those
documents actually came from the Cave of Horror in Nahal Hever.*®
After the two seasons of the Judean Desert Expedition, the Bedouin
came to the conclusion that there was no point in continuing to look
for scrolls and documents in the southern Judean Desert and turned
their attention to caves north of Jericho. In April 1962 the Rockefeller
Museum, through Khalil Iskander Shahin, received papyri from a cave
in Wadi ed-Daliyeh. These documents date from the fourth century
BCE. After some of them had been acquired by ASOR, the Bedouin
led Paul Lapp to the cave in December 1962.% ASOR conducted two
seasons of excavations there, directed by Lapp, in January 1963 and
February 1964.% The skeletons of some three hundred refugees from
the city of Samaria, who had fled from the armies of Alexander the
Great, were discovered along with fragments of eighteen more or less
decipherable economic documents as well as fragments of a further
twenty economic documents.® The cave also yielded 128 bullae used
to seal the documents.®> All of the Wadi ed-Daliyeh documents are
economical documents written in Aramaic. Ten of them are deeds of

Sea Scrolls IV (ed. M. Bar-Asher and E. Tov; Jerusalem: Bialik Institute and Haifa
University Press, 2006), 191-200 [Hebrew]; XV [English].

%7 For the official publication of the Greek Minor Prophets from the Cave of Horror
see E. Tov, ed., The Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from Nahal Hever (8QHevXIigr): The
Seiyal Collection I (DJD 8; Oxford: Clarendon, 1990).

8 Nevertheless, we cannot accept the premise that all of the documents in the Wadi
Seiyal Collection come from the Cave of Letters and the Cave of Horror. At least
two documents seem to come from a cave in the upper stretch of Nahal Hever; see
D. Amit and H. Eshel, “The Bar Kokhba Revolt in the Southern Hebron Mountains,”
Eretz-Israel 25 (1995/96): 463-470 [Hebrew]; 106 [English]. Two other documents
evidently originated from Wadi Hammamat on the eastern side of the Dead Sea. See
H. Eshel, “The History of the Research and Survey of the Finds” in Eshel and Amit,
Refuge Caves, 52-54 [Hebrew]. For the possibility that other documents in the Wadi
Seiyal collection were not found in Nahal Hever, see Eshel, ibidem, 61.

* On the discoveries in Wadi ed-Daliyeh, see F. M. Cross, “The Discovery of the
Samaria Papyri,” BA 26 (1963): 110-121. The last artifacts discovered by Bedouin in
Wadi ed-Daliyeh were purchased from them in August 1963.

% For the full scientific report on the two seasons of excavations in Wadi ed-Dali-
yeh, see P. W. Lapp and N. L. Lapp, ed., Discoveries in the Wadi ed-Daliyeh (AASOR
41; Cambridge: ASOR, 1974).

¢! For photographs of all the documents and fragments found in Wadi ed-Daliyeh
along with the readings and translations of the eleven most intact documents, see
D. M. Gropp, “The Samaria Papyri from Wadi Daliyeh,” in Wadi Daliyeh II: The
Samaria Papyri and Qumran Cave 4. XXVIII: Miscellanea, Part 2 (DJD 28; ed. D. M.
Gropp et al.; Oxford: Clarendon, 2001), 3-116.

2 For the publication of the bullae from Wadi ed-Daliyeh see M. J. W. Leith, ed.,
Wadi Daliyeh Seal Impressions (DJD 24; Oxford: Clarendon, 1997).
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slave sales (documents 1-9, 18); two describe transactions in which
a slave was given as security for a loan (documents 10 and 12); one
is a court decision concerning ownership of a slave (document 11).
Another attests to the manumission of a slave or the fact that he no
longer served as security (document 13). Three documents deal with
the sale of real estate: one is a deed of consignment of a room in a
sanctuary (document 14),% the second is a deed of a house sale (docu-
ment 15), and the third is a deed of pledge of a vineyard (document
16). Also found were a receipt payment in relation to a pledge (docu-
ment 17) and a small fragment containing a legal declaration taken as
an oath (fragment 23). Fragment 22, the most ancient found in Wadi
ed-Daliyeh, can be dated to between the thirtieth and thirty-ninth year
of Artaxerxes II (i.e., 375-365 BCE). Document 1, which is the most
recent, was written in 335 BCE. All of the Wadi ed-Daliyeh documents
were written “in the city of Samaria in the province of Samaria.”®*
The excavations at Masada ran from October 1963 through April
1965.% Fifteen scrolls were unearthed in the fortress (one on papyrus).®
Masada also revealed eighteen papyri in Latin, nine papyri in Greek,
and two bilingual (Greek and Latin) papyri; 150 ostraca with inscrip-
tions in Latin and Greek;*” and 701 ostraca with texts in Aramaic and

% On the importance of this document, see H. Eshel, “Wadi Daliyeh Papyrus 14
and the Samaritan Temple,” Zion 61 (1996): 359-365 [Hebrew]; XXVI [English].

¢ On the importance of these documents for reconstructing the history of the city
of Samaria, see H. Eshel, “The Governors of Samaria in the Fifth and Fourth Centu-
ries B.C.E.,” in Judah and the Judeans in the Fourth Century B.C.E. (ed. O. Lipschits,
G. Knoppers and R. Albertz; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2007), 223-234. A compari-
son of the documents from Wadi ed-Daliyeh with the later documents found in the
Judean Desert indicates a major change in the economy of the country. Most of the
Wadi ed-Daliyeh documents are about slaves, whereas the later ones never mention
them, except for an ostracon found in Kh. Qumran in 1986, to be discussed below.

% On the first season of excavations at Masada see Y. Yadin, “The Excavation of
Masada—1963/64, Preliminary Report,” IEJ 15 (1965): 1-120. On the scrolls and
inscriptions see ibidem 103-114. For a popular summary of the Masada excavations,
see Y. Yadin, Masada: Herod’s Fortress and the Zealots’ Last Stand (trans. Moshe
Pearlman; London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1966), esp. 168-191 dealing with the
Scrolls.

% For the publication of the scrolls found at Masada, see S. Talmon and Y. Yadin,
Masada VI: Yigael Yadin Excavations 1963-1965. Final Report (Jerusalem: IES,
1999).

¢ The Latin papyri found at Masada include the salary slips of a Roman legionnaire
and a document about the distribution of medical supplies. The most important of
these papyri includes a quotation from the Aeneid. For the publication of the Latin
and Greek documents found at Masada, see H. M. Cotton and J. Geiger, Masada II:
Yigael Yadin Excavations 1963-1965. Final Report (Jerusalem: IES, 1989).
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Hebrew, most of them evidently vouchers for provisions.®® The scrolls
found at Masada can be divided into three groups: seven biblical scrolls,
four scrolls with parts of apocryphal texts, and four other scrolls. The
biblical scrolls include a fragment of Genesis; two scrolls of Leviticus;
the remains of a scroll comprising three fragments of Deuteronomy;
a fragmentary scroll of which fifty fragments of Ezekiel survive; and
two Psalms scrolls. The apocryphal texts include the most important
scroll found at Masada, i.e. seven columns from the book of ben Sira
Chapters 39-44. Another apocryphal text is based on Genesis. The
third scroll is an apocryphon based on the Book of Joshua. The last
scroll in this category contains a fragment closely related to the Book of
Jubilees. The most important of the last group of four scrolls contains
parts of a hymn known as the “Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice” (Shirot
olat ha-Shabbat), nine copies of which were found in the Qumran
caves.”” Fragments of two other as yet unidentified scrolls were also
found. The last work is written in Paleo-Hebrew script on both sides
of the papyrus. The word lirnana ‘sing joyously’ appears twice on one
side, along with the place name ‘Mt. Gerizim’.”! Of special importance
is the fact that the two biblical scrolls were found buried in the Masada
synagogue.

After the excavations on Masada came to an end, no more docu-
ments were discovered in the Judean Desert until 1986. We see, then,
that during the eighteen years of the Golden Age of archaeological
research in the Judean Desert, most of the documents were discovered

8 For the publication of the Aramaic and Hebrew ostraca found at Masada, see
Y. Yadin and J. Naveh, “The Aramaic and Hebrew Ostraca and Jar Inscription,” in,
Masada I: Yigael Yadin Excavations 1963-1965. Final Report (Jerusalem: IES, 1989),
1-68.

% This scroll was discovered on the 8th of April 1964 in a room in the casemate
wall, not far from the snake path gate. It was published by Yadin within a year. See
Y. Yadin, The Ben Sira Scroll from Masada (Jerusalem: IES and the Shrine of the Book,
1965). This book was published to mark the opening of the Shrine of the Book on 20th
of April 20, 1965 and has been repr. with notes on the readings by E. Qimron and a
bibliography by F. Garcia Martinez, in Talmon and Yadin, Masada VI, 152-251.

70 See C. Newsom and Y. Yadin, “The Masada Fragment of the Qumran Songs of
the Sabbath Sacrifice,” IEJ 34 (1984): 77-88.

/I Talmon believed that the use of Paleo-Hebrew, a script later used by the Samari-
tans, and the reference to Mt. Gerizim in the papyrus indicate that it contains a
Samaritan prayer. See Talmon and Yadin, Masada VI, 138-149. For the possibility
that it is in fact a Jewish prayer recited on 21 Kislev, the holiday instituted to mark the
destruction of the Samaritan temple, see H. Eshel, “The Prayer of Joseph, a Papyrus
from Masada and the Samaritan Temple on APTAPIZIN,” Zion 56 (1991): 125-136
[Hebrew]; XII [English].
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by Bedouin. In all these cases, Khalil Iskander Shahin was the middle-
man between the Bedouin and the archaeologists. The scrolls from
Qumran Caves 1, 2, 4, 6, and 11 were found by Bedouin and reached
the Rockefeller Museum and the Shrine of the Book after passing
through his hands. Similarly, the scrolls and documents found in
Wadi Murabba‘at, Khirbet Mird, Nahal David, and Wadi ed-Daliyeh
passed through him. The so-called Wadi Seiyal collection, most of
which actually derives from the Cave of Letters and the Cave of Hor-
ror in Nahal Hever, also came to the Rockefeller Museum after being
purchased by Shahin.

The curators of the Rockefeller Museum made great efforts to acquire
all of the Judean Desert scroll fragments and keep them together in the
Museum. Their efforts proved amazingly successful; more than 95%
of the fragments ended up in the Museum, enabling scholars to piece
together and identify many fragments correctly. Nevertheless, a small
number of fragments were scattered among various public and private
collections. Those in public collections include the following:

1. 377 fragments in the possession of the Bibliothéque nationale in
Paris derive from eighteen scrolls found in Qumran Cave 1.

2. Fragments of twenty scrolls found at Qumran are held in the
National Archaeological Museum on the Citadel in Amman,
Jordan.”?

3. The University of Louvain, Belgium holds fourteen Greek Papyri of
the New Testament from Kh. Mird as well as a booklet written in
Christian Palestinian Aramaic.”

4. Four phylactery parchments from Cave 4 are now kept by the Uni-
versity of Heidelberg in Germany.”

5. The Flagellation Museum of the Franciscan Order on the Via Dolo-
rosa in the Old City of Jerusalem owns two fragments from Cave
4: one belongs to a scroll containing an apocryphon based on the
Book of Joshua (4Q379); the other is the only surviving fragment

72 These are fifteen scrolls from Cave 1, four scrolls from Cave 4, and the Copper
Scroll from Cave 3. For a full list see G. J. Brooke, “Amman Museum,” in Schiffman
and VanderKam, eds., Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls, 1: 22-23.

73 See Reed, Catalogue, 223-225; M. Baillet, “Un livret magique en christo-pales-
tinien a L’Université de Louvain,” Le Muséon 76 (1963): 375-401; S. Verhelst, “Les
Fragments du Castellion (Kh. Mird) des évangiles de Marc et de Jean (P),” Le Muséon
116 (2003): 15-44.

™ See Reed, Catalogue, 66—67.
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of a composition called Renewed Earth (4Q475). The Franciscans
also possess a Hebrew document from Year Two of the Bar Kokhba
Revolt from Wadi Murabba‘at that has never been published.”

6. The Musée de la Terre Sainte (Holy Land Museum) of the Catholic
Institute in Paris owns a fragment from a Psalms scroll found in
Cave 4 (4Q98=4QPs?) along with the deed of sale of a field from
the time of the Bar Kokhba Revolt.”

7. The Oriental Institute at the University of Chicago owns a fragment
from a scroll called “Wiles of the Wicked Woman” (4Q184).””

8. Several tiny fragments, evidently from the Wadi Murabba‘at caves,
are in the possession of McGill University in Montreal.”®

In addition to these fragments held in public collections, we also know
of a number of fragments in private hands.” Fragments of three scrolls
from Qumran Cave 1, formerly in the possession of Mar Samuel, are

7> For photographs of the two Qumran fragments, see P. A. Spijkerman, “Chro-
nique de Musée de la Flagellation,” Liber Annus 12 (1961-1962): 324-325. For the
association of the first fragment with the other four fragments of this scroll found in
Cave 4, see C. Newsom, “379. 4QApocryphon of Joshua®,” in Qumran Cave 4. XVII:
Parabiblical Texts, Part 3 (DJD 22; ed. G. Brooke et al.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1996),
262-265. On the second fragment, see T. Elgvin, “475. 4QRenewed Earth,” in Qumran
Cave 4. XXVI (DJD 36; ed. P. Alexander et al.; Oxford: Clarendon, 2000), 464-473.
These two fragments from Qumran are said to have been offered for sale in 1953 or
1954 by a Jordanian policeman stationed in the town of Salt, cf. Philip Alexander
et al., Qumran Cave 4. XXVI: Cryptic Texts and Miscellanea, Part 1 (DJD 36; Oxford:
Clarendon, 2000), 465 n. 6. The document from Wadi Murabba‘at was bought in
February 1962. This nine line document, (11 x 8 cm) will be published by Fr. Gregor
Geiger. I would like to thank Torleif Elgvin for drawing my attention to this document
from Wadi Murabba‘at.

76 See P. W. Skehan, E. Ulrich, and P. W. Flint, “98. 4QPs%,” in Qumran Cave 4.
XVI: Psalms to Chronicles (DJD 16; ed. E. Ulrich et al.; Oxford: Clarendon, 2000),
145-149. On the document from the time of Bar Kokhba see notes 143-144 below.

77 In the official publication of this scroll this fragment was reported as being in
private hands, see J. M. Allegro, Qumran Cave 4. I (4Q158-4Q186) (DJD 5; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1968), 84. It emerged subsequently that this fragment is at the University
of Chicago, cf. J. Strugnell, “Notes en marge du volume V des ‘Discoveries in the
Judaen Desert of Jordan’,” RevQ 7 (1970): 163-276, 268. E. J. C. Tigchelaar is not
certain that this fragment really belongs to 4Q184 see Reed, Catalogue, 78.

8 See Reed, Catalogue, xviii. Note that the John Rylands University Library in
Manchester owns several un-inscribed scroll fragments from Qumran Cave 1 which
had been sent to be studied by H. J. Plenderleith, see the report he published in Bar-
thélemy and Milik, Qumran Cave 1, 39-40.

7 For an incomplete survey of the various collections that contain Qumran scroll
fragments, see P. W. Flint, “Museums and Collections,” in Schiffman and VanderKam,
eds., Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls, 1: 586-587. In 1973, a fragment of a Byz-
antine papyrus from the 5th-6th century CE was found, near the columbarium in the
western section of Masada. See Cotton and Geiger, Masada 11, 89-90.
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now owned by a Syrian Orthodox Church in New Jersey.** Two frag-
ments from Cave 4 were purchased by M. Testuz of France. One of
them is a Hebrew fragment of the book of the Hosea (4Q78=4QXII");
the second, an Aramaic fragment from the work known as the Testa-
ment of Jacob (4Q537).*! In 1980, another fragment from the Wadi
Murabba‘at Genesis Scroll, in private hands, was published. Its owner
wished to remain anonymous.*> We should also mention three bib-
lical fragments stolen from the Rockefeller Museum in 1966, when
the members of the diplomatic corps accredited to the Kingdom of
Jordan had been invited to view the scroll fragments.* The three miss-
ing items are the largest fragment of one of the scrolls of the book
of Samuel from Cave 4 (4Q52=4QSam") and two fragments from the
oldest scroll of the book of Daniel (4Q114=4QDan¢). No one knows
who has these fragments today.**

% See Reed, Catalogue, 31-32.

81 The collector himself published the two fragments he had purchased. See
M. Testuz, “Deux fragments inédits des manuscrits de la mer Morte,” Semitica 5
(1955): 37-38. For the identification of these fragments as parts of scrolls from Cave
4, see R. E. Fuller, “78. 4QXII¢,” in Qumran Cave 4. X: The Prophets (DJD 15; ed.
E. Ulrich et al; Oxford: Clarendon, 1997), 237-242. On the Aramaic fragment, see
E. Puech, Qumran Cave 4. XXII: Textes Araméens (DJD 31; Oxford: Clarendon, 2001),
171-175.

82 See E. Puech, “Fragment d’'un Rouleau de la Genése provenant de Désert de
Juda,” RevQ 10 (1980): 163-166. This was the first appearance of a phenomenon that
occurred increasingly after 2002, i.e. private collectors allowing publication of the frag-
ments in their possession. Note that, generally speaking, the scientific publication of
an artifact in a private collection increases its value. The situation of the Dead Sea
Scrolls is somewhat unique, however, because Khalil Iskander Shahin and his heirs
did not and still do not have direct connections with collectors who can pay the small
fortune they demand for the scrolls. Consequently they rely on scholars to put them
in contact with the collectors. Scholars are more interested in unpublished scrolls than
in those that have already been published, so in this case antiquities dealers prefer that
the scrolls in their hands will not be published.

% On this incident see F. Maranz, “The Case of the Missing Scrolls,” Jerusalem
Report, December 26, 1991, 6.

8 This Samuel scroll is among the oldest found at Qumran, and its textual variants
are extremely important. Fortunately, all three fragments were photographed before
they were stolen. For a photograph of the missing Samuel fragment, see F. M. Cross
et al., Qumran Cave 4. XII: 1-2 Samuel (DJD 17; Oxford: Clarendon, 2005), pl. XXIV.
For photographs of the two missing fragments of Daniel, see E. Ulrich et al., Qumran
Cave 4. XVI: Psalms to Chronicles (DJD 16; Oxford: Clarendon, 2000), pl. XXXIV.
On the fact that the two fragments were stolen, see ibidem, 269. On the importance
of the missing Samuel fragment, see E. M. Cook, “1 Samuel XX 26-XXI 5 According
to 4QSam®,” Vetus Testamentum 44 (1984): 442-454.
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III. New Texts from Qumran

After this survey of eighteen glorious years of archaeological explora-
tion in the Judean desert, we turn to the scroll fragments that have
been published since 1984. My presentation is chronological, begin-
ning with literary remains found in Qumran and proceeding to those
from the time of the Bar Kokhba Revolt.* In particular, I begin the sec-
ond part of my survey with Yigael Yadin’s death in 1984, even though
the first publication of a fragment owned by a collector who wishes
to stay anonymous, dates back to 1980. This phenomenon intensified
after the completion, in 2002, of the publication of the thousands of
fragments held in the Rockefeller Museum in Jerusalem. Because three
small fragments of Qumran scrolls and three economic documents
from the time of the Bar Kokhba revolt which Yadin had managed to
retrieve were published only after his death, I will begin this part of
my survey in 1984.

The Leviticus scroll from Cave 11, in paleo-Hebrew script, was pub-
lished in 1985.%¢ An appendix to this volume included a large two-
column fragment (labelled fragment L) that had not been acquired by
the Rockefeller Museum but was purchased by Prof. George Roux of
France in January 1967. The authors wrote that they had not included
the fragment in the body of their edition because they were made
aware of its existence at a late stage and because of the poor quality of

% Even though the present article deals with the Qumran scrolls and the Bar
Kokhba-era documents, it bears noting that a two-line legal papyrus that was offered
to the British Museum still sealed by a bulla, was published in 1990. The document
was opened by the Museum, which decided not to purchase it because some scholars
doubted its authenticity. It is known as the “marzeah papyrus,” because it documents
a legal ruling concerning the ownership of a tavern, mill, and house. Based on the
script, this document should probably be dated to the end of the Iron Age (i.e., the
sixth century BCE). The shape of the letter mem and the language employed suggest
that it may be a Moabite document. When it was first published, the suggestion was
made, based on an incorrect reading of the bulla, that it had been discovered north
of the Dead Sea in Transjordan. Now that the bulla has been read correctly, this pos-
sibility is untenable. Concerning this document, see: P. Bordeuil and D. Pardee, “Le
papyrus du marzéah,” Semitica 38 (1990): 49-68; F. M. Cross, “A Papyrus Recording
a Divine Legal Decision and the Root rhq in Biblical and Near Eastern Legal Usage,”
in Leaves from an Epigrapher’s Notebook (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2003), 63-69;
S. Ahituv, “A Divine Verdict: A Judicial Papyrus of the Seventh Century BCE,” Eretz-
Israel 26 (1998/99): 1-4 [Hebrew]; 226 [English]. So far as is known, this document
currently belongs to an American collector and was part of the travelling exhibitions
mentioned below.

% See Freedman and Mathews, The Paleo-Leviticus Scroll.
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the photographs of the fragment made available to them. In fact, two
unclear photos of the fragment were included in the book. Neverthe-
less they did propose an initial deciphering of the fragment. The first
column of this fragment consists of Leviticus 21:7-12, while the second
column contains 22:21-27.% Four years later, Emile Puech published
an excellent photo of this fragment along with improved readings.®*

After Yigael Yadin died, three tiny fragments of Qumran scrolls
were found in his desk drawer. They were transferred to the Shrine
of the Book and published by Shemaryahu Talmon, who was unable
to identify them with any previously known scroll. The first fragment
consisted of the upper margin and three lines with parts of verses
from Psalm 18:21-29. The other two fragments are in Hebrew.* After
they were published, Eibert Tigchelaar identified the first fragment
as part of one of the Psalms scrolls from Cave 11 (11Q8=11QPs%).”
The other two fragments were also subsequently identified as parts of
scrolls from Cave 11.°! One, part of the Jubilees scroll from Cave 11
(11Q12=11QJubilees), contains Jubilees 7:4-5. The other is part of a
hymn from Cave 11 (11Q16=11QHymn") that resembles the prayer
known as the “Words of the Luminaries,” three copies of which were
found in Cave 4.

In January 1992, while Bruce Zuckerman and Stephen Reed were
cataloguing photographs of scrolls held by the Shrine of the Book,
they found a photo of a round fragment containing parts of ten lines
written in Aramaic. Even at first glance it was clear that this was one of
the fragments that survived from 11QtgJob. The fragment in the pho-

% Freedman and Mathews, The Paleo-Leviticus Scroll, 3 and Plate 5. For an initial
reading of the text, see Freedman and Mathews, The Paleo-Leviticus Scroll, 83.

8 See E. Puech, “Notes en marge de 11QPaléoLévitique: le fragment L, des frag-
ments inédits et une jarre de la Grotte 11,” RB 96 (1989): 161-189. According to
Puech, this fragment was purchased in 1963. This fragment was part of the exhibi-
tions in the United States mentioned below. The fragment is in an advanced state of
decomposition.

% See S. Talmon, “Fragments of Hebrew Writings without Identifying Sigla of
Provenance from the Literary Legacy of Yigael Yadin,” DSD 5 (1998): 149-155.

% See Garcia Martinez, Tigchelaar, and van der Woude, Qumran Cave 11. II,
66-67.

! H. Eshel, “Three New Fragments from Qumran Cave 11,” DSD 8 (2001): 1-8.

% Later, Shemaryahu Talmon accepted these identifications and used the sug-
gested sigla. See S. Talmon, “5a. XQText A (=11QJub frg. 7a)” and “5b. XQTextB
(=11QHymns® frg. 2),” in Alexander et al., Qumran Cave 4. XX VI, 485-489.
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tograph was the targum of Job 23:1-8.” Before the discovery of this
photo, twenty-seven round fragments were known; their shape indi-
cates that they were adjacent to one another when the scroll was rolled.
Moths had eaten most of the scroll except for this round “plug,” which
is why the surviving fragments of columns of the scroll are round.
Because Fragment 6 of the scroll bore part of the Targum of Job 21:
20-27, while Fragment 7 covered two columns, with parts of the trans-
lation of Job 24:12-17 in the right-hand column, the new fragment
must have come from between them (today it is labelled Fragment 6a).
The photographs found in the Shrine of the Book were taken on June
8, 1967, that is, while the Six-Day War was still in progress. Because
this was also the day when the first photos of the Temple Scroll were
taken, it is likely that this fragment of the Job Targum had also been in
Khalil Iskander Shahin’s home, along with the Temple Scroll, and was
brought to Yadin together with it on June 8, 1967. In the article that
accompanied publication of the photograph, the authors wrote that
the “new” fragment was of unknown provenance (all they had was the
photograph from the Shrine of the Book). Five years later, however,
with the official publication of the Job Targum in the Discoveries in the
Judaean Desert series, it was reported that the new fragment had been
located and attached to the other fragments of this scroll.*

A small fragment from one of the Annexes to the Community Rule
(1QS), discovered in Cave 1 in 1947, was published in 1994.” This
fragment had been presented to the scrolls scholar William Brownlee
by Mar Athanasius Samuel in 1973. After Brownlee died in 1983 his
widow sold the fragment to the Norwegian collector Martin Scheyen.
The fragment in question, which has parts of four lines, links up per-
fectly with the fifth column of the “Rule of Blessings (1QSb).” The
article that accompanied the publication of the fragment included two
photographs of it, the first taken in 1973 and the second in 1994. A
comparison of the two is instructive: whereas one can make out nine-
teen letters in the earlier photograph, only fourteen are visible in the
second one. As we shall see, this state of affairs, in which fragments

% See B. Zuckerman and S. A. Reed, “A Fragment of an Unstudied Column of
11QtgJob: A Preliminary Report,” Comprehensive Aramaic Lexicon Newsletter 10
(1993): 1-7.

% See Garcia Martinez, Tigchelaar, and van der Woude, Qumran Cave 11. II, 101.

% See G. J. Brooke and J. M. Robinson, A Further Fragment of 1QSb: The Schoyen
Collection MS 1909 (Occasional Papers 30; Claremont: The Institute for Antiquity and
Christianity, 1994) [= Journal of Jewish Studies 46 (1995): 120-133].
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owned by private owners fade, is not unique to this fragment.”® Tiny
fragments from the first two columns of 1QapGen, also in a collection
of Martin Scheyen, were published two years later.”

That same year, Haggai Misgav published four fragments of scrolls
owned by the Hecht Museum at the University of Haifa.”® One of them
was identified as part of one of the copies of the Songs of the Sabbath
Sacrifice from Qumran Cave 4 (4Q401). The fragment comes from
the hymn for the eighth Sabbath, which describes the seven calls by the
seven “chief princes of the angels,” recited as a liturgical sequence. The
hymn describes how each angel grants permission to the next to utter
the praises of the Lord, with the praises of each one increasing seven-
fold during the course of the hymn.”

Two years later, André Lemaire published a small fragment contain-
ing the right margin and the beginning of four lines from column 14
of the Temple Scroll. This fragment includes the laws of the sacrifices
to be offered on the first day of the first month, which is the first day
of the priestly days of ordination.'® A year later Lemaire published
another small fragment with parts of five lines in Aramaic (XQOffer-
ing ar)."" This fragment, too, deals with the laws of sacrifice, but has
not yet been identified (that is, it has not yet been associated with an

% This has prompted antiquities dealers doing their utmost today to sell any frag-
ments still in their possession before they crumble into dust. Three other factors have
caused them to think that they should try to sell such fragments now, before it is too
late: (1) the fact that in the 1990s collectors paid vast sums for Qumran fragments;
(2) The announcement of some of those collectors that they are not interested in
acquiring additional fragments; (3) the economic slowdown of recent years. All of this
has led antiquities dealers, for the first time since the scrolls were discovered, to the
conclusion that they may have missed the boat; that is, that they could have received
more for the fragments had they sold them in the 1990s. Given the precarious state of
the fragments, any further delay is liable to reduce their value.

7 See M. Lundberg and B. Zuckerman, “New Aramaic Fragments from Qumran
Cave One,” Comprehensive Aramaic Lexicon Newsletter 12 (1996): 1-5.

% See H. Misgav, “2. XReceipt ar and gr,” in Gropp et al., Wadi Daliyeh II, 223-
229.

* See H. Eshel, “Another Fragment (3a) of 4QShirot ‘Olat HaShabbat® (4Q401),”
in Liturgical Perspectives: Prayer and Poetry in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls (STJD 48;
ed. E. G. Chazon; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 89-94.

10 A. Lemaire, “Nouveaux fragments du Rouleau du Temple de Qumrén,” RevQ
17 (1996): 271-274.

1 A. Lemaire, “Un fragment araméen inédit de Qumrén,” RevQ 18 (1997): 331-
333; idem, “6. XQOffering ar,” in Alexander et al., Qumran Cave 4. XXVI, 490-491.
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identified scroll).'” The two fragments are part of a private collection
in Jerusalem.

In 2000, Armin Lange published a fragment of a scroll that had
been purchased by a Finnish clergyman in the 1960s. The clergyman
insisted on remaining anonymous and bequeathed the fragments to
the State of Israel. It is now housed in the Shrine of the Book. This
fragment preserves parts of six lines, but Lange was unable to identify
them.'”® After its publication it was identified as coming from one of
the copies of 4QInstruction (4Q418).!%

About three years ago I was asked to serve as the academic advisor
to several American collectors who own rare copies of the Bible when
they organized exhibitions about the history of the Bible and its Eng-
lish translations.'” Over a period of two years, until February 2005,
the exhibitions were mounted in several cities in the southern United
States and in the Midwest. They included several fragments of Qumran
scrolls that had not been acquired by the Rockefeller Museum in the
1950s and had remained in the possession of Khalil Iskander Shahin.
Because the exhibition dealt with the history of the Bible, the collectors
preferred to include passages from biblical scrolls. In the first article
about these fragments, six of those included in the exhibition were
published, four of them from biblical scrolls.’*® The items from Cave 4
were a fragment from the Genesis scroll (4Q6=4QGen') and two frag-
ments of an Isaiah scroll (4Q56=4QIsa®). It is unfortunate that a small
fragment of Genesis included in the exhibition seems to come from
Cave 8 (8QGen); this is because Cave 8 was discovered by Roland de
Vaux himself (and not by Bedouin), leading to the conjecture that

12 One should consider the possibility that this fragment comes from the New
Jerusalem Scroll found in Cave 11 (11Q18=11QNew Jerusalem). On this scroll, see
Garcia Martinez, Tigchelaar, and van der Woude, Qumran Cave 11. II, 305-355.

1% See A. Lange, “XQUnidentified Text,” in Alexander et al., Qumran Cave 4.
XXVI, 492-493.

104 See E. Puech and A. Steudel, “Un nouveau fragment du manuscrit 4QInstruc-
tion (XQ7 = 4Q417 ou 418),” RevQ 19 (2000): 623-627; E. Tigchelaar, To Increase
Learning for the Understanding Ones (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 125.

105 'We would like to thank Dr. William H. Noah of Murfreesboro, Tennessee, Mr.
Bruce Ferrini of Bath, Ohio, and Mr. Lee Biondi of Los Angeles for allowing us to
study and publish these fragments.

1% The six fragments published in the first article are scroll fragments for which we
received infrared photographs plus a scale, making it possible to publish them in full.
See E. Eshel and H. Eshel, “New Fragments from Qumran: 4QGenf, 4QlIsa®, 4Q226,
8QGen and XQpapEnoch,” DSD 12 (2005): 134-157.



74 HANAN ESHEL

the fragment in question was stolen by one of his workers.'”” The two
non-biblical fragments we were able to publish are a small fragment
from a scroll similar to the Book of Jubilees (4Q226 = 4Qpseudo]ubi-
lees), which recounts either the banishment of Hagar or the binding
of Isaac. Another fragment, on papyrus, contains the end of chapter 8
and the beginning of chapter 9 of I Enoch. This fragment is the first to
be found of a new copy of that work. Because we do not know which
cave this fragment was found in, it is designated XQpapEnoch. The
text here is important, because it makes it possible to correct a num-
ber of reconstructions proposed by Joseph Milik for two fragments of
1 Enoch found in Cave 4.'%

The items from the American travelling exhibitions were published
in three catalogues.'” Another article dealt with six fragments whose
photographs were published in these catalogues (five biblical fragments
and a small fragment from one of the copies of 4QInstruction). The
same article also discussed a fragment from one of the Psalms scrolls
from Cave 11, now in the possession of Ashland Theological Seminary
in Ohio, a photograph of which was in a pamphlet published by the
seminary.""” The Ashland fragment can be joined to one of the frag-
ments shown in the exhibition; it seems likely, therefore, that the two
fragments were still connected when they were discovered in Cave 11
in 1956. Over time, however, the single fragment disintegrated so that
one part is now in Ohio and the other formed part of the exhibitions.
With the exception of these two fragments of the Psalms scroll from

17 One cannot rule out the possibility that this fragment was stolen from the
Rockefeller Museum, but because it was not photographed, it seems more likely that
it was stolen in the field and not at a later stage.

1% On the new fragment of the Book of Enoch, see E. Eshel and H. Eshel, “A New
Fragment of the Book of the Watchers from Qumran (XQpapEnoch),” Tarbiz 73
(2004): 171-179 [Hebrew]; V [English]. For an English version, see note 106 above.

1% Lee Biondi, From the Dead Sea Scrolls to the Forbidden Book (Dallas: HisStory,
2003); idem, From The Dead Sea Scrolls to the Bible in America (Chicago: Bible League,
2004); William H. Noah, Ink & Blood: From the Dead Sea Scrolls to the English Bible
(Murfreesboro: Aco, 2005).

110 See the Newsletter of Ashland Theological Seminary Koinonia January 2005.
According to this publication, this fragment was recently donated to the Seminary by
a private collector. Its ownership can be traced back to the family of Khalil Iskander
Shahin of Bethlehem. We are grateful to Dr. Gavriel Barkai of Bar-Ilan University for
giving us a copy of this publication.
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Cave 11, the other five fragments discussed in this article all came
from Cave 4.

The items in Martin Scheyen’s collection are displayed on a website,
in most cases along with a photograph.''? Based on the information on
the Schoyen Collection website, it seems that in addition to the frag-
ments mentioned above (from the Rule of Blessings and the Genesis
Apocryphon), Scheyen owns fragments of two biblical scrolls that evi-
dently came from Qumran—a fragment of a Psalm scroll, and a frag-
ment of a scroll of the Minor Prophets containing parts of Joel chapter
4. These fragments have not yet been identified with any known scroll.'?
It has also been reported that he owns a dozen fragments (evidently
tiny and insignificant) from the second and third columns of the Tem-
ple Scroll (11Q19=11QTemple), which have not yet been published.
The most important fragment owned by Scheyen belongs to a papyrus
scroll containing an Aramaic version of the book of Tobit, derived
from one of the scrolls from Cave 4 (4Q196=4QpapTobit* ar), with
parts of Tobit 14:3-4."

In 2003, sixty three Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek inscriptions found
in Roland de Vaux’s excavations at Khirbet Qumran were published.'"
These inscriptions were written on sherds and various stone objects
(such as weights). Some of the inscriptions on potsherds were writ-
ten on the intact vessels, indicating their volume or contents; others
were ostraca, that is, inscriptions written in ink on broken pieces of

11 See E. Eshel and H. Eshel, “A Preliminary Report of Seven New Fragments from
Qumran,” in Meghillot: Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls V-VI. A Festschrift for Devorah
Dimant (ed. M. Bar-Asher and E. Tov; Jerusalem: Bialik Institute Haifa University
Press, 2007), 271-278 [Hebrew]. This article deals with fragments of photos which
appeared in catalogues. However, some are colour photos that are hard to decipher,
while others lack a scale.

12 The Scheyen Collection website is: www.schoyencollection.com/dsscrolls.htm.

'3 The holdings of the Scheyen Collection also include fragments of a scroll of the
book of Daniel from Cave 1 (1QDan® =1Q72), which was published in Barthélemy and
Milik, Qumran Cave 1.1 will discuss two other fragments from the Schoyen Collection
(of Joshua and Judges) in an appendix to this publication.

14 This fragment was published in M. Hallermayer and T. Elgvin, “Scheyen ms.
5234: Ein neues Tobit-Fragment vom Toten Meer,” RevQ 22 (2006): 451-461.

15 See A. Lemaire, “Inscriptions et Graffiti,” in Khirbet Qumran et ‘Ain Feshkha
(ed. J.-B. Humbert and J. Gunneweg; Fribourg: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 2003)
2: 341-388. On an important ostracon which was used for scribal exercises found
at Qumran, see also E. Eshel, “3. KhQOstracon,” in Alexander et al., Qumran Cave
4. XXVI, 509-512. On another inscription found at Qumran, which may have been
carved into an Iron Age weight, see H. Eshel, “A Three Shekel Weight (?) from Qum-
ran,” Judea and Samaria Research Studies 10 (2001): 33-34 [Hebrew]; XI [English].
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pottery. During an excavation at Khirbet Qumran directed by James
Strange in 1996 two more ostraca were found, one in relatively good
condition, and the other broken."® The intact ostracon is a deed of
gift in Hebrew whereby a certain Honi conveys all his property to a
man named Eleazar son of Nahmani. This ostracon was published by
Frank Cross and Esther Eshel.""” In line 8 they read kemaloto la-yahad
‘when he fulfils [his oath] to the community’; they proposed that this
deed of gift was a draft of an account written by Eleazar son of Nah-
mani, who served as an Overseer of the community, given by Honi,
who wanted to join the Yahad.'® After the publication of the ostracon,
various alternative readings were proposed, most of them suggesting
a different reading for kemaloto la-yahad."”® Prior to the discovery of
this ostracon at Qumran only three deeds of gift from the Judean Des-
ert caves were known (two in Greek and one in Aramaic). In all three
previously known deeds the property is conveyed to female members
of the family (wives or daughters) who needed the deeds so that the
family property could pass to them, since according to Roman law

16 See J. F. Strange, “The 1996 Excavations at Qumran and the Context of the
New Hebrew Ostracon,” in Qumran, the Site of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Archaeological
Interpretations and Debates (STD] 57; ed. K. Galor, J. B. Humbert, and J. Zangenberg;
Leiden: Brill, 2006), 41-54.

117" See F. M. Cross and E. Eshel, “Ostraca from Khirbet Qumran,” IEJ 47 (1997):
17-28.

18 This interpretation is based on the description found in the Rule of the Com-
munity: “If the lot should go out to him that he should approach the assembly of the
Community according to the priests and the multitude of the men of their covenant,
then both his property and his possessions shall be given to the hand of the man
(who is) the Examiner over the possessions of the Many. And he shall register it into
the account with his hand, and he must not bring it forth for the Many.” (1QS VI,
18-20). The translation is taken from E. Qimron and J. H. Charlesworth. “Rule of the
Community (1QS),” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek Texts with
English Translations. Volume 1: Rule of the Community and Related Documents (ed.
J. H. Charlesworth; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1994), 29.

19 See F. H. Cryer, “The Qumran Conveyance: A Reply to F. M. Cross and
E. Eshel,” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 11 (1997): 232-240; A. Yardeni,
“A Draft of a Deed on an Ostracon from Khirbet Qumran,” IEJ 47 (1997): 233-237;
P. R. Callaway, “A Second Look at Ostracon No. 1 from Khirbet Qumran,” The Qum-
ran Chronicle 7 (1997): 145-170; G. W. Nebe, “Qumranica IV: Die jiingst in Khirbet
Qumran gefundene hebréische Schenkungsurkunde auf einer Tonscherbe,” Zeitschrift
fiir Althebraistik 12 (1999): 96-103; E. Qimron, “Improving the Editions of the Dead
Sea Scrolls,” in Meghillot: Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls I (ed. M. Bar-Asher and
Devorah Dimant; Jerusalem: Haifa University Press/Bialik Institute, 2003), 135-145
[Hebrew]; VI [English]. See Cross’s replies to those proposals: F. M. Cross and
E. Eshel, “1. KhQOstracon,” in Alexander at al., Qumran Cave 4. XXVI, 505-507.
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they were not considered to be legal heirs.'” The ostracon from Qum-
ran is the first deed of gift found in the Land of Israel in which the
recipient is a man. This, along with the fact that it is in Hebrew (a
rare phenomenon in the late Second Temple period),'* bolsters the
hypothesis that it was indeed a draft of an account drawn up by the
Overseer Eleazar son of Nahmani for a person named Honi, who
wished to join the sect.

An ostracon with the inscription “Eleazar son of Yeshua ha-borit”
(the soapmaker), found in the Khirbet Qumran excavations conducted
by Yitzhak Magen and Yuval Peleg, has been published in 2006.'*

In 2007 an inscription from the antiquities market was published.
Although it is written on stone and not on parchment, its content and
date (middle of the first century BCE) indicate that it should be stud-
ied together with the Qumran scrolls. The inscription is of a religious
text, written on eighty seven lines in two columns. The speaker in this
text is the angel Gabriel.'”

IV. Bar Kokhba-Period Texts Published Since 1984

In 1985, Joseph Patrich published a number of inscriptions that had
been found in the cistern of a cave in a rock shelf on the northern
slope of Nahal Michmas (Wadi Suweinit). The cistern is adjacent to
a ritual bath carved into this rock shelf. These caves are about a kilo-
metre and a half east of the Arab village of Muchmas. The group of
caves in question seems to have been carved out between 159-152
BCE, when Jonathan the Hasmonean made his headquarters there
(I Macc 9:73). Inside the cistern inscriptions and drawings made
with a carbonized stick were found. These include illustrations of a

120 See H. M. Cotton, “Women and Law in the Documents from the Judaean Des-
ert,” in Le réle et le statut de la femme en Egypte Hellénistique Romaine et Byzantine
(ed. H. Melaerts and L. Mooren; Leuven: Peeters, 2002), 123-147 and the bibliography
there.

21 H. Eshel, “Use of the Hebrew Language in Economic Documents from the
Judaen Desert,” in Jesus” Last Week (ed. R. S. Notley, M. Turnage and B. Becker;
Leiden: Brill, 2006), 245-258.

12 See Y. Magen and Y. Peleg, “Back to Qumran: Ten Years of Excavations and
Research, 1993-2004,” in Galor, Humbert, and Zangenberg, Qumran, The Site of the
Dead Sea Scrolls, 72-73. On the manufacture of borax in the caves near Kh. Qumran,
see Z. Amar, “The Ash and the Red Material from Qumran,” DSD 5 (1998): 1-15.

12 A. Yardeni and B. Elitzur, “A First-Century BCE Prophetic Text Written on a
Stone: First Publication,” Cathedra 123 (2007): 155-166 [Hebrew].
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seven-branched candelabra, a five-pointed star with smaller five-
pointed stars inside it, and two lines of the Hebrew alphabet: the let-
ters from ’alef to mem are preserved in the first line, while the second
line has the entire alphabet. Beneath the star is an Aramaic inscrip-
tion, which was translated “Joezer was uprooted, the guards entered”.
According to Patrich, Joezer wrote this graffito after he was hurt when
Roman legionaries were about to enter his hiding place in the cistern,
at the farthest edge of the cave complex. The inscriptions are written
in the late Jewish script. Even though Patrich found the spouts of four
jars typical of the Bar Kokhba period in the cave complex, he dated
the inscription to the time of the First Jewish Revolt on paleographical
grounds.' In early 1998, coins and other relics from the Bar Kokhba
era were found in a cave on the southern slope of Nahal Michmas,
opposite the cave complex with Patrich’s cistern. After comparing the
forms of the letters in the cistern inscriptions with other documents
found in the Judean Desert, we proposed dating the cistern inscrip-
tions to the Bar Kokhba Revolt rather than to the First Revolt.'*®

After Yigael Yadin’s death in 1984, it came to light that he had
acquired fragments of three documents from the Bar Kokhba period
from Shahin. One of these is a bilingual “double” document, written in
Aramaic on the inside; the surviving portions of the outer text indicate
that it was written in Hebrew. The other two documents are in Greek.
Yadin also possessed a photograph of a fourth document, a loan con-
tract written in Hebrew on parchment the original of which remained
in the possession of Khalil Iskander Shahin.'*

Two years after Yadin’s death, Magen Broshi and Elisha Qimron
published the bilingual papyrus.'”” This document, which is a deed of
sale of a house, begins, “...of [the month of] Adar in the third year of
the freedom of Israel by Shim'on son of Kosiba the Prince of Isr[ael
in the villajge of Baru...” The seller was named Yehonatan son of

124 7, Patrich, “Inscriptions Araméennes Juives dans les grottes d’El-‘Aleiliyat,” RB
92 (1985): 265-273.

12 H. Eshel, B. Zissu, and A. Frumkin, “Two Refuge Caves in Nahal Mikhmas
(Wadi Suweinit),” in Eshel and Amit, The Refuge Caves, 103-107 [Hebrew].

126 After Yadin’s death it became apparent that he had acquired these documents
as a result of his negotiations with Uhrig to purchase the Temple Scroll; see Shanks,
“Intrigue and the Scroll,” 124-125.

127 See M. Broshi and E. Qimron, “A House Sale Deed From Kefar Baru from the
Time of Bar Kokhba,” IEJ 36 (1986): 201-214.
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Eli, and the buyer was Shaul son of Harshah."”® The property changed
hands for thirty-six dinars, which seems to be a very low price.'’
During the spring of 1986 the first season of excavations in a small
cave west of Jericho took place. Fragments of five papyrus documents
were found there.”** One of them should be dated to the fourth century
BCE (P. Jericho 1). The inner side of this Aramaic document contains
a list of persons who had borrowed money. The owner of the docu-
ment had loaned money—a total of twenty one shekels—to more than
a dozen individuals. On the back of the papyrus are the sums paid by
the borrowers (the total comes to not quite thirteen shekels, leaving
them with a debt of slightly more than eight shekels)."”! The cave was
named “Abi’or Cave,” after one of the names mentioned in this docu-
ment. The other four documents found in this cave are from the Bar
Kokhba period—two in Aramaic (P. Jericho 2-3) and two in Greek
(P. Jericho 4-5). The Aramaic documents seem to be a loan contract
and a deed of sale.’® The two Greek documents are also deeds of sale,
one for real estate and the other for seeds.’** One of the Aramaic docu-
ments from the Bar Kokhba era was found in a crevice in the floor

128 Another document dated to Adar of the third year of the Bar Kokhba Revolt,
written by the same scribe, was published by Milik in 1954. In that document, too,
the sale price was very low; see J. T. Milik, “Un contrat juif de I'an 134 apres J. C.,”
RB 61 (1954): 182-190. From the publication of the document acquired by Yadin it
turned out that the correct reading in the bill of sale published by Milik was kefar Baru
(Milik had deciphered it as kefar Babyu). See J. Naveh, “Marginalia on the Deeds from
Kefar Baro,” in Studies on Hebrew and Other Semitic Languages for Hayim Rabin (ed.
M. Goshen-Gottstein, S. Morag, and S. Kogut; Jerusalem: Academon Press, 1990),
231-234 [Hebrew]. Kefar Baru is evidently to be located east of the Dead Sea, at
Minaat el-Hassan, above the hot springs of Wadi Hammamat, about five kilometers
northwest of Machaerus. This makes it likely that both documents come from a refuge
cave east of the Dead Sea.

12 On the importance of this detail, see H. Eshel, “The Dates Used during the Bar
Kokhba Revolt,” in The Bar Kokhba War Reconsidered (ed. P. Schifer; Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 2003), 93-105. The document from the village of Baru purchased by
Yadin is designated XHev/Se 8; the other document from the same site published by
Milik is referred to as XHev/Se 8a. For the official publication of both documents, see
Cotton and Yardeni, Aramaic, Hebrew, and Greek Documentary Texts, 26-37.

130 See H. Eshel et al., “A. Ketef Jericho,” in Charlesworth et al., Miscellaneous Texts
from the Judaean Desert, 3-113.

1 H. Eshel and H. Misgav, “A Fourth Century B.C.E. Document from Ketef
Yeriho,” IEJ 38 (1988): 158-176.

132 E. Eshel and H. Eshel, “2. Jericho papDeed of Sale or Lease ar” and “3. Jericho
papDeed of Sale ar,” in Charlesworth et al., Miscellaneous Texts from the Judaean
Desert, 31-41.

33 N. Cohen, “4-5e Jericho pap gr,” in Charlesworth et al., Miscellaneous Texts
from the Judaean Desert, 43-52.
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of the cave that had been filled in with dirt. The other four docu-
ments were found in dirt that had been compacted into a terrace at
the entrance to the cave. The stratigraphy in this terrace was inverted
(upside-down stratigraphy), that is, the older objects (including the
fourth-century BCE document) were closer to the surface, above those
from the Roman period (including the three documents from the time
of the Bar Kokhba Revolt).

One of the Greek documents purchased by Yadin was published
by Naphtali Lewis in 1988. It contains a declaration of assets by one
Simonos, made in December 127 CE as part of the land census ordered
by the procurator of the Province of Arabia, Titus Aninius Sextius
Florentinus. This document is quite similar to the declaration filed by
Babatha daughter of Shim‘on during the same land census (Papyrus
Yadin 16). Like Babatha, Simonos lived in Mehoza, near Zoara. Also like
Babatha, he filed his declaration in Rabbat-Moab (modern a-Rabba).
It seems likely that the two documents were written on the same day
(December 4). The declaration indicates that Simonos and his brother
Jonathan were co-owners of a date orchard.'* Later Simonos was
identified as the first husband of Shalom (Salome) Komaisa, daughter
of Levi, indicating that this document would have been part of her
archive, which the Bedouin had found in the Cave of Letters.'*

In 1994, Magen Broshi and Elisha Qimron published the document
attested only by a photograph in Yadin’s estate. This document was
written in Hebrew on parchment in “Kislev, Year Two of the Redemp-
tion of Israel by Shim‘on son of Kosiba.” In it, one Yehosef son of
Hananiah acknowledges that he is borrowing four dinars, equivalent
to one tetradrachma, from Judah son of Judah. At the bottom of the
document are the signatures of the borrower and of three witnesses.
The fact that they went to the extreme of writing this document on
parchment (which was more expensive than papyrus) for a loan of
only one tetradrachma, and that three witnesses affixed their names to
it, is evidence of the harsh economic conditions prevailing at the time

134 See N. Lewis, “A Jewish Landowner in Provincia Arabia,” Scripta Classica Israel-
ica 8-9 (1988): 132-137.

135 For the official publication of the Greek document designated XHev/Se 62 pur-
chased by Yadin see Cotton and Yardeni, Aramaic, Hebrew, and Greek Documentary
Texts, 181-194.
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and place of the loan."® This document, acquired from Shahin, is cur-
rently on display at the Hecht Museum at the University of Haifa.

The second Greek document purchased by Yadin was published
by Hannah Cotton in 1991. It consists of a three-line papyrus frag-
ment containing a further declaration of assets as part of the census
decreed by Titus Aninius Sextius Florentinus. Cotton conjectured that
the document was written in December 127 CE, at the same time as
the declaration published by Lewis and Papyrus Yadin 16 (Babatha’s
declaration)."”” In 1993, Cotton identified another fragment of the same
declaration as part of the Seiyal collection at the Rockefeller Museum.
The latter is shaped like a capital L, and the Yadin fragment fits into it
perfectly. From the Rockefeller Museum fragment it emerged that the
declaration had been made by someone whose father’s name ended
in -LWS and that it was submitted in April of 127, rather than in
December.”® Two years later Cotton realized that the declaration had
been filed by the brother of Salome Komaise daughter of Levi, and
hence that it must have come from the Cave of Letters along with the
rest of her archive.'”

In 1993, the Israel Antiquities Authority launched Operation Scroll
to survey caves in the northern portion of the Judean Desert before
the Jericho area was handed over to the Palestinian Authority. As part
of the effort, the caves on the ridge west of Jericho (“Ketef Jericho”)
were scoured again. Because the documents found in Abi'or Cave in
1986 had been buried in a terrace built in the entrance to the cave and
in a crack in the cave floor, it was decided to investigate whether the
monks who lived in these caves during the Mamluk era had removed
most of the dirt from Abi’'or Cave, which is why documents had been
found only in the terrace and the crack in the floor. In excavations
conducted below the lower entrance of Abi’or Cave, fragments of four-

136 See M. Broshi and E. Qimron. “A Hebrew I1.0.U. Note from the Second Year of
the Bar Kokhba Revolt,” JJS 45 (1994): 286-294; P. Segal, “The Meaning of the Hebrew
1.O.U. from the Time of Bar Kokhba,” Tarbiz 60 (1991): 113-118 [Hebrew]; IV [Eng-
lish]. This document is designated XHev/Se 49. For its official publication, see Cotton
and Yardeni, Aramaic, Hebrew, and Greek Documentary Texts, 121-122.

137 See H. M. Cotton, “Fragments of a Declaration of Land Property from the Prov-
ince of Arabia,” ZPE 85 (1991): 263-267.

1% See H. M. Cotton, “Another Fragment of the Declaration of Landed Property
from the Province of Arabia,” ZPE 99 (1993): 115-122.

139 See Cotton, “The Archive of Salome Komaise Daughter of Levi”. This document
is designated XHev/Se 61. For its official publication, see Cotton and Yardeni, Ara-
maic, Hebrew, and Greek Documentary Texts, 174-180.
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teen economic papyri were unearthed. Four small fragments can be
dated to the fourth century BCE (P. Jericho 6); the rest are from the
time of the Bar Kokhba Revolt, including five in Aramaic (P. Jericho
7, 8, 12, 13, and 15), four evidently in Hebrew (P. Jericho 9, 10, 11,
and 14), and four in Greek (P. Jericho 16-19)."*° In 1993, the right-
hand part of the document found inside the cave in 1986 (P. Jericho
2) was found below the entrance of the cave. The newly found frag-
ment clarified that the document was not a loan contract, but a deed
of sale in which the purchaser pledged to pay the balance of his debt
to the seller. The date formulas in four of the documents from the
Abi'or Cave cite the name of the ruler. In P. Jericho 7 this is, “on the
twenty-fifth of Tevet [year] three [of] Domition Cl[aesar]”: the third
year of Domition’s reign was 85 CE. In P. Jericho 9 we find, “[in] the
twenty-fourth of our lord [A]grippa” which means that this docu-
ment, too, dates from 84/5 CE. The date of the document is evidently
to be explained by the fact that Nero awarded Agrippa II “the town of
Julias in Perea [Transjordan; i.e., east of Jericho] with fourteen villages
around it” (Antiquities 20. 159). P. Jericho 13 seems to have been writ-
ten in 116 CE, in the eighteenth year of Trajan Caes[ar]. P. Jericho 16,
a Greek document, refers to Hadrian; dated May 128 CE, it deals with
the supply of agricultural produce to a Roman military unit.'*

A vyear later, Haggai Misgav published a fragment of a bilingual
(Aramaic and Greek) document owned by the Hecht Museum at the
University of Haifa, which is evidently to be dated to the eighth year
of the Province of Arabia, i.e. 114 CE. It seems likely that this docu-
ment was brought to one of the Judean Desert caves at the end of the
Bar Kokhba Revolt.'*

During the first half of the 1990s (until 1996) Bedouin systemati-
cally robbed some 3,500 tombs in the cemetery at Khirbet Qazone,
on the tongue of the Dead Sea. Here they found two Greek papyri,

140 For the official publication of the documents from Abi'or’s Cave, see H. Eshel
et al., “A. Ketef Jericho,” in Charlesworth et al., Miscellaneous Texts from the Judaean
Desert, 3-113. During Operation Scroll, Eyal Ehrenstam found an ostracon bearing a
Jewish name from the Ummayad Period in Cave V/38 located opposite the settlement
of Na'aran. This ostracon has not yet been published.

1 On this document see also R. Haensch, “Zum Verstindnis von P.Jericho 16 gr,”
Scripta Classica Israelica 20 (2001): 155-167.

142 See Misgav, “2. XReceipt ar and gr,” in Gropp et al., Wadi Daliyeh II, 223-224.
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evidently from the second or third century CE. One of them is a deed
of sale that cites a Nabatean name.'*

In a 1997 publication, Ada Yardeni identified four further frag-
ments of a deed of sale for a plot of land, written in the late first or
early second century CE, whose relatively intact upper part (now in
the Musée de la Bible et Terre Sainte in Paris) had been published in
1957.* The additional fragments belong to the lower half of the same
document and are kept with the documents from Wadi Murabba‘at
(and designated Mur 26). This indicates that this deed was found in
Wadi Murabba‘at.'*

In November 2002, a cave at the Ein Gedi oasis (the Har Yishai
Cave) was surveyed and excavated. The artifacts discovered included
pottery, a stone vessel, a dozen arrowheads, and eleven bronze coins
that had been restruck by the Bar Kokhba administration.'* Fragments
of two Greek documents were also found; one, a deed of sale for a plot
of land, and the other evidently a letter.'*

In the summer of 2004, Bedouin of the Rashaidah tribe found four
fragments of a scroll in a tiny cave in Nahal Arugot, along with pottery
from the time of the Bar Kokhba Revolt."*® The surviving fragments
of this scroll contain verses from Leviticus chapters 23 and 24.'"* One
of the fragments consists of the upper margin of the scroll; two oth-
ers containing parts of two columns can be joined together.'®® Based

2 See K. D. Politis, “The Discovery and Excavation of the Khirbet Qazone Cem-
etery and Its Significance Relative to Qumran,” in Galor, Humbert, and Zangenberg,
Qumran: The Site of the Dead Sea Scrolls, 213-219, esp. 216 n. 6. As far as is known,
these two documents are currently in the possession of Dr. Shlomo Moussaieff.

11 See J. T. Milik, “Deux documents inédits du Désert de Juda,” Biblica 38 (1957):
245-268.

45 See Cotton and Yardeni, Aramaic, Hebrew, and Greek Documentary Texts,
124-129.

146 On the finds at Har Yishai Cave see R. Porat, H. Eshel, and A. Frumkin, “Two
Groups of Coins from the Bar Kokhba War from Ein-Gedi,” Israel Numismatic Jour-
nal 15 (2006): 79-86; R. Porat, H. Eshel, and A. Frumkin, “Finds from the Bar Kokhba
Revolt from Two Caves at En-Gedi,” PEQ 139 (2007): 35-53.

47 See N. Cohen, “New Greek Papyri from a Cave in the Vicinity of Ein Gedi,”
Scripta Classica Israelica 25 (2006): 87-95.

48 See R. Porat, H. Eshel and A. Frumkin, “Three Bar-Kokhba Refuge Caves in
Nahal Arugot,” Judea and Samaria Studies 15 (2006): 120-124 [Hebrew]; XIV-XV
[English].

14 For the publication of these fragments, see H. Eshel, Y. Baruchi, and R. Porat,
“Fragments of a Leviticus Scroll (ArugLev) Found in the Judean Desert in 2004,” DSD
13 (2006): 55-60.

%0 These fragments were acquired with the assistance of the David and Jemima
Jeselsohn Epigraphic Center of Jewish History at Bar-Ilan University. After they were
cleaned and photographed, they were transferred to the Israel Antiquities Authority.
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on these remains, we can calculate the width of the two columns and
the number of lines per column (thirty six) in this scroll. Before the
discovery of these fragments, fourteen Bar Kokhba-era scrolls were
known, including passages from the other four Books of the Penta-
teuch. The fragments from Nahal Arugot are the first representing
Leviticus.” The text is identical to the Masoretic Text, except for the
work sukkot, which is written with a plene orthography in the scroll
(i.e., a waw between the kaf and the tav), whereas in the Masoretic
Text it is written defectively (no waw). The discovery of these frag-
ments suggests that there is still a chance of finding additional scrolls
and documents in the Judean Desert caves.

V. Appendix: Fragments of Three Scrolls of Unknown Provenance

Since the year 2000 fragments of three biblical scrolls in private own-
ership have been published. Their provenance—Qumran or the Bar
Kokhba-era Refuge Caves—is unknown. All three are written in a
script typical of the first century CE; the text of all three is identical to
the Masoretic Text. The first fragment, designated XJoshua, was pub-
lished in 2000 and comprises parts of two columns from the beginning
of the Book of Joshua (chapters 1 and 2)."*> The second scroll contains
parts of the Book of Judges (XJudges). At least five surviving fragments
of this scroll have been identified scattered in four different collec-
tions. One of the fragments contains verses from chapter 1; another,
from chapter 3; and the other three fragments, from chapter 4.* The

! For the hypothesis that the scrolls from the time of the Bar Kokhba Revolt found
in the Judean Desert caves indicate that they were last read at Passover in 135 CE see
Y. Baruchi, “Fragmentary Biblical Scrolls from Bar Kokhba Revolt Refuge Caves,” in
Meghillot: Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls III (ed. M. Bar-Asher and Devorah Dim-
ant; Jerusalem: Haifa University Bialik Institute, 2005), 177-190 [Hebrew]; XV-XVI
[English].

152 This scroll is part of the collection of Martin Scheyen and was reportedly acquired
by him in 1998. For its publication, see J. Charlesworth, “XJoshua,” in Charlesworth
et al., Miscellaneous Texts from the Judaean Desert, 231-239.

13 Two fragments of this scroll are in the Hecht Museum at the University of Haifa;
a third is in the collection of Martin Scheyen; the fourth and fifth belong to two dif-
ferent private collectors who wish to remain anonymous. The fragments owned by
the Hecht Museum were published in 1994; see Misgav, “4. XBiblical Text?,” in Gropp
et al., Wadi Daliyeh II, 227-229. The fragments remained unidentified, however, until
2003. They were identified as belonging to a scroll of the book of Judges only after
the publication of the Scheyen Collection fragment which includes parts of Judges
4. For the publication of that fragment, see J. Charlesworth, “XJudges,” in Gropp et



GLEANING OF SCROLLS FROM THE JUDEAN DESERT 85

three surviving fragments of the third scroll were published in 2003
and should be designated XLev. They consist of parts of two columns
with the curses from the end of the Book of Leviticus (chapter 26)."**
Emile Puech who published these fragments argues, that they are to
be dated later than 70 CE, thus probably originated in a Bar Kokhba
Refuge cave. Thus it seems, that at least two of these scrolls (XJudg and
XLev) were recently found in the caves of the Judean Desert. Unfor-
tunately, the Israeli Archeological institutions were unable to locate
these caves.

VI. Epilogue

This survey has shown that we owe a deep debt of gratitude to the
curators of the Rockefeller Museum, who managed to acquire most
of the fragments found in the Judean Desert between 1947 and 1965
and bring them together to one place. It is only too easy to imagine
what would have happened to the study of the Qumran scrolls had
they been discovered after the Six-Day War. There is little doubt that
in that case they would have been scattered across the globe, making
it impossible to piece them together and photograph them at the same
scale.' Here I have surveyed what is known about the fate of the few

al., Wadi Daliyeh II, 231-233. There it was reported that the fragment was purchased
by Scheyen in 1999. For the identification of the first Hecht Museum fragment also
containing parts of Judges 4 as part of the same scroll see H. Eshel, “A Second Frag-
ment of XJudges,” JSJ 54 (2003): 139-141. The second Hecht Museum fragment which
contains portions from Judges 3 was identified as belonging to the same scroll by
Emile Puech, see E. Puech, “Notes sur le manuscrit des Juges 4Q50°,” RevQ 21 (2003):
315-319. Puech believes that this scroll came from Qumran, but there is no proof for
this hypothesis. Subsequently Puech published a fourth fragment from the same scroll
containing portions of Judges 1, see E. Puech, “Les manuscrits 4QJuges® (=4Q50?) et
1QJuges (=1Q6),” in Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Qumran and the Septuagint: Essays
Presented to Eugene Ulrich (VTSup 101; ed. P. W. Flint, E. Tov, and J. C. VanderKamy;
Leiden: Brill, 2006), 184-187. The last fragment was published by E. Eshel, H. Eshel,
and M. Broshi, “A New Fragment of XJudges,” DSD 14 (2007): 354-358.

15t See E. Puech, “Un autre manuscrit du Lévitique,” RevQ 21 (2003): 311-313.
Because the script of this scroll differs from that of the fragments from Nahal Arugot,
and because the Nahal Arugot scroll has thirty six lines in each column, whereas the
scroll from the private collection has more than forty lines in each column, we must
be dealing with two different scrolls.

155 By way of substantiating this statement we may refer to the discovery at Kh.
el-Kom in the southern Judean Hills of around 1600 fourth century BCE Aramaic
ostraca by antiquities looters in 1985. These ostraca are scattered all over the world,
including private collections in London, Zurich, New York, Jerusalem, and Sydney.
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fragments that were not acquired by the Rockefeller Museum. These
sustained damage over the years, chiefly when they were still in the
possession of Khalil Iskander Shahin.'*® It seems that the time during
which we can still retrieve information about these fragments is run-
ning out. Hence it is crucial to make every effort to acquire them, or
at least to have them photographed before it is too late.'”

I tend to believe that there is still a chance of finding scroll frag-
ments in the Judean Desert, perhaps even in the caves near Khirbet
Qumran."® I hope that the present review will encourage other scholars

In some cases, fragments of a single document are in different collections. Sometimes
inscriptions from two sides of the same shard have been published as two separate
documents (because the scholars worked on the basis of photographs and never saw
the actual artifacts). It is easy to imagine the fate of the study of the Dead Sea Scrolls
if the fragments found in Cave 4 had found their way onto the international antiqui-
ties market. For an article summarizing the importance of the Kh. el-Kém ostraca,
including a list of most of the scholarly literature on this subject, see A. Lemaire,
“New Aramaic Ostraca from Idumea and Their Historical Interpretation,” in Judah
and the Judeans in the Persian Period (ed. O. Lipschits and M. Oeming; Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, 2006), 413-456.

%6 T will note some egregious cases in which Shahin damaged fragments that
passed through his hands. According to the introduction to the edition of one of the
manuscripts of 4QInstruction (4Q416) we are told that when Shahin brought one of
the surviving fragments of this work (frag. 2) to the Rockefeller Museum he stuck
it to his body in order to conceal it from an inspection of his belongings at a police
roadblock. When it reached the Museum it was soaked with sweat which damaged
it. See J. Strugnell, D. Harrington, and T. Elgvin, Qumran Cave 4. XXIV: Sapiential
Texts Part 2 (DJD 34; Oxford: Clarendon, 1999), 73. Similarly parts of column 18 of
the Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from the Cave of Horror (8HevXlIgr) were kept
by a Bedouin under the lining of his Keffiyeh, a situation which did not increase the
legibility of those fragments, see E. Tov, Greek Minor Prophets, 2. Shahin divided one
of the Greek texts from the Wadi Seiyal Collection into two parts, evidently because
the person who purchased the fragment that ultimately reached Yigael Yadin did not
have enough money to pay for the entire document. The worst fate befell the Temple
Scroll the entire upper portion of which rotted away during the eleven years it was
hidden under the floor of Shahin’s house in Bethlehem. Small fragments of the Tem-
ple Scroll were glued together with postage stamps, see Yadin, The Temple Scroll, 42.
As already mentioned, one of the original parchments of the Head Phylactery bought
by Yadin fell apart before it was purchased, see Yadin, Tefillin from Qumran.

' Based on the information available to us, there are still more than thirty Qumran
fragments in private hands. On the assumption that this number includes the thirteen
fragments we have published (see notes 108 and 111), this means that private collec-
tors still own about 20 small fragments that have never been published.

%8 In this regard, it should be noted that when Magen Broshi and I dug at Qum-
ran in 2001, ground-penetrating radar allowed us to find a collapsed cave in the marl
terrace. See H. Eshel and M. Broshi, “Excavations at Qumran, Summer of 2001,” IEJ
53 (2003): 61-73; M. E. Kislev and M. Marmorstein, “Cereals and Fruits from a Col-
lapsed Cave South of Khirbet Qumran,” IEJ 53 (2003): 74-77. It is to be hoped that
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to conduct surveys and digs in the Judean Desert caves, so that such
documents can be discovered in scientific digs and not through the
plunder expeditions that Bedouin continue to conduct in the Judean
Desert caves.

with appropriate equipment it will be possible to discover similar Qumran caves in
the future, with scroll fragments in them.






SCROLLS AND HAND IMPURITY

Jop1 MAGNESS

Did the Qumran community consider touching scrolls as defiling the
hands? Elsewhere I have suggested that ovoid and cylindrical jars were
used for a variety of storage purposes and are common at Qumran
because they were adopted as distinctively shaped containers for the
pure goods of the sect.! My suggestion assumes that scrolls were stored
in jars because they had a high degree of purity, like the sect’s food and
drink.2 However, in rabbinic Judaism Torah scrolls are associated with
impurity, defiling the hands of those who touch them.” A number of
passages in rabbinic literature attest to debates about which scrolls are
holy or sacred and therefore defile the hands:*

The blank spaces in a scroll, whether above or below or at the begin-
ning or at the end impart uncleanness to hands. R. Judah says: “That
which is at the end does not impart uncleanness unless one will affix
the roller to it.” A scroll which was erased and in which remain eighty-
five letters—such as the paragraph, And it came to pass when the ark set
forward [Num. 10:35f.], imparts uncleanness to hands. A scroll in which
eighty-five letters are written, such as the paragraph, And it came to
pass when the ark set forward, imparts uncleanness to hands. All sacred

' Jodi Magness, Debating Qumran: Collected Essays on Its Archaeology (Leuven:
Peeters, 2004), 151-68: “I believe that not only were the cylindrical and ovoid jars
preferred because of the sect’s unique halakhic concerns, but because their distinc-
tive shape came to signify contents having a high degree of purity. In other words,
because their shape was easily identifiable, these jars served as markers to those who
were allowed or denied contact with the pure food or drink (or other pure goods) of
the sect.”, 162.

2 E. P. Sanders, Judaism: Practice and Belief, 63 BCE-66 CE (London: SCM, 1992),
438, suggests that perhaps scrolls defile the hands because of their great holiness.

* For a recent discussion with references see C. Milikowsky, “Reflections on Hand-
Washing, Hand-Purity and Holy Scripture in Rabbinic Literature,” in Purity and Holi-
ness: The Heritage of Leviticus (ed. M. J. H. M. Poorthuis and J. Schwartz; Leiden:
Brill, 2000), 154-59. For hand washing before prayer see J. D. Lawrence, Washing in
Water: Trajectories of Ritual Bathing in the Hebrew Bible and Second Temple Litera-
ture (Atlanta: SBL, 2006), 57-59.

* All of the relevant passages are collected and discussed in S. Z. Leiman, The Can-
onization of Hebrew Scripture: The Talmudic and Midrashic Evidence (Transactions
of the Connecticut Academy of Arts and Sciences 47; Hamden CT: Archon, 1976),
102-20.
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scriptures impart uncleanness to hands. The Song of Songs and Qohelet
impart uncleanness to hands. R. Judah says, “The Song of Songs imparts
uncleanness to hands, but as to Qohelet there is a dispute.” R. Yose says,
‘Qohelet does not impart uncleanness to hands, but as to the Song of
Songs there is a dispute.” (m. Yadayim 3:4-5)°

Rab Judah said in the name of Samuel; [The scroll] of Esther does not
make the hands unclean. Are we to infer from this that Samuel was of
opinion that Esther was not composed under the inspiration of the holy
spirit? How can this be, seeing that Samuel has said that Esther was
composed under the inspiration of the holy spirit?—It was composed to
be recited [by heart], but not to be written. (b. Megillah 7a)

All scrolls render the hands unclean, except for the scroll of the court-
yard (‘ezra = Temple court). (m. Kelim 15:6)

Martin Goodman observes that this last ruling enabled priests serv-
ing in the temple to touch Torah scrolls without defiling their hands,
although scrolls taken outside cause defilement, as do those brought
in from outside:*

The Scroll of Ezra which went forth outside [the court] renders the
hands unclean. And not only of the Scroll of Ezra alone did they speak,
but even the Prophets and the Pentateuch. And another scroll which
entered there renders the hands clean. (¢. Kelim Baba Mesi‘a 5:8)

Some passages suggest that the rabbis debated which Jewish writings
have the status of sacred scripture:

The Aramaic [passages] which are in Ezra and Daniel impart unclean-
ness to hands. The Aramaic [passages contained in Scriptures] written in
Hebrew, or a Hebrew [version] written in Aramaic or [passages written
in archaic] Hebrew script do not impart uncleanness to hands. [Holy
Scriptures] impart uncleanness to hands only if written in Assyrian char-
acters (N"™MWR = square Jewish script), on parchment, and with ink.
(m. Yadayim 4:5)

* Unless otherwise indicated, all translations of passages from the Mishnah, Tosefta,
and Babylonian Talmud are from J. Neusner, The Mishnah: A New Translation (New
Haven: Yale, 1988); J. Neusner, The Tosefta, Translated from the Hebrew with a New
Introduction, Vol. 1 (Peabody MA: Hendrickson, 2002); and the Soncino Edition of
the Babylonian Talmud.

¢ M. D. Goodman, “Sacred Scripture and ‘Defiling the Hands’,” JTS 41 (1990):
99-107, here 102.

7 Goodman, “Sacred Scripture and ‘Defiling the Hands’,” 105, observes that the
religious texts at Qumran were written on parchment, whereas papyrus, which was
generally less expensive was used for secular documents at other sites around the Dead
Sea. However, although the majority of the Qumran scrolls are written on parchment,
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Rabbinic sources contain hints that these debates began before 70.®
The Mishnah records a difference of opinion between the houses of
Hillel and Shammai:

R. Simon [Ishmael] says, “Three opinions of the House of Shammai’s
more lenient, and the House of Hillel's more stringent, rulings™ ‘[The
Book of Qohelet] does not render the hands unclean,” according to the
House of Shammai. And the House of Hillel say, ‘It renders the hands
unclean.” (m. ‘Eduyyot 5:3)

R. Simeon says: ‘Qohelet is among the lenient rulings of the House of
Shammai and strict rulings of the House of Hillel.” (m. Yadayim 3:5)

Although many scholars attribute these debates to questions sur-
rounding the canonical status of certain books, Sid Leiman concludes
that the real issue at stake was which works were considered divinely
inspired.” Michael Broyde suggests that the controversies surrounding
Esther, Ecclesiastes (Qohelet), and the Song of Songs are due to the
absence of the tetragrammaton from these three works alone among
the books of the Hebrew Bible." If this is correct, it might explain why
the house of Shammai did not consider Qohelet defiling and would
mean that this ruling has nothing to do with leniency.

A passage from the Mishnah indicates that not all Jews agreed that
touching Torah scrolls defiles the hands:

Say Sadducees: We complain against you, Pharisees. For you say, ‘Holy
Scriptures impart uncleanness to hands, but the books of Hamiras
[Homer?] do not impart uncleanness to the hands. Said Rabbi Yohanan
b. Zakkai, ‘And do we have against the Pharisees in this matter alone?
Lo, they say, “The bones of an ass are clean, but the bones of Yohanan,
high priest, are unclean.” They said to him, ‘According to their precious-
ness is their uncleanness. So that a man should not make the bones of his
father and mother into spoons. He said to them, ‘So too Holy Scriptures:
According to their preciousness is their uncleanness. But the books of

a small number are written on papyrus. Most of these are non-biblical works, but
some biblical books are represented; see E. Tov, “The Papyrus Fragments Found in the
Judean Desert,” in Lectures et Relectures de la Bible: Festschrift P.-M. Bogaert (ed. J.-M.
Auwers and A. Wénin; Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1999), 247-55.

8 Sanders, Jewish Law, 31, notes that the rabbinic passages discussing handling
sacred scriptures go back to the earliest, presumably Pharisaic layer.

® See Leiman, The Canonization of Hebrew Scripture, 102-20.

2 M. J. Broyde, “Defilement of the Hands, Canonization of the Bible, and the Spe-
cial Status of Esther, Ecclesiasticus, and Song of Songs,” Judaism 44 (1995): 65-79,
here 66.
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Hamiras [Homer?], which are not precious, do not impart uncleanness
to hands. (m. Yadayim 4:6)

This debate suggests that the Sadducees named in this passage either
considered profane works but not Torah scrolls as defiling, or that
they did not consider any scrolls as defiling."!

Another passage in the Mishnah reports that a rabbi was excom-
municated for doubting that hands can be pure or impure:

But whom did they excommunicate? It was Eliezer b. Hanokh, who cast
doubt on [the sages’ ruling about] the cleanness of hands. (m. ‘Eduyyot
5:6)"?

We have no direct evidence about whether the Qumran community
agreed that touching Torah scrolls defiles the hands. Indirect evidence
suggests that the sectarians might not have shared the rabbinic view.
First, there is an absence of evidence. In contrast to the rabbis, sectar-
ian legislation displays no concern that touching Torah scrolls conveys
impurity. This silence is loud in light of the presence of over 900 scrolls
in the caves around Qumran. Second, several factors suggest that the
Mishnaic passage cited above in which the Sadducees disagree with
Pharisees about scroll impurity reflects an early debate, including the
attribution of a ruling to Rabbi Yohanan b. Zakkai. Furthermore, the
following passage (m. Yadayim 4:7) contains the well-known disagree-
ment between Sadducees and Pharisees about whether an unbroken
liquid stream (nisoq) conveys impurity.'* The fact that this is paralleled
in 4QMMT may indicate that the debate concerning scroll impurity

1 For the purposes of this discussion it is immaterial whether the “Sadducees”
named in this passage are the historical Sadducees, or a later group of opponents so
designated by the rabbis, or another group such as the Essenes. For a discussion see
E. Regev, The Sadducees and their Halakhah (Jerusalem: Yad Ben-Zvi, 2005), 190-92
[Hebrew].

2 Milikowsky, “Reflections on Hand-Washing,” 151, points out that the correct
name of this rabbi seems to be Eleazar ben Ha-Ner.

3 For discussions of the debate over the nisoq see J. M. Baumgarten, “The Pharisaic-
Sadducean Controversies about Purity and the Qumran Texts,” JJS 31 (1980):
157-170, esp. 163-64; D. R. Schwartz, “Law and Truth: On Qumran-Sadducean
and Rabbinic Views of Law,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Forty Years of Research (ed.
D. Dimant and U. Rappaport; Leiden: Brill, 1992), 229-240, here 232; Carol Selkin
Wise, “Miqwa’6t and Second Temple Sectarianism,” in The Archaeology of Difference:
Gender, Ethnicity, Class and the “Other” in Antiquity, Studies in Honor of Eric M.
Meyers (AASOR 60/61; ed. D. R. Edwards and C. T. McCollough; Boston: ASOR,
2007), 181-200, here 181-184.
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in the preceding Mishnaic passage is also early and perhaps reflects a
sectarian view.

It is also possible that the sectarians (and perhaps priests/Saddu-
cees) considered touching holy scrolls as defiling the entire body, not
just the hands."* After all, we would expect the Qumran sect to have
a more stringent view than the rabbis with regard to purity issues.
In fact, the rabbis ruled that although touching a Torah scroll defiles
the hands, the affected person must undergo purification through
total immersion in a miqveh, not just through hand washing or hand
immersion."” In this case the sectarians might have stored the scrolls
in caves because of [im]purity concerns. Perhaps the impurity caused
by scrolls is not covered by Qumran legislation because it was taken
for granted.

In any event it seems that the pure goods of the sect stored in the
cylindrical jars at Qumran could have included scrolls as well as food
and drink. I believe that the distinctive shape of the jars signaled the
purity of their contents, thereby controlling and restricting access to
these goods:'®

He should not go into the waters to share in the pure food of the men
of holiness, for one is not cleansed unless one turns away from one’s
wickedness, for he is unclean among all the transgressors of his word.
(1QS V, 13-14)"

A passage in the Mishnah suggests that terumah is rendered impure
through contact with Torah scrolls (“the book”) and the hands:

These render heave offering unfit: he who eats food unclean in the first
remove; and he who eats food unclean in the second remove; and he
who drinks unclean liquid; he whose head and the greater part of whose
body enters drawn water; and one who was clean on whose head and
the greater part of whose body three logs of drawn water fall; and the
book (780717), and the hands (©7'M), and the tebul-yom; and food
and utensils which have been made unclean by [unclean] liquids.
(m. Zabim 5:12)

" T owe this suggestion to Eli Goldschmidt (personal communication, December
7, 2005).

1> See the Schottenstein Daf Yomi Edition of the Babylonian Talmud, commentary
on tractate Hagigah 18b2.

!¢ See Magness, Debating Qumran, 161-66.

'7 From F. Garcia Martinez and E. J. C. Tigchelaar, The Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edi-
tion (2 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 1: 81.
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The Babylonian Talmud refers to storing terumah with Torah
scrolls:**

And why did the Rabbis impose uncleanness upon a book? Said
R. Mesharshiya: Because originally food of terumah was stored near the
Scroll of the Law, with the argument, “This is holy and that is holy.” But
when it was seen that they [the Sacred Books] came to harm, the Rabbis
decreed uncleanness upon them. ‘And the hands?” Because hands are
fidgety. It was taught: Also hands which came into contact with a Book
disqualify terumah, on account of R. Parnok[’s dictum]. For R. Parnok
said in R. Johanan’s name: One who holds a scroll of the Law naked
[without its wrapping] will be buried naked.” (b. Shabbat 14a)

The juxtaposition of food of terumah and sacred scrolls in this passage
is interesting as at Qumran the term taharah (purity) seems to corre-
spond with terumah."” The sectarian custom of storing pure food and
drink (analogous to terumah) and scrolls in proximity seems to imitate
the custom in the Jerusalem temple, a practice to which the rabbis
objected.”” Linen scroll wrappers decorated with blue lines representing
a blueprint of the temple as described in the Temple Scroll were
found in Cave 1.”! Yadin suggested that the design of the wrappers
was intended to symbolize hiding the scrolls away in the temple, as
was the practice in Jerusalem.”? A baraita in the Babylonian Talmud
refers to storing Torah scrolls:

Then said Eleazar b. Po‘irah to King Jannai: ‘O King Jannai! That is the
law even for the most humble man in Israel, and thou, a King and a
High Priest, shall that be thy law [too]!” ‘“Then what shall I do?” “If thou
wilt take my advice, trample them down.” ‘But what shall happen with
the Torah?’ ‘Behold, it is rolled up and lying in the corner (7121792 "1
Y 1IPa DNMY): whoever wishes to study, let him go and study!” (b.
Qiddusin 66a)

'8 For a discussion see Leiman, The Canonization of Hebrew Scripture, 115-18.

1 J. Milgrom, “First Day Ablutions in Qumran,” in The Madrid Qumran Con-
gress: Proceedings of the International Congress on the Dead Sea Scrolls, Madrid 18-21
March, 1991 (ed. ]. Trebolle Barrera and L. Vegas Montaner; Leiden: Brill, 1992),
2:261-270, here 568: “instead of terumot Qumran employed the term tahara by which
they meant that their food should be maintained in a state of purity.”

20 Milikowsky, “Reflections on Hand-Washing,” 162, suggests that hand-washing
and hand-impurity have something to do with the priestly service in the Jerusalem
temple.

2 See Grace M. Crowfoot, “The Linen Textiles,” in Qumran Cave 1 (DJD 1; ed.
D. Barthélemy and J. T. Milik; Oxford: Clarendon, 1956), 18-38, here 18-19; Magness,
Debating Qumran, 142.

22 Y. Yadin, The Temple Scroll T (Jerusalem: IES, 1983), 198-200.
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The Schottenstein Daf Yomi Edition and the Soncino Edition of the
Babylonian Talmud both translate 121792 as referring to a rolled up
Torah scroll. However, Joseph Baumgarten translates this word as
“wrapped up”: “Behold, it is wrapped up and deposited in a corner;
whoever wishes to study it let him come and study it.”* According
to Baumgarten this baraita and the scholion to Megillat Ta‘anit attest
to the practice of wrapping and depositing written books of the law
(attributed in these sources to the Sadducees):

“On the 4th day of Tammuz the Book of Decrees was abrogated.”

The Sadducees had a Book of Decrees written and deposited (2112
n1MY) specifying, These are stoned, these are burned, etc...and when
they would sit in deliberation and someone would question their source,
they would show him in the Book...but they were unable to produce
any proof from the Torah.*

However, the scholion refers to writing and depositing (or publiciz-
ing) books, not to wrapping them. Clearer evidence for the practice of
wrapping Torah scrolls is attested in the Tosefta and the Babylonian
Talmud, where 553 describes rolling (a scroll) and NNavN denotes the
cloth wrapper:

He who makes an ark and coverings (nm180n) for a [holy] scroll, before
one has made use of them for the Most High, an ordinary person is
permitted to make use of them. Once one has made use of them for the
Most High, an ordinary person is no longer permitted to make use of
them. But one may lend a cloth for a scroll and go and take it back from
him [to whom it was lent for such a purpose and then make use of it
for a lesser purpose]. Clothes for covering a given set of scrolls they may
use for different scrolls, but they may not make use of them for other
purposes. (t. Megillah 2:13)

» From J. M. Baumgarten, Studies in Qumran Law (Brill: Leiden, 1977), 21. How-
ever, elsewhere he translates the same passage as reading “Behold, it is written and
placed in a corner.”, cf. Baumgarten, “Recent Qumran Discoveries and Halakhah in
the Hellenistic-Roman Period,” in Jewish Civilization in the Hellenistic-Roman Period
(ed. S. Talmon; Philadelphia: Trinity Press International, 1991), 147-158, here 153.

# Baumgarten, Studies in Qumran Law, 22. For the scholion see Vered Noam,
“From Philology to History. The Sectarian Dispute, as Portrayed in the Scholium to
Megillat Ta‘anit,” in Recent Developments in Midrash Research: Proceedings of the 2002
and 2003 SBL Consultation on Midrash (ed. L. M. Teugels and R. Ulmer; Piscata-
way NJ: Gorgias, 2005), 53-95. The Pharisees’” claim that the Sadducees are unable to
provide any proof from the Torah suggests the possibility that the Book of Decrees
incorporated non-biblical expansions of law, recalling Qumran legal tradition.
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R. Parnak said in the name of R. Johanan: Whoever takes hold of a scroll
of the Torah without a covering (naked) is buried without a covering.
Without a covering, think you?—Say rather, without the covering pro-
tection of religious performances. Without religious performances, think
you?—No, said Abaye; he is buried without the covering protection of
that religious performance. R. Jannai the son of the old R. Jannai said
in the name of the great R. Jannai: Is it better that the covering [of the
scroll] should be rolled up [with the scroll] and not that the scroll of the
Torah should be rolled up [inside the covering] (NNavVNAN 5530 20N
mN 190 558 HR). (b. Megillah 32a)

Although scroll wrappers are found at Qumran, sectarian legislation
provides no indication that they considered scroll containers, straps,
and wrappers as defiling, in contrast to the rabbis:

The thongs and straps which one sewed onto a book, even though it is
not permitted to keep them, impart defilement to hands. A container of
books, and a box of books, and the wrappings of a book, when they are
clean, impart defilement to hands (9902 IANW MY MMwnn
5w 12" MINavn 0Maon PN .MKRNLVN ]D”P5 WYT RY 2"YR
0™ 70 DR MIRAVA MNAY W 12 98D). (t. Yadayim 2:12)

And whereas according to the rabbis phylacteries also defile the hands,
there is no evidence that the Qumran sect shared this view:?

The straps of tefillin [while they are still attached] to the tefillin impart
uncleanness to hands. R. Simeon says, “The straps of tefillin [under any
circumstances] do not impart uncleanness to hands. (m. Yadayim 3:3)

The question why, according to the rabbis, scrolls defile the hands
remains unanswered. Perhaps the concept is related to the Roman and
Persian practice of making an offering with the hand(s) covered or
veiled, a practice that continued in the Byzantine world. The veiling
of hands was also a feature of the cult of Isis.? The notion that hands

> »

% For the rabbinic view see Goodman, “Sacred Scripture and ‘Defiling the Hands’,
105. For phylacteries from Qumran see J. T. Milik, “Tefillin, Mezuzot et Targums
(4Q128-157),” in Qumran Grotte 4. II (DJD 6; ed. R. de Vaux and J. T. Milik; Oxford;
Clarendon, 1977), 33-91; M. Baillet, “Textes des grottes 2Q, 3Q, 6Q, 7Q 4 10Q,” in Les
‘Petites Grottes’ de Qumrdn (DJD 3; ed. M. Baillet, J. T. Milik, and R. de Vaux; Clar-
endon: Oxford, 1962), 149-57. For possible phylacteries from Cave 11 see H. Eshel,
“Three New Fragments from Qumran Cave 11,” DSD 8 (2001): 1-8, here 1 n. 3. L. H.
Schiffman, Review of R. de Vaux and J. T. Milik, Qumran Grotte 4. II. JAOS 100
(1980): 170-172, here 171, suggests that due to their sanctity old phylactery straps
were used to fasten and bind scrolls at Qumran.

% See C. Witke, “Propertianum Manuale,” Classical Philology 64.2 (1969): 107-
109.
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must be covered when touching offerings or sacred objects might be
reflected in the Jewish practice of wrapping Torah scrolls and perhaps

explains why some Jews considered touching Torah scrolls as defiling
the hands.






THE GLASS FROM KHIRBET QUMRAN:
WHAT DOES IT TELL US ABOUT THE
QUMRAN COMMUNITY#*

DENNIs J. Mizz1

This paper is based on one of the chapters of the author’s doctoral
dissertation. The aim of the dissertation was to analyse Qumran in
its archaeological context, taking into consideration all of the site’s
material cultures (including the oft-ignored material assemblages),
while also assigning a probable stratigraphic context to all the finds in
these various assemblages.

The glass from Qumran, like the stone vessels, the jewellery, and
the other small finds, has not been systematically analysed from an
archaeological and a historical perspective, and neither has it been
thoroughly studied within its Late Hellenistic and Early Roman con-
text, despite its publication in 2000." Nevertheless, this has not pre-
cluded some scholars from concluding that the glass from Qumran
is “hard to reconcile with the hypothesis...of a community seeking
detachment from worldly affairs and poverty,” and that the “presence
of a large collection of glassware at the site...is an indication of indus-
trial and commercial, rather than religious, activity.” Some scholars

* T would like to thank Charlotte Hempel and the Conference Program Committee
for awarding me a bursary to attend and give a paper at the International Conference
on the Dead Sea Scrolls, which took place at the University of Birmingham in October-
November 2007. I would also like to thank Martin Goodman for his insightful com-
ments throughout the writing of my dissertation (from which this paper originates),
Jodi Magness for the helpful feedback she offered on this paper, and Ruth Jackson-Tal
for her comments on the first half of this paper. I am also indebted to J.-B. Humbert
for granting me access to the unpublished Qumran material and for letting me cite
some of the data in this paper, and to Ruth Jackson-Tal for allowing me to cite the
unpublished glass evidence from Gamla, Herodium, Jericho, and Cypros.

! See H. Wouters et al., “Antique Glass from Khirbet Qumréan: Archaeological Con-
text and Chemical Determination,” BIRPA 28 (1999/2000): 9-40.

2 Wouters et al., “Antique Glass from Khirbet Qumran,” 18.

* Y. Hirschfeld, Qumran in Context: Reassessing the Archaeological Evidence (Pea-
body MA: Hendrickson, 2004), 145. See also Lena Cansdale, Quinran and the Essenes:
A Re-Evaluation of the Evidence (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1997), 158-159, for the
conclusion that glass was still a luxury product affordable only to affluent individuals
during the 1st century BCE and the 1st century CE. Cansdale arrives at this conclusion
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have also argued that the glass from Qumran, which represents the
“only signs of opulence”, most probably belonged to the Period III
occupiers,* while for R. de Vaux the glass fragments from Qumran
were insignificant.’

It appears that a proper contextual analysis of the glass from Qum-
ran is warranted. As such, this paper will analyse how the Qumran
glass assemblage fits within the glass repertoire of Palestine during the
late 2nd century BCE, the 1st century BCE, and the 1st century CE. In
addition, since the categorisation of the glass according to its period-
of-use would be very beneficial, an attempt was made at attributing a
stratigraphic context (and consequently, a probable date-of-use) to the
various glass vessels from Qumran.® This whole endeavour should pro-
duce a more comprehensive and accurate picture of Qumran’s glass

mainly on the basis of a few passages from rabbinic literature, whose meaning (vis-a-
vis the cost of glass in antiquity) is ambiguous; moreover, Cansdale fails to consider
properly the archaeological side of the question, and the only archaeological example
she alludes to, as evidence for the preciousness of glass during the Second Temple
Period, is the discovery of three glass vessels that were found wrapped in palm fibre
within the Cave of Letters, dating to the early 2nd century CE (see Y. Yadin, Bar-
Kokhba: The Rediscovery of the Legendary Hero of the Last Jewish Revolt Against Impe-
rial Rome [London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1971], 201-205). However, Cansdale
fails to recognize that these three vessels are cast colourless vessels of the highest qual-
ity and do not represent the typical glass vessels in circulation during this period.

* M. Broshi, “Essenes at Qumran? A Rejoinder to Albert Baumgarten,” DSD 14
(2007): 25-33 (here 27).

> R. de Vaux, “Fouille de Khirbet Qumran: rapport préliminaire,” RB 60 (1953):
83-106 (here 95).

¢ The methodology of this exercise has been fully presented in my doctoral disser-
tation, and it is not possible to reproduce it in detail here. In a nutshell, the Qumran
finds are attributed a stratigraphic context by connecting their date-of-recording with
R. de Vaux’s descriptions of work undertaken in the various loci, which are broken
down according to the date on which the work was conducted. De Vaux’s descriptions
of the excavation works conducted at Qumran can be found in J.-B. Humbert and
A. Chambon, eds., Fouilles de Khirbet Qumrdn et de Ain Feshkha: I: Album de Photo-
graphies, Repertoire du Fonds Photographique, Synthése des Notes de Chantier du Pére
Roland de Vaux OP (Fribourg/Géttingen: Fribourg University Press/Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1994); F. Rohrhirsch and B. Hofmeir, eds., Die Ausgrabungen von Qumran
und En Feschcha: IA: Die Grabungstagebiicher (trans. and suppl. F. Rohrhirsch and B.
Hofmeir; Freiburg Schweiz/Gottingen: Universititsverlag/Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1996); J.-B. Humbert, A. Chambon, and S. J. Pfann, eds., The Excavations of Khir-
bet Qumran and Ain Feshkha: IB: Synthesis of Roland de Vaux’s Field Notes (trans.
and rev. S. J. Pfann; Fribourg/Géttingen: Fribourg University Press/Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 2003). Therefore, if, for example, a find was found in imaginary L.1983, with
a date-of-recording of “25/05/54”, and, according to the excavation diary, on that day
work was conducted beneath the upper floor of L.1983, then that find’s use must pre-
date the construction of the upper floor. It must be pointed out, that sometimes the
results from this analysis have to be interpreted within the framework of the general
history of the site as outlined by R. de Vaux (R. de Vaux, Archaeology and the Dead
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corpus, which will help us to clarify its actual significance and, conse-
quently, what it reflects about the Qumran community.”

I. Glassware in Palestine Between the late 2nd Century BCE
and the 1st Century CE

The production of glassware was a more limited enterprise than that
of pottery; nonetheless, numerous types of glass wares were manu-
factured throughout the Mediterranean between the late 2nd century
BCE and the 1st century CE. This section will briefly present the major
types of glass vessels that were in circulation in Palestine® during the
aforementioned period, based on a survey of circa 80-100 sites (see
figure 1).

The finest glass vessels circulating in Palestine were probably a series
of cast coloured and colourless vessels, which were first cast and then
skilfully cut and polished.” During the 1st century BCE the coloured
variety was already in vogue; on the other hand, the colourless kind
came into circulation from the middle of the 1st century CE onwards,
and, according to Pliny the Elder (1st century CE), these fine cast
colourless vessels were the most highly valued glass wares, at least
in the western Mediterranean (Pliny, Nat. 36:26). In Palestine, cast
vessels were very rare and they appear to have been a most valuable
possession (see table 1; figure 2). The situation seems to have been
analogous in Syria, the Phoenician coast, and in Nabataea.'

Sea Scrolls [rev. ed.; London: OUP, 1973]) and revised by J. Magness (J. Magness, The
Archaeology of Qumran and the Dead Sea Scrolls [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002]).

7 For methodological purposes, in this paper, the terms Qumranites and the Qum-
ran community are used to refer to the people who lived at Khirbet Qumran, whoever
they were. Therefore, the term Qumran community does not imply a religious or
sectarian community, but simply the group of people that inhabited the site.

8 In this paper the term Palestine is used to refer collectively to sites found in the
following regions: Judaea, Idumaea, Samaria, Lower and Upper Galilee, Gaulanitis, the
region of the Decapolis (in the north of present-day Jordan), Peraea (to the northeast
of the Dead Sea, in the north of present-day Jordan), and sites immediately to the east
of the Dead Sea. Therefore, the term carries no modern political connotations.

° For more information on fine cast glass, see D. F. Grose, “Early Imperial Roman
Cast Glass: The Translucent Coloured and Colourless Fine Wares,” in Roman Glass:
Two Centuries of Art and Invention (ed. M. Newby and K. Painter; London: The
Society of Antiquaries of London, 1991), 1-18.

12" A limited number of coloured and colourless cast vessels have been recorded from
Dura-Europos, from a grave near Hama (in northern Syria), and from excavations in
Beirut (see C. W. Clairmont, The Excavations at Dura Europos: Final Report IV, Part
V: The Glass Vessels [New Haven: Dura-Europos Publications, 1963], 21-29, Plates
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Another type of fine glass were polychrome mosaic vessels, which
were a series of vessels characterised by extensively-coloured and intri-
cately-patterned decoration, which required an elaborate and lengthy
process of manufacturing, whereby various coloured glass rods were
fused together." There were numerous decorative styles within the
series of polychrome vessels but the details of these variant styles need
not concern us here. Like fine cast vessels, very few sites in Pales-
tine have yielded polychrome vessels (see table 1; figure 3). On the
other hand, polychrome vessels are somewhat more common in Syria,
although few come from proper archaeological excavations, with the
majority being published in museum catalogues and collections.”? A
limited number of mosaic vessels have also been reported from the
excavations in Beirut,”® from the mansion at az-Zantur (EZ IV) in
Petra,'*and from the potter’s workshop at Oboda.'* Therefore, it seems
that, for the most part polychrome mosaic vessels were likewise a rare
commodity in the Levant.'®

2-3; S. Jennings, Vessel Glass from Beirut: BEY 006, 007, and 045 [Berytus 48-49; Bei-
rut: The Faculty of Arts and Sciences/The American University of Beirut, 2004-2005),
51-54, figures 2.22-2.23]). In the Nabataean sphere of influence, fine cast glass has
only been discovered at Aila, by the coast of the Red Sea (see J. D. Jones, “Roman
Export Glass at Aila [Aqabal,” Annales du 14° Congrés de I’Association Internationale
pour I'Histoire du Verre [2000]: 147-150 [here 148, figure 2]; S. T. Parker, “The Roman
‘Aqaba Project: The 1994 Campaign,” ADAJ 40 (1996): 231-257 [here 252]).

' For more information on the manufacturing process of polychrome mosaic ves-
sels, see N. Kunina, Ancient Glass in the Hermitage Collection (St. Petersburg: The
State Hermitage Ars, 1997), 35.

12 See J. W. Hayes, Roman and Pre-Roman Glass in the Royal Ontario Museum: A
Catalogue (Toronto: Royal Ontario Museum, 1975), 24-25; S. B. Matheson, Ancient
Glass in the Yale University Art Gallery (New Haven: Yale University Art Gallery, 1980),
17-18, no. 48; M. Dimashq, Exposition des verres Syriens a travers Uhistoire: organi-
sée a loccasion du 3¢ congrés des journées internationales du verre au musée national
de Damas, de 14-21 novembre, 1964 (Damascus: La Direction, 1964); M. O’Hea,
“The Glass and Personal Adornment,” in Jebel Khalid on the Euphrates: Report on
Excavations 1986-1996: Volume One (ed. G. W. Clarke et al.; Sydney: Meditarch,
2002), 245-272 (here 246, 257); B. Zouhdi, “Les verres mosaiqués et millefiori du
musée national de Damas,” Annales de 3° congrés des journées internationales du verre
(1964): 68-78 (here 71, 74t.).

3 Jennings, Vessel Glass from Beirut, 52.

1 D. Keller, “Mosaic Glass from az-Zantur,” in “Swiss-Liechtenstein Excavations at
az-Zantur in Petra 1996: The Seventh Season,” by B. Kolb, D. Keller, and Y. Gerber,
ADAJ 41 (1997): 242-246 (here 245).

> A. Engle Berkoff, “Israél,” BJIV 2 (1963): 107-112 (here 111).

16 See also Jennings, Vessel Glass from Beirut, 52; M. O’'Hea, “Late Hellenistic Glass
from some Military and Civilian Sites in the Levant: Jebel Khalid, Pella and Jerusalem,”
Annales du 16° Congreés de I’Association Internationale pour 'Histoire du Verre (2005):
44-48 (here 48).
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Core-formed vessels represent another rarity in Palestine, par-
ticularly during the Late Hellenistic and Early Roman periods (see
table 2; figure 4). Due to the time-consuming and intricate method
of production,'” as well as the endowment of these vessels with deep
colours, particularly blue, green, yellow, and white, these glass vessels
must have been costly as well. The same method of production also
dictated the enclosed shapes of these vessels, which were usually pro-
duced in shapes of alabastra, amphoriskoi, and unguentaria.'® Core-
formed vessels appear to have been relatively common in the eastern
Mediterranean, especially in places such as Cyprus and the Aegean
area,'” which, together with the Syro-Palestinian coast, are thought to
have been possible production centres;* this is particularly the case
in archaeological contexts dating from the 6th century BCE to the
mid-1st century BCE.* While the dearth of core-formed vessels in 1st
century BCE and 1st century CE Palestine was undoubtedly related to
their cost, it must also be associated with the fact that this industry
was fading away by this time, probably due to the invention of free-
blowing, which facilitated the production of enclosed vessels.

Owing to the complex and relatively time consuming manufactur-
ing technique involved in their production and of the raw materials
needed to imbue glass with artificially-induced colours, the aforemen-
tioned types of glass vessels fall within the category of fine glassware.*?

'7 For more information on the manufacturing process of core-formed glass, see
B. Schlick-Nolte, “Ancient Glass Vessels,” in Reflections on Ancient Glass from the
Borowski Collection (ed. R. S. Bianchi; Mainz am Rhein: Philipp von Zabern, 2002),
43-46; B. Schlick-Nolte and R. Lierke, “From Silica to Glass: On the Track of the
Ancient Glass Artisans,” in Bianchi, ed., Reflections on Ancient Glass, 11-40 (here
271L.).

'8 Jennings, Vessel Glass from Beirut, 27.

' Jennings, Vessel Glass from Beirut, 28 (who quotes sites from only these regions
and beyond); A. Rottloff, “Hellenistic, Roman and Islamic Glass from Bethsaida
(Iulias, Israel),” Annales du 14° Congrés de ’Association Internationale pour I’Histoire
du Verre (2000): 142-146 (here 142).

2 Y. Gorin-Rosen, “Glass Vessels from Area A,” in Jewish Quarter Excavations in
the Old City of Jerusalem: Volume II: The Finds from Areas A, W and X-2 (ed. H.
Geva; Jerusalem: IES, 2003), 364-400 (here 375); Rachel Hachlili and A. E. Killebrew,
“The Glass Vessels,” in Jericho: the Jewish Cemetery of the Second Temple Period (ed.
R. Hachlili and A. E. Killebrew; Jerusalem: IAA, 1999), 134; R. E. Jackson-Tal, “The
Late Hellenistic Glass Industry in Syro-Palestine: A Reappraisal,” JGS 47 (2004): 11-32
(here 13); Jennings, Vessel Glass from Beirut, 27-28.

2 See also D. F. Grose, “The Hellenistic Glass Industry Reconsidered,” Annales du 8
Congreés de I’Association Internationale pour 'Histoire du Verre (1981): 61-72 (here 61).

2 The natural colour of raw glass is a pale bluish or greenish colour, owing to the
presence of iron impurities in the raw material itself. A wider range of bluish-green
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Naturally, the aesthetics of these vessels themselves would have played
a role as well in determining their value.

However, not all glass vessels were considered as luxurious wares.
From the late 2nd century BCE until the late 1st century CE a series
of conical and hemispherical bowls were produced by sagging a disc
of glass over a convex-shaped mould.” These sagged bowls were either
left plain or otherwise decorated with grooves or ribs; some bowls
were also decorated with finely-cut grooves, flutes, vegetal designs,
or beads, but these appear to have been generally rare (see table 3).
Through experimentation Taylor and Hill conclude that the produc-
tion of a sagged vessel, including a ribbed one, involved a fairly quick
and uncomplicated process,* which probably made such vessels rela-
tively inexpensive. In fact, even the archetypal colours of sagged glass
point in this direction as sagged vessels generally had a pale blue,
bluish-green, green, olive-green, yellow, or a yellowish-brown hue, all
of which could be achieved naturally; in contrast, artificially-coloured
sagged vessels were rather rare.” Nonetheless, some scholars still think

colours as well as yellowish colours can be attained by controlling the oxygen levels
within the furnace (S. Jennings and J. Abdallah, “Roman and Later Blown Glass from
the AUB Excavations in Beirut [Sites BEY 006, 007 and 045],” ARAM 13-14 [2001-
2002]: 237-264 [here 238]; E. M. Stern and B. Schlick-Nolte, Early Glass of the Ancient
World: 1600 B.C.-A.D. 50: Ernesto Wolf Collection [Ostfildern, Germany: Gerd Hatje,
1994], 19, 20); however, additional metal oxides are needed for artificially-induced
colours, such as pink and purplish red (manganese), blue, green, and red (copper),
deep blue (cobalt), as well as a colourless hue (antimony and manganese) (D. M. Issitt,
“Substances Used in the Making of Coloured Glass,” n. p. [cited March 2006]. Online
http://1st.glassman.com/articles/glasscolouring.html; Stern and Schlick-Nolte, Early
Glass, 20). The costs involved in obtaining these substances and the cost of the metal
oxides themselves must have made artificially coloured vessels more expensive.

# For more information on the manufacturing process of sagged glass, see Jen-
nings, Vessel Glass from Beirut, 29-30.

* M. Taylor and D. Hill, “Ribbed Bowls and Their Manufacture,” n. p. [cited Octo-
ber 2007]. Online http://www.romanglassmakers.co.uk/bmribbed.htm.

» For an idea of the ratio between naturally and artificially-coloured vessels, see
G. M. Crowfoot, “Glass,” in Samaria-Sebaste: Reports of the Work of the Joint Expedition
in 1931-1933 and of the British Expedition in 1935: No. III: The Objects from Samaria
(ed. J. W. Crowfoot, G. M. Crowfoot, and K. Kenyon; London: PEF, 1957), 403-422
(here 403); Y. Israeli and N. Katsnelson, “Refuse of a Glass Workshop of the Second
Temple Period from Area J,” in Jewish Quarter Excavations in the Old City of Jerusa-
lem: Conducted by Nahman Avigad, 1969-1982: Volume III: Area E and Other Studies:
Final Report (ed. H. Geva; Jerusalem: IES Institute of Archaeology, Hebrew University
of Jerusalem, 2006), 411-460 (here 423, 424, 429); G. D. Weinberg, “Hellenistic Glass
from Tel Anafa in Upper Galilee,” JGS 12 (1970): 17-27. Colourless vessels seem to
represent the most popular hue among the “artificially-coloured” vessels; on the other
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that sagged bowls signify wealth and luxury.” It is probably safe to
assume that while sagged glass would not have been affordable to the
poorest stratum of the social fabric it was indeed available to more
social classes than the finer glass wares ever were.” This can in fact be
seen from the wider distribution of these glass wares in Palestine (see
table 3; figure 5), and in Syria, the Phoenician coast, and Nabataea.?®
Even cheaper glass became available sometime after the middle
of the 1st century BCE, as a result of the invention of glass-blowing,
which facilitated the manufacturing process of glass even further,
thereby making it easier and quicker to produce. Consequently, glass
became more common, a process which is reflected in the archaeologi-
cal record by the widespread distribution of glass throughout Palestine;
this is in sharp contrast to the scarcity of the finer glassware (see table
4; figure 6a). According to excavated finds, free-blown glass became
more prominently common, in Palestine and several areas of the
Levant, from the beginning of the 1st century CE onwards.” However,
in various urban settlements, sagged glass still remained quantitatively
more common than free-blown glass during the early 1st century CE,”

hand, strong colours, such as purple, blue, red, and opaque white appear to have been
very rare.

% For example, Jennings, Vessel Glass from Beirut, 29.

77 See also Jackson-Tal, “The Late Hellenistic Glass Industry,” 28. However, it is
probable that sagged vessels decorated with beads or vegetal designs were indeed con-
sidered objects of luxury (Ruth Jackson-Tal, personal communication [May 2009]).

% See, for example, B. J. Dolinka et al., “The Rujm Taba Archaeological Project
(RTAP): Preliminary Report on the 2001 field season,” ADAJ 46 (2002): 429-450
(here 445-446); O. Dussart, Le verre en Jordanie et en Syrie du Sud (Beyrouth: Institut
Frangais d’Archéologie du Proche-Orient, 1998), passim; P.-L. Gatier et al., “Mission
de Yanouh et de la haute vallée du Nahr Ibrahim: rapport préliminaire 2003-2004,”
BAAL 8 (2004): 119-210 (here 168, plate 22:1-5); Hayes, Roman and Pre-Roman
Glass, 18-21; Jennings, Vessel Glass from Beirut, 28-51; E. John, C. von Riiden, and
E. Wagner, “I. The Slope Area. 1. House II (Areas II e-g 7-8),” in “Kamid el-Loz in
the Beqa'a Plain/Lebanon: Excavations in 2001, 2002 and 2004,” by M. Heinz et al.,
BAAL 8 (2004): 86-96 (here 95, figure 26); Jones, “Roman Export Glass at Aila,” 148;
Kunina, Ancient Glass, 257; Matheson, Ancient Glass, 14-16; O’Hea, “The Glass and
Personal Adornment,” 245, 250ff.; T. Zaven, “The Glass Finds,” in “Kamid el-Loz in
the Beqa'a Plain/Lebanon: Continuity and Change in the Settlement of a Region,” by
M. Heinz et al., BAAL 5 (2001): 65.

¥ See also R. Jackson Tal, “Early Roman Glass in Context: Gamla (Gamala)
Destruction of 67 CE”, Annales du I'Association Internationale pour I'Histoire du Verre
(forthcoming); E. M. Stern, “Roman Glassblowing in a Cultural Context,” AJA 103
(1999): 441-484 (here 479).

%0 See, for example, Y. Gorin-Rosen, “Glass vessels,” in Jewish Quarter Excavations
in the Old City of Jerusalem: Conducted by Nahman Avigad, 1969-1982: Volume III:
Area E and Other Studies: Final Report (ed. H. Geva; Jerusalem: IES Institute of
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but this does not mean that sagged glass was less expensive. It is pos-
sible that the latter phenomenon is a result of sagged glass being more
attractive to the tastes of the elite in these urban settlements.’® More-
over, while sagged glassware is virtually limited to domestic contexts,
free-blown glass is more ubiquitous. Not only is it found in a variety
of settlements, but it is attested also within burials, which betrays the
fact that glass was becoming more affordable and more widespread, in
that people from both large urban settlements and small rural villages
were purchasing it and even depositing it within their family burial.
On the contrary, very little of the aforementioned types of glassware
are ever found within village contexts or within tombs.*> Therefore,
relatively speaking, free-blown glass still seems to have been the most
widespread type of glassware within Palestine during the 1st century
CE, in that this type of glass was available to a wider range of consum-
ers, and this must be because it was the most inexpensive glass avail-
able on the market.” Consequently, the lower quantity of excavated
free-blown glass does not reflect its higher cost but its gradual and
slow integration within the Palestinian repertoire.**

Archaeology, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 2006), 239-265, here 239, 257; Jackson-
Tal, “Early Roman Glass in Context;” Jennings, Vessel Glass from Beirut, 69, 248.

3 It is also possible that pre-existing familiar shapes were still preferred even
though free-blowing provided cheaper vessels. As such, the integration of free-blown
vessels would have been a slow and gradual process (Jackson-Tal, “Early Roman Glass
in Context”).

32 This has little to do with the fact that bottles (produced by free-blowing) were the
most common glass vessels to be deposited within tombs. Free-blown cups and bowls
have also been found in burial contexts, and thus there is no reason why sagged bowls
or bowls produced by any of the above-mentioned techniques could not have been
deposited as well. In fact, sagged bowls are attested in three burials (Jason’s Tomb, a
tomb in Meiron, and a tomb in Hagosherim, see table 3). Therefore, the preponder-
ance of free-blown vessels within burial contexts is probably indicative of their more
common and cheaper nature. This notwithstanding, one must note that glass vessels,
and other grave goods, are only found within burial caves and not within simple shaft
tombs. The former type of burial was more characteristic of ‘middle-class’ and upper-
class families as it was an expensive endeavour to hew out a burial cave out of bedrock.
Therefore, although free-blown glass was probably the cheapest glass available on the
market, it does not mean that it was affordable to the poorest of classes.

3 For scholars who likewise do not consider free-blown glass as a luxurious ware,
see Y. Gorin-Rosen, “The Glass Vessels from the Migveh near Alon Shevut,” ‘Atigot
38 (1999a): 85-90, here 89; S. S. Weinberg, “Tel Anafa: the Hellenistic town,” IEJ 21
(1971): 86-109, here 99.

** One must also not forget that the current quantitative data, regarding free-blown
glass, are probably largely inaccurate, as this excludes the large quantities of glass
which remain either unexcavated or unpublished as a result of its highly fragmentary
nature, or having been completely obliterated in the archaeological record. This makes
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Free-blowing facilitated the production of various shapes of ves-
sels, including bottles, cups and bowls of various types, elongated bea-
kers, as well as ribbed vessels. In Palestine, the majority of discovered
free-blown vessels are imbued with natural colours, with artificially-
coloured free-blown vessels being noticeably absent from 1st century
BCE and 1st century CE sites across Palestine.”

Around the mid-1st century CE, the technique of mould-blowing
was developed,® a technique similar to free-blowing but with the dif-
ference that vessels were blown into a mould. This allowed the produc-
tion of new shapes of vessels, such as square and hexagonal bottles, as
well as vessels with decorations, which could also be produced quickly
and cheaply.”” Overall, there are relatively few mould-blown vessels
emanating from 1st century CE (especially pre-70 CE) contexts in
Palestine (see table 5; figure 7a), which may partly be because mould-
blowing was invented around the mid-1st century CE. However, it is
also possible that the lack of some of the more intricately-decorated
mould-blown vessels may have been a result of their more valuable
nature. The creation and maintenance of decorated moulds was a
time consuming process® which led to their appreciation as presti-
gious esteemed possessions. This is particularly so for the so-called
“Sidonian” wares, a category of vessels, probably produced in work-
shops along the Phoenician coast, that was characterised by bowls,
beakers, jugs and juglets, and especially hexagonal bottles, which were
decorated with vegetal, floral, and geometric motifs, architectural or

glass either difficult to detect or difficult to identify. Statistically, this unquantifiable
glass is more likely to be free-blown glass, due to its highly fragile nature.

* The assemblage of free-blown vessels from Masada reflects this particularly well:
the thousands of fragments of free-blown vessels from this palatial fortress are all
made of naturally-coloured glass (D. P. Barag, “The Contribution of Masada to the
History of Early Roman Glass,” in Newby and Painter, eds., Roman Glass, 137-140,
here 138).

% D. T. Ariel, Excavations at the City of David 1978-1985: Volume II: Imported
Stamped Amphora Handles, Coins, Worked Bone and Ivory, and Glass (Qedem 30;
Jerusalem: The Institute of Archaeology, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1990),
163.

%7 ]. Price, “Glass,” in A Handbook of Roman Art (ed. M. Henig; London: Phaidon
Press Limited, 1983), 205-219, 211; D. Whitehouse, “Glass,” OEANE 2: 413-415, here
414.

% Moulds have a limited lifespan, and hence they must be constantly maintained
and new ones made, once their lifespan is over (M. Taylor and D. Hill, “Haud credi-
bile posso quae non Roman est or: ‘T can’t believe it’s not Roman!’” n. p. [cited March
2006]. Online http://www.romanglassmakers.co.uk/articles.htm.
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figural ornamentation, and sometimes accompanied by inscriptions.”
In Palestine specimens of “Sidonian” wares are relatively uncommon
(see table 5; figure 7b); mould-blown vessels and “Sidonian” wares
are similarly rare within sites in the Nabataean sphere,” but the lat-
ter wares have a relatively wider distribution in Syria and Lebanon,*
albeit being mainly represented in museum catalogues that only pro-
vide a vague context.

II. The Glass Vessels from Khirbet Qumran

Fragments of glass vessels were found both in the excavations con-
ducted by de Vaux and in those carried out by Y. Magen and Y. Peleg.
The glass assemblage recovered from de Vaux’s excavations is made
up of circa 150 glass fragments, which belong to at least 89 different
vessels;*> more glass has been unearthed in the Magen and Peleg exca-

¥ For a range of different “Sidonian” wares, see D. B. Harden, “Romano-Syrian
Glasses with Mould-Blown Inscriptions,” JRS 25 (1935): 163-186.

% For the only three examples of mould-blown vessels that the present author
could find in the scholarly literature regarding Nabataea and modern Jordan, see
D. P. Barag, “Phoenicia and Mould-Blowing in the Early Roman Period,” Annales du
13th Congres de I'Association Internationale pour I'Histoire du Verre (1996): 77-92
(here 84-85); A. Jr. Oliver, Ancient Glass in the Carnegie Museum of Natural History,
Pittsburgh (Pittsburgh PA: Board of Trustees, Carnegie Institute, 1980), 61, no. 54;
E. M. Stern, Roman, Byzantine, and Early Medieval Glass: 10 BCE-700 CE: Ernesto
Wolf Collection (Ostfildern: Hatje Cantz Publishers, 2001), 52. Only the former vessel
can be confirmed as emanating from Nabataea, it having been found in Petra; the
latter two items, on the other hand, are simply listed as coming from Jordan, and
hence it cannot be confirmed whether they come from the area of the Decapolis or
the Dead Sea region, which are included within the Palestinian material in this study,
or whether they come from the Nabataean cultural zone.

4 See, for example, P. L. W. Arts, A Collection of Ancient Glass: 500 BC—500
AD (Lochem: ANTIEK Lochem, 2000), 102ff., 106; Barag, “Phoenicia and Mould-
Blowing,” 80ff.; D. B. Harden, “Two Tomb-Groups of the First Century A.D. from
Yahmour, Syria, and a Supplement to the List of Romano-Syrian Glasses with Mould-
Blown Inscriptions,” Syria 24 (1945): 81-95, 291-292; D. B. Harden et al., Master-
pieces of Glass (London: Trustees of the British Museum, 1968), 52 (no. 59), 54 (no.
62); Hayes, Roman and Pre-Roman Glass, 471F.; Jennings, Vessel Glass from Beirut,
68-69, 79, figures 3.12, 4.12; Kunina, Ancient Glass, 273f.; Oliver, Ancient Glass, 61
(no. 52), 63 (no. 58); Matheson, Ancient Glass, 43ff.; E. M. Stern, The Toledo Museum
of Art: Roman Mould-Blown Glass: The First Through Sixth Centuries (Rome: L'Erma
di Bretschneider, 1995), 84-85, 97f.; Stern, Roman, Byzantine, and Early Medieval
Glass, 1144F.

2 C. Fontaine, “Quatre-vingt-neuf verres trés fragmentaires provenant du site de
Khirbet Qumrén (Cisjordanie, ler s. ap. J.C.),” BIRPA 25 (1993): 277-280. Only a few
pieces of this glass assemblage are listed in de Vaux’s official inventory; however, the
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vations, coming from the eastern dump, but no quantitative data has
yet been published.*

The glass repertory recovered from the site of Qumran is very frag-
mentary and almost all of the fragments were recovered in a very bad
state of preservation;** Magen and Peleg have also noted that many
glass receptacles and other glass fragments had been melted down by
great heat.” As a result, it is not always possible to make out the profile
and the typological form of the glass fragments.

The most abundant glass receptacles from Qumran are bowls and
cups, followed by bottles and flasks. The majority of these are naturally-
coloured, generally described as blue, green, bluish, or greenish in
colour,* but there are also two definitely colourless vessels (nos. IRPA
28, 45), two others which are possibly colourless (nos. IRPA 17, 47),"
and, interestingly, a fragment which has a dense mauve (light purple)
colour (no. IRPA 21.1).

The majority of vessels excavated by de Vaux are of the blown kind,
hence consisting of the most inexpensive glass that was available on the
market; in contrast, only four examples of sagged, ribbed and grooved
bowls were found.*® Of particular interest is the presence of at least one

whole assemblage, including those items which de Vaux did not catalogue, has been
published by Wouters et al. (see Wouters et al., “Antique Glass from Khirbet Qum-
ran”; for photographs of the glass objects from Qumran, see Wouters et al., ibidem,
figures 4-13, 15-21).

# Y. Magen and Y. Peleg, “Back to Qumran: Ten Years of Excavation and Research,
1993-2004,” in Qumran: The Site of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Archaeological Interpretations
and Debates: Proceedings of a Conference Held at Brown University, November 17-19,
2002 (ed. K. Galor, J.-B. Humbert, and J. Zangenberg; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 55-113
(here 71). Glass vessels are mentioned as having been found only in the description
of work in the eastern dump but not in that of the southern and the northern dumps
(see Magen and Peleg, “Back to Qumran,” 59-64, 71).

A, Aerts et al., “Analysis of the Composition of Glass Objects from Qumran,
Israel, and Comparison with other Roman Glass from Western Europe,” in La Route
du Verre: ateliers primaries et secondaires du second millénaire av.].-C. au Moyen Age
(Travaux de la Maison de I'Orient Méditerranéen 33; ed. M.-D. Nenna; Lyon: Maison
de 'Orient Méditerranéen, 2000), 113-121 (here 114); Wouters et al., “Antique Glass
from Khirbet Qumran,” 11, 13.

# Magen and Peleg, “Back to Qumran,” 71.

6 See also Wouters et al., “Antique Glass from Khirbet Qumrén,” figures 4-13,
which clearly show that the colours of the Qumran glass vessels were achieved natu-
rally, as none of them show distinctively deep colours.

* These two vessels are very deteriorated, and hence their colour or lack thereof
cannot be absolutely determined.

4 There are a number of other ribbed bowls and beakers, but these are free-blown
ribbed vessels.
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mould-blown “Sidonian” vessel (no. IRPA 73). Magen and Peleg have
reported that during their recent excavations they discovered “a large
number of receptacles of the kind known as “Sidon ware”,” containing
Greek inscriptions,® in addition to goblets, bowls, and bottles.”

It is very important to point out that not all of the aforementioned
glass objects belonged to the pre-68 CE (or Period II)*! inhabitants
of the site, but neither did they entirely belong to the post-68 CE (or
Period III) residents. Below is a table which illustrates the categorisa-
tion of the Qumran glass vessels according to type and chronological

phase, based on a detailed analysis of the stratigraphic context of each
find (see table 7).

pre-31 BCE pre-68 CE post-68 CE pre-68 CE/ pre-31 BCE/ 1CBCE-1CCE
post-68 CE  post-68 CE

Tablewares 15 12 11 2
Bottles 1 4 10 4 2 3
Flasks 3 1

Unidentifiable 3 3 6

The above table is based on the glass finds from the de Vaux exca-
vations. The vessels found by Magen and Peleg in the eastern dump

can neither be quantified nor securely dated until further data are
published.>

4 Magen and Peleg, “Back to Qumran,” 71.

% Magen and Peleg, “Back to Qumran,” 71; Y. Magen and Y. Peleg, The Qumran
Excavations, 1993-2004: Preliminary Report (Judea & Samaria Publications 6; Jerusa-
lem: Staff Officer of Archaeology—Civil Administration of Judea and Samaria; Israel
Antiquities Authority, 2007), 22, figure 27.

*! In this paper, this corresponds to the period ranging from the late 1st century
BCE (post-31 BCE) until circa 68 CE.

2 Magen and Peleg assign this material a Second Temple Period date. That some
of the glass vessels from the eastern dump did indeed belong to the pre-68 CE occu-
pation is possibly indicated by the fact that many of the glass objects found seem to
have been melted by great heat (Magen and Peleg, “Back to Qumran,” 71; Magen and
Peleg, The Qumran Excavations, 22), which could be a result of the destruction of the
site around 68 CE. Nevertheless, one cannot exclude the possibility that some of the
glass from the eastern dump belonged to the post-68 CE inhabitants.
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III. Comparative Analysis

The Qumran glass corpus exhibits a number of traits common to the
glass milieu of Palestine and, particularly, of the Dead Sea region, dur-
ing the 1st centuries BCE and CE. Like many sites, free-blown glass
is found at Qumran, in both pre-68 CE and post-68 CE contexts, and
it is found in fairly large quantities; in fact, the Qumran glass corpus
largely consists of free-blown vessels. Free-blown glass was prolific
throughout Palestine during the 1st century CE (see table 4), particu-
larly within Judaea and around the Dead Sea region (see figures 6a
and 6b);> in the latter region, the majority of glass vessels are in fact
of the free-blown kind. Therefore, the prevalence of free-blown ves-
sels at Qumran, during both the pre-68 CE and the post-68 CE phase
of occupation, fits perfectly within this Dead Sea regional picture,
and Qumran’s free-blown assemblage is in no way outstanding. Free-
blown tablewares and bottles were found in substantial numbers at
‘Ein Bogeq, the village of ‘Ein Gedi, Masada, Jericho, Machaerus, ‘Ein
ez-Zara, and even in the cell structures at ‘Ein Gedi. It seems that free-
blown glass was a common possession in the Dead Sea region, and the
Qumranites possessed such wares like everyone else.

Even the scarcity of sagged vessels at Qumran is congruent with
its immediate Dead Sea context, as well as its general Palestinian one.
Only four sagged bowls were retrieved from de Vaux’s excavations; of
these, two come from post-68 CE contexts (nos. IRPA 14, 68) and two
come from mixed contexts (nos. IRPA 35, 43) (see table 7). It is not
made clear whether sagged glass was found within the eastern dump,
but if it was it is likely that only a limited number of these wares would
have been found.** Therefore, while sagged bowls were indeed used at

>3 Figure 6a shows the distribution of free-blown vessels which are assigned a Ist
century CE date, including finds which may post-date 70 CE and finds which are
vaguely dated between the late 1st century CE and the early 2nd century CE. Figure
6b illustrates the distribution of free-blown vessels which are exclusively dated to the
pre-70 CE period. Little change is observable between the two maps with regard to the
Dead Sea region and Judaea; this suggests that glass may have been more widespread
in southern Palestine during this period, possibly as a result of a major glass workshop
in Jerusalem (see Israeli and Katsnelson, “Refuse of a Glass Workshop”).

** Generally, material within a dump reflects the objects that were circulating on
site. A limited number of vessels on site should translate into a similarly limited num-
ber of such vessels within the site’s dump. Since only two or three fragments of sagged
glass were found on site, then such material within the eastern dump is probably also
scarce. This scarcity on site does not seem to be related to these vessels’ chronological
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Qumran, they do not appear to have been very common; moreover, it
cannot be securely confirmed that any such vessels were used by the
pre-68 CE or the pre-31 BCE inhabitants.

The significance of this dearth of sagged wares, in either Period I
or Period II, should not be overstated. Large numbers of sagged ves-
sels have been found only within cities or urban settlements, mainly
Jerusalem, Gamla, Maresha, Samaria, Dor, ‘Akko, Caesarea Maritima,
Ashdod, and Hagosherim,” which must have belonged to many resi-
dences within these urban contexts.® Otherwise, most excavations
have yielded only limited amounts of these wares, rarely exceeding
ten fragments/vessels (see table 3).”” One must note that some of these
sites have not been excavated extensively, and hence quantitative argu-
ments made on the basis of this data might be misleading; however,
there are a number of small rural sites, such as Ras Abu Ma’aruf,
Khirbet Tabaliya, ‘Ein ez-Zara, Rujm el-Bahr, ‘Ein Feshkha, and ‘Ein
el-Ghuweir, which have been excavated extensively and which have
likewise yielded very few fragments of sagged glass, or none at all,*®
not to mention numerous other rural settlements and villages in which
no sagged vessels have been discovered whatsoever (compare figure
5 with figures 6a and 6b). This is also generally true for some of the
larger palatial sites in the Dead Sea region, such as Machaerus and

history since ribbed bowls and, to a lesser extent, grooved bowls continued to be used
until the late Ist century CE; thus, if they were common at Qumran one would have
expected some fragments to be retrieved from the various pre-68 CE sealed deposits,
whose material was not discarded into the surrounding dumps.

% See also Jackson-Tal, “The Late Hellenistic Glass Industry,” 22.

% Unfortunately, with the exception of a few houses from the Jewish Quarter in
Jerusalem (see table 3), little quantitative evidence is available for individual domestic
residences in other urban centres.

%7 See also Jackson-Tal, “The Late Hellenistic Glass Industry,” 22. Tel Anafa repre-
sents the only exception, in that hundreds of sagged vessels were retrieved from this
large villa.

%8 It should be noted that some of these sites (with the exception of ‘Ein ez-Zara
and, to a lesser extent, ‘Ein Feshkha) have yielded a limited number of pottery, glass,
stone vessels, and other artefacts, contrary to Qumran. Therefore, the limited number
of sagged vessels excavated from some of these sites may still seem relatively large
within the context of their overall material culture, and the lack of any such glass in
some of these sites should not be overly emphasized. However, the point here is that
whether sagged glass occurs within sites with small overall assemblages or whether
it occurs within sites with large overall assemblages, it usually occurs in limited
numbers.
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Cypros, as well as the village contexts excavated at ‘Ein Gedi® (see
table 3). On the other hand, a considerably larger number of sagged
glassware was discovered from the “Herodian Mansion” in Jerusalem,
from the rural sites of ‘Ein Boqeq, Horvat ‘Aqav, and Horvat ‘Eleq, and
from the palatial sites of Herodium, Jericho, and Masada (see table
3), all of which have been excavated extensively as well. Nonetheless,
‘Ein Boqeq, Jericho, and Masada, all of which are located within the
Dead Sea cultural zone, still have a glass assemblage predominantly
made up of free-blown glass. Therefore, although the paucity of sagged
wares at Qumran contrasts the relative popularity of these vessels in
some Palestinian sites and settlements, Qumran (particularly Period II
Qumran, with its large free-blown glass corpus) still appears to con-
form to the general patterns attested in the Dead Sea region and in
rural Palestine.

Qumran mirrors other Palestinian sites also through the presence
of rare glassware, which is attested only sporadically in Palestine. Per-
haps the vessels which stand out the most among this category are
mould-blown vessels of the “Sidonian” kind. R. de Vaux’s excavations
have unearthed at least one fragment (no. IRPA 73),% possibly two
(no. IRPA 74),°" of decorated mould-blown glass beakers, which carry
a palm-leaf pattern and a Greek inscription, although the latter did
not survive on the Qumran fragment/s.®> Furthermore, according to
Magen and Peleg a large number of “Sidonian” wares were found in
the eastern dump, with a number of sherds still preserving the Greek
inscription;** however, their preliminary report does not quantify this

¥ It must be pointed out that these sites have not been excavated in their entirety;
however, sagged wares are scarce among the glass vessels recovered from the various
areas that were investigated at these three sites.

% See Wouters et al., “Antique Glass from Khirbet Qumran,” 13, 16, figure 13:73.

' See Wouters et al., “Antique Glass from Khirbet Qumran,” 16, figure 13:74. It is
reported that no. IRPA 74 carries palm-leaf decorations, and that it belongs to the type
of vessels carrying an inscription; however, these are not evident in the photograph.
Is it possible that the authors wanted to refer to no. IRPA 73 but mistakenly referred
to no. IRPA 74? After all, no. IRPA 73 does have a stylised palm-leaf motif, which
belongs to the type of beakers with inscriptions, common among “Sidonian” wares.

¢ For an identical parallel from ‘Ein Gedi, see Ruth E. Jackson-Tal, “Glass
Vessels from En-Gedi,” in En-Gedi Excavations II: Final Report (1996-2002) (ed.
Y. Hirschfeld; Jerusalem: IES Institute of Archaeology, Hebrew University of Jerusa-
lem, 2007), 474-506 (here figure 5, Plate 5:4).

% Magen and Peleg, “Back to Qumran,” 71.
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claim, and thus it is not possible to determine the actual quantity of
“Sidonian” wares found.**

The presence of a large number of “Sidonian” vessels would indeed
be a very atypical feature since “Sidonian” glass beakers are seldom
attested in Palestine, with a total of nineteen sites (eight of which are
all situated within Jerusalem) having yielded such examples (see table
5; figure 7b). Four of the sites within Jerusalem have yielded frag-
ments of mould-blown decorated pitchers, also characterised by Greek
inscriptions, whereas at six of the nineteen sites hexagonal bottles with
mould-blown decoration in relief have been reported. In neither of
these sites have more than one or two examples been found, with the
exception of the “Palatial Mansion” in the Jewish Quarter, Gamla, and
Masada, of which the latter two represent contexts much broader than
Qumran. It may seem strange that no “Sidonian” wares were retrieved
from the well-off farm of Horvat ‘Aqav or, especially, the manor estate
of Horvat ‘Eleq; however, these two sites are thought to have been
evacuated and abandoned during the turmoil of the First Revolt,** and
thus the inhabitants could have taken any precious glass with them,
just as refugees took their valuable glass to caves at ‘Ain Arrub dur-
ing the First Revolt,®® and to caves in the Judaean Desert during the
Bar Kokhba Revolt.*” The absence of these prestigious wares at royal
sites (for example, Machaerus, Cypros, Herodium, Jericho) and major
urban cities (for example, ‘Akko, Dor, Ashdod, Ashqelon, and cities
within the Decapolis) may be related to the limited excavations within
these sites and settlements, or to human errors during the excavation
process, or to the destruction of these sites before such wares came
into vogue. Also, one must not exclude the possibility that “Sidonian”
wares were in fact found but have yet to be published. Therefore, one
must be cautious not to overstate the dearth of “Sidonian” wares at

¢ If one applies the hypothesis that the finds™ ratios within a dump match those
within its associated building, as argued above, then these wares should not number
more than a couple of vessels.

% Y. Hirschfeld, “Architecture and Stratigraphy,” in Ramat Hanadiv Excavations:
Final Report of the 1984-1998 Seasons (ed. Y. Hirschfeld; Jerusalem: IES, 2000), 13-87
(here 38-39, 86); N. Sidi, “Roman and Byzantine Small Objects,” in Hirschfeld, ed.,
Ramat Hanadiv Excavations, 177-186 (here 186).

6 Y. Tsafrir and B. Zissu, “A Hiding Complex of the Second Temple Period and
the Time of the Bar-Kokhba Revolt at ‘Ain-‘Arrub in the Hebron Hills,” in The Roman
and Byzantine Near East: Volume 3 (JRASup 49; ed. J. H. Humphrey; Ann Arbor MI:
Journal of Roman Archaeology, 1995), 7-36.

¢ Yadin, Bar-Kokhba, 201-205.
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particular sites; still, it would probably not be incorrect to suggest that
these “Sidonian” vessels were generally rare and maybe somewhat
prestigious in Palestine.*®

Therefore, the presence of “Sidonian” glassware at Period II Qum-
ran would be rather significant, especially if many vessels were indeed
present. Unfortunately, the data available is insufficient to determine
the probable date-of-use of these objects. Vessel no. IRPA 73 comes
from a dump (see table 7), and hence its dating must remain open
to either a pre-68 CE or a post-68 CE attribution; similarly, Magen
and Peleg’s fragments come from a mixed context within the east-
ern dump. On the other hand, no. IRPA 74 comes from a seemingly
post-68 CE context in L.46, but it is uncertain whether this item is
actually a “Sidonian” vessel. These outstanding wares would fit nicely
in a Period III context, where either Roman soldiers or pro-Roman
Jewish deserters could have inhabited the site.® However, until some-
thing more conclusive is published, this has to remain in the realm of
historical speculation.

There are other rarities besides the mould-blown Greek inscribed
wares. Of particular interest is object no. IRPA 65, which is a mould-
blown beaker with a wavy ivy-design enveloped between two horizon-
tal lines.”” This beaker belongs to a very rare design, with the closest
parallel coming from Pompeii,”! and thus this mould-blown vessel

% A number of the sites listed to have yielded “Sidonian” wares were partially exca-
vated, and thus one may presume that more fragments could be found should further
excavations resume. However, sites such as the “Palatial Mansion” and ‘Ein ez-Zara
have been excavated extensively, and yet only three vessels and a single fragment,
respectively, have been found at these sites. Likewise, at Masada, from thousands
of glass fragments the minimum number of vessels bearing an inscription is three
(although other decorated beakers and “Sidonian” bottles were also found). The case
of Jerusalem is also significant, in that despite the several excavations in different loca-
tions and in different contexts within the city, and despite the large number of glass
vessels unearthed from all these different excavation areas, mould-blown glass of the
“Sidonian” type is very limited indeed. Therefore, these examples should strengthen
the notion that these wares were indeed rare, while diminishing the possibility of an
argument from silence.

% For the latter proposition, see Joan E. Taylor, “Khirbet Qumran in Period III,”
in Galor, Humbert, and Zangenberg, eds., Qumran: The Site of the Dead Sea Scrolls,
133-146.

7 Wouters et al., “Antique Glass from Khirbet Qumrén,” figures 13:65, 21.

71 L. A. Scatozza Horicht, “Syrian Elements Among the Glass from Pompeii and
Herculaneum,” in Newby and Painter, eds., Roman Glass, 76-85 (here 82, figure
13¢). Scatozza Horicht mentions that this beaker occurs at other sites in the western
Mediterranean.
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most probably represents an import from the western Mediterranean.
Unfortunately, its context at Qumran is unknown (see table 7), and
hence it cannot be dated with any certainty. There is also a fluted
bowl, which is unusual for its vertical profile (no. IRPA 14),” a goblet
decorated with a glass-string in relief (no. IRPA 39),” a chalice-like
vessel (no. IRPA 24),”* and a tall free-blown goblet with vertical depres-
sions (no. IRPA 75).” Object no. IRPA 14 comes from a post-68 CE
context, no. IRPA 39 and no. IRPA 75 come from an unclear context,
whereas no. IRPA 24 comes from a pre-68 CE context (see table 7).
Parallels for these vessels mostly come from western Mediterranean
sites, and they are very rare or non-existent altogether in Palestine;’
however, there are a few other Palestinian sites in which unique glass
vessels, whose closest parallels lie at sites in the western Mediterra-
nean, have been found (as singular finds) as well (see table 6), and thus
Qumran is no exception in this regard. Lastly, one should mention a
fragment from a goblet made of purple glass (no. IRPA 21), purple
being the rarest colour that occurs in the glass repertory of the 1st cen-
turies BCE and CE throughout the Levant.”” In Palestine, purple glass
has only been reported from Jerusalem, Samaria, Bethsaida, and Tel
Anafa, and it was always found in very small numbers.” Once more,
however, the piece from Qumran is short of a datable context.

72 Wouters et al., “Antique Glass from Khirbet Qumrén,” figure 20.

7 Wouters et al., “Antique Glass from Khirbet Qumran,” figure 13:39. Only the
upper part of the vessel is preserved, so conclusions about its general shape can
only be tentative; nonetheless, it is possible that this belongs to Isings Form 40 (see
C. Isings, Roman Glass from Dated Finds [Groningen: J. B. Wolters, 1957], 56), which
comprises a goblet on a beaded stem with a spiral coil around its body, much like the
strings on the Qumran example.

7 Wouters et al., “Antique Glass from Khirbet Qumrén,” figure 13:24.

> Wouters et al., “Antique Glass from Khirbet Qumrén,” figure 17. This closely
resembles Isings Form 35 (see Isings, Roman Glass, 49-50).

76 For a parallel to no. IRPA 75, see R. H. Smith and A. McNicoll, “The Roman
Period,” in Pella in Jordan 2: The Second Interim Report of the Joint University of Syd-
ney and College of Wooster Excavations at Pella, 1982-1985 (ed. A. W. Nicoll et al;
Sydney: Meditarch, 1992), 119-144 (here 132, Plate 87:17).

77 See also R. Donceel and Pauline Donceel-Votite, “The Archaeology of Khirbet
Qumran,” in Methods of Investigation of the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Khirbet Qumran
Site: Present Realities and Future Prospects (ed. M. O. Wise et al.; New York: The New
York Academy of Sciences, 1994), 1-38 (here 37).

78 See Crowfoot, “Glass,” 403; Gorin-Rosen, “Glass Vessels from Area A,” 376-377,
380; Rottloff, “Hellenistic, Roman and Islamic Glass,” 142; Weinberg, “Hellenistic
Glass from Tel Anafa,” 19, 25.
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The parallels and resemblances of the Qumran glass assemblage with
that of other sites occur on other levels. The colour ratio, for example,
is congruent with the general situation in Palestine, in that natural
colours are the most commonly-attested hues.” Moreover, the assem-
blage is absolutely normal in the predominance of tablewares and the
presence of bottles, and as far as one can tell, the typological forms
of the Qumran glass fragments seem to parallel the typical forms in
Palestine,* with only some limited exceptions that have already been
noted above. Also, the chemical composition of the Qumran glass is
related to the low magnesium/low potassium soda-lime-silica glass,
which was widespread throughout the Mediterranean from the 1st to
the 6th century CE.*

Contrary to the many similarities attested between the Qumran
glass corpus and that of many other Palestinian sites, there are no fea-
tures that are peculiar to the Qumran glass assemblage of either Period
I or II. The presence of vessels which have no other parallels within
Palestine is not pertinent to this point, since these rare finds occur as
singular fragments (that is, they are not found in any large quantities);
additionally, these vessels have parallels in the western Mediterranean,
so that they probably reflect sporadic imports from this region, just as
other unique finds attested at other sites do.

Qumran differs from other Palestinian sites only through the absence
of any of the finest glass wares among its glass repertoire, mainly fine
cast coloured and colourless tablewares, polychrome mosaic glass, and
core-formed vessels. However, many of these fine wares, which were
imported into the Levant, occur at a limited number of sites. Fine cast
colourless glass has only been found in Jerusalem, Masada (in a post-
73/74 CE context), Caesarea Maritima, and Ashqelon (dated to the
Ist-2nd century CE), and only in very small numbers,** whereas fine

7 The virtual absence of colourless and aquamarine vessels, the most popular arti-
ficial hues, may be the result of the relative absence of sagged vessels at Qumran, in
which these two hues most commonly occur.

8 Ruth Jackson-Tal, personal communication (November 2007).

81 Wouters et al., “Antique Glass from Khirbet Qumrén,” 23; H. Wouters, “Archae-
ological Glass from Khirbet Qumran: An Analytical Approach,” in Bio- and Material
Cultures at Qumran: Papers from a COST Action G8 Working Group Meeting Held in
Jerusalem, Israel on 22-23 May 2005 (ed. J. Gunneweg, C. Greenblatt, and A. Adriaens;
Stuttgart: Fraunhofer IRB, 2006), 171-190 (here 187).

8 In all cases only one example was recovered (see table 1). While this does not
mean that there were not any more examples of this fine ware in these areas, it is
certainly indicative of their relative rarity.
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cast coloured glass has only been found in Jerusalem, Samaria, and
Herodium (see figure 2). Polychrome glass has been found at Gamla,
Dor, Scythopolis, Samaria, possibly at Hagosherim, Jericho, Jerusalem,
Masada, Pella, and Maresha (see table 1; figure 3), but these sites are
chronologically-scattered over two centuries; likewise, core-formed
vessels have been retrieved from sixteen sites (see table 2; figure 4),
with contexts ranging from the late 2nd century BCE to the 1st century
CE, so that contemporaneous examples are also relatively uncommon.
In all the aforementioned cases, these luxurious finds occur in cities or
large urban settlements, and royal palatial sites, that is, at major com-
mercial centres and places in which the wealthiest people would have
likely resided. Therefore, their absence at Qumran is of little signifi-
cance as they were equally lacking throughout much of Palestine.

Likewise, the absence at Qumran of some of the more luxurious
types of sagged vessels, such as those with beaded or floral decora-
tion, or those which were fluted or linear-cut, should be seen within
the context of their scarcity throughout Palestine (see table 3), so
that again, in this case Qumran was part of the general rule not the
exception.

IV. What Does the Glass Tell us about the Qumran Community?

It emerges that in the early 1st century BCE little glass was in use at
Qumran. Only a single bottle can be securely attributed to the pre-31
BCE phase of occupation, and considering that this was a free-blown
bottle it must have been acquired very close to 31 BCE. This picture is
generally compatible with the majority of sites in Palestine, except for
the major urban centres. The situation certainly changes during the
late 1st century BCE and well into the 1st century CE: this is the period
which really characterises the use of glass at Qumran. Again, this gen-
erally recalls what is happening throughout Palestine and the Dead Sea
region in particular, whereby glass starts to be attested within numer-
ous small rural sites of the likes of Qumran as well as in small villages,
although it must be pointed out that many of the small rural sites were
set up from the late 1st century BCE onwards.

Even then, the Period II glass corpus is mostly made up of relatively
inexpensive free-blown vessels, with very few sagged bowls (if at all), a
few possible imports and a few possible “Sidonian” wares (which may
have belonged to the Period III occupation, considering that their con-
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text is disputable), and with the finest glass wares lacking altogether.
Therefore, it would be superfluous to infer an ultra-luxurious lifestyle
at pre-68 CE Qumran on the basis of the glass, but it would be likewise
rash to disregard the glass evidence altogether. As it stands, the glass
from Qumran measures rather well with glass assemblages from other
sites which have been excavated extensively. Even if one disregarded
the “Sidonian” wares and the western Mediterranean imports, Period
IT Qumran would still be better off than many other small rural sites
or village settlements which lack any glass whatsoever,* and in this
regard it stands out; the presence of common glass at Qumran still
shows that the Qumranites aspired to (and did not eschew) the use of
glass vessels, even if they were not a necessary everyday utensil (unlike
pottery).

Should the “Sidonian” glass turn out to belong to Period II, these
glass wares, together with a few other imported wares, would certainly
betray a degree of affluence. However, more than that, the “Sidonian”
wares might possibly reflect a degree of openness to Hellenistic ideals
and drinking customs. These mould-blown vessels from Qumran
belong to the type which carry Greek inscriptions, which are generally
a variation on the theme of self gratification and enjoyment,* or com-
plimentary to the drinker holding the vessel;** these vessels would
therefore reflect the possible presence of a Jewish community who
appreciated Hellenised wares and, possibly but not necessarily, the
ideals and prestige that came with them. Moreover, the presence of
these vessels would not only put the Qumranites within the trading
sphere of 1st century CE Palestine but, as with the presence of Naba-
taean Cream Wares and, possibly, of Eastern Terra Sigillata wares,*

8 A comparison between reports for pottery finds and reports for glass finds will
corroborate this point rather compellingly. Pottery is always recorded from every site
that is excavated, no matter how limited the area of excavation; this is in contrast to
the situation with glass. Although this may be due to failures in the proper retrieval
of this evidence, should there have been substantial numbers of glass vessels in use,
some of this would have been retrieved in archaeological excavations and, probably, it
would have been referred to, at least en passant, in preliminary reports.

8 For example, a beaker from ‘Ein Gedi reads “rejoice and enjoy yourself” (Jack-
son-Tal, “Glass vessels from En-Gedi,” 481).

% For example, a number of beakers read “success to you”, or “your very good
health”, or possibly “let the buyer be remembered” (Harden, “Romano-Syrian Glasses,”
182-183).

% For the possible presence of eastern terra sigillata wares at Qumran, see Magen
and Peleg, “Back to Qumran,” 68. For doubts on the reliability of this data, especially
whether it dates to Period II or whether it actually dates to Period III, see Jodi Mag-
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they would also attest their acceptance of gentile products, whether
these would have been purchased directly from Phoenician or Syrian
tradesmen or via Jewish middlemen.

The local common glass wares, on the other hand, must have been
purchased from local workshops in Judaea, possibly from the major
workshop in Jerusalem.”” Some scholars have argued that glass might
have been produced at Qumran or ‘Ein Feshkha,® but their argument
is based either on meagre evidence (Qumran) or on evidence whose
nature has not been made clear (‘Ein Feshkha). With regard to Qum-
ran, the Donceels have stated that lumps of glass that “look like noth-
ing but raw material”® have been found at Qumran, and, according
to them, these are not broken pieces of glass.” However, is it possible
that these lumps of glass are actually vessels which have melted as a
result of great heat caused by a fire (probably that of 68 CE)?*! If the
evidence from ‘Ein Feshkha consists of lumps of glass as well, then
a similar scenario would not be implausible. It is also highly dubi-
ous that a few glass lumps can be taken as representative of a glass
workshop, especially when compared to the glass debris patterns from
established glass-production centres, such as that of the Jewish Quar-
ter in Jerusalem, which comprised glass tubes (which were closed at
one end and blown from the other open end, to form vessels), rods
(which might have been cut into pieces to apply as decoration),” raw
glass, and production waste (warped bowls, over-burnt chunks, glass
lumps, etc).” Additionally, if a glass workshop was indeed present at
Qumran or ‘Ein Feshkha, one would expect many more glass vessels,
besides the production debris, to be present at these two sites; one
would also expect a larger number of identical vessels, as in the case

ness, “Qumran: The Site of the Dead Sea Scrolls: A Review article,” RevQ 88 (2007):
641-664.

87 Israeli and Katsnelson, “Refuse of a Glass Workshop.”

% Donceel and Donceel-Voute, “The Archaeology of Khirbet Qumran,” 8, 35;
Wouters et al., “Antique Glass from Khirbet Qumrén,” 27.

% Donceel and Donceel-Voite, “The Archaeology of Khirbet Qumran,” 8.

% Donceel and Donceel-Votte, “The Archaeology of Khirbet Qumran,” 35.

' A number of melted glass vessels have also been found within the eastern dump,
a phenomenon which Magen and Peleg attribute to the destruction of the site in 68
CE (Magen and Peleg, “Back to Qumran,” 71).

%2 Some of these might also have been used as stirring rods or as cosmetic or medi-
cal applicators (Israeli and Katsnelson, “Refuse of a Glass Workshop,” 417-418).

% See Israeli and Katsnelson, “Refuse of a Glass Workshop.”
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of the pottery, instead of the random variety of vessels that have been
found.”

Therefore, it appears that the Qumranites’ lifestyle might not have
been so different from that of some of the Jewish and non-Jewish popu-
lace vis-a-vis the use of glass: there is nothing which can be attributed
to distinctive sectarian practices within the site’s glass repertoire; in
fact, there is virtually no difference between the glass corpora of Period
IT and Period III. This said, it does not mean that the glass evidence
is necessarily contradictory to a sectarian interpretation. For example,
there is plenty of evidence from the Dead Sea Scrolls which alludes
to the fact that the communities depicted in the S and D traditions
did not live in isolation, but rather intermingled, interacted, and even
traded with non-sectarian Jews and, possibly, with gentiles. Co-exis-
tence with people in other towns and villages is explicitly inferred in
both the S and D traditions (CD VII, 6b; 1QS VI, 1ff.);> moreover,
while there are several injunctions that prohibit relations between
community members and outsiders or former members, on matters
of work and, especially, on important issues pertaining to the pure
water, and the pure food and drink of the community (1QS V, 14,
16; 1QS VII, 22-25; 1QS VIIL, 21ff; CD XX, 1-10; 4QD* 7 I, 11-12;
4QDP" 9 VI, 2-4), injunctions which very much indicate that mingling
with other people was a very dangerous reality,” there are none which
ban activities such as selling and buying from outsiders, as long as
members did not accept objects for free (1QS V, 16-17) or as long as

% Jodi Magness, personal communication (November 2007).

% One should note that the relationship of 1QS VI, 1ff. to 1QS in general is debat-
able, with some scholars considering it as an integral part of 1QS (see, for example,
J. J. Collins, “Forms of Community in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Emanuel: Studies in
Hebrew Bible, Septuagint, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov [ed. P. M.
Shalom et al.; Leiden: Brill, 2003], 97-111; J. J. Collins, “The Yahad and “The Qumran
Community,”” in Biblical Traditions in Transmission: Essays in Honour of Michael A.
Knibb [ed. Charlotte Hempel and Judith M. Lieu; Leiden: Brill, 2006], 81-96; E. Regev,
“The Yahad and the Damascus Covenant: Structure, Organization and Relationship,”
RevQ 21 [2003]: 233-262) and others considering it as an interpolation from another
source or as one of the earliest strata in the literary history of S (see, for example,
Charlotte Hempel, “Emerging Communal Life and Ideology in the S Tradition,” in
Defining Identities: ‘We’, ‘You’ and ‘the Others’ in the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. F. Garcia
Martinez and M. Popovic; Leiden: Brill, 2008), 43-61; Sarianna Metso, “Whom Does
the Term Yahad Identify?” in Hempel and Lieu, eds., Biblical Traditions in Transmis-
sion, 213-235).

% See also Charlotte Hempel “The Community and Its Rivals According to the
Community Rule from Caves 1 and 4,” RevQ 21 (2003): 47-81 (here 53ft.).
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they informed the Mevaqqer (CD XIII, 14-16). As such, any evidence
which illustrates the integration of the Qumranites within the culture
and economy of their region is not necessarily contradictory to the
idea that the Qumranites were sectarians.

There is also evidence which indicates that the scrolls’ communities
could have been relatively wealthy. The community of the S tradition,
for example, pooled all its members’ resources (some of whom could
have formerly been wealthy individuals) into one collective fund (1QS
VI, 16-17), whereas the community of the D tradition seems to have
provided some sort of welfare system for people in need (CD VI, 21;
CD XIV, 14ff.). Moreover, despite several exhortations against wealth
in the S and D traditions, as well as in the pesharim, such exhorta-
tions are generally aimed against wicked wealth or unlawful gain
(yra, NywIn pan, oAn Pn), that is, wealth which was acquired
through illegitimate means (such as stealing, through acts of violence,
or through oppression), and not against wealth in general (CD VI,
15-17; CD VIII, 4ft.; CD XIX, 17ff; 1QS X, 19; 1QS XI, 1-2; 1QpHab
VIIL, 3-17; 1QpHab IX, 2-16; 1QH: XVIII, 22-35; 4Q275 2, 3). There-
fore, whenever wealth is used to define and distinguish sectarians from
non-sectarians it is not the presence of wealth or its lack thereof which
is the defining characteristic, but rather how this wealth was accumu-
lated. Thus, there seems to be no direct correlation between a poor
community and a sectarian one: one cannot use the lack of wealth to
prove that a site was sectarian but neither can one use the attestation
of wealth to prove that a site was not sectarian. Accordingly, the pres-
ence of fine glass vessels cannot rule out the presence of any of the
possible sectarian communities depicted in the scrolls.”

However, as the above analysis has shown, the glass vessels from
Qumran do not even appear to belong to any of the fine categories of
glass wares; rather, they are of the least expensive kind, with the excep-
tion of some odd fragments which lack a datable context. It cannot be
emphasised enough that most probably not all glass vessels were con-
sidered as luxurious wares and that not all glass vessels were expensive.
Thus, the evidence is really at odds with the idea that the glass from
Qumran betrays the existence of a very wealthy community who lived
a life of luxury and not with the presence of a sectarian community.

7 For a full treatment of wealth in the Dead Sea Scrolls see Catherine Murphy,
Wealth in the Dead Sea Scrolls and in the Qumran Community (Leiden: Brill, 2002).
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Nevertheless, if the Qumranites were indeed a sectarian commu-
nity, the glass evidence (together with the rest of the material culture
from Qumran), when analysed thoroughly and in its cultural context,
may call for a slight revision of our understanding of this community,
one which is not necessarily contradictory to the evidence from the
scrolls.
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Figure 1. Map showing 1st century BCE and 1st century CE sites in Palestine
that have yielded glass vessels
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Figure 2. Map showing the distribution of fine cast vessels in 1st century BCE
and 1st century CE Palestine
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Figure 3. Map showing the distribution of polychrome vessels in 1st century
BCE and 1st century CE Palestine
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Figure 4. Map showing the distribution of core-formed vessels in 1st century
BCE and 1st century CE Palestine
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Figure 5. Map showing the distribution of sagged vessels in 1st century BCE
and Ist century CE Palestine
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Figure 6a. Map showing the distribution of free-blown vessels in 1st century
BCE and 1st century CE Palestine




196 DENNIS J. MIZZI

..Hagosherim
Tel Anafa

Key to Map:
A city/town
¥ royal palatial site Mﬂ;on

Akko
(+)

B small settlement/village Garx] a(+)

@  small rural site Bethsaida

military site Sepphxris
(+) finds found in more A
than one area/site L EvSil Qiri Abila
Dor(+)
A Pella
Mayfitima (+)
A Samaria
Philadelphia
Sho-ham (Amman)
()
Jericho
Cypros ¥ Rujm
Kh. Qumran el-Bahr
Jerusalem
) Fing
‘Ein ez-Zara
.Tel Goded Herodium @ (Callirhoe)
Hebron ¥ Machaerus
Ein Gedim
Masada 3
‘Ein Boqeq @

0 50
km

DM 2007

Figure 6b. Map showing the distribution of free-blown vessels in 1st century
BCE and 1st century CE (pre-70 CE) Palestine
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Figure 7a. Map showing the distribution of mould-blown vessels in
Ist century CE Palestine
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Figure 7b. Map showing the distribution of “Sidonian” glass vessels in
Ist century CE Palestine




CAVE 11 IN CONTEXT

FLORENTINO GARCIA MARTINEZ

At the last meeting of the IOQS in Ljubljana I revisited Cave 1."' The
idea was to see what difference it makes to look at the holdings of the
cave from the perspective acquired after sixty years of research. There,
I considered three scholarly assessments of Cave 1. Harmut Stege-
mann has proposed that the Cave 1 manuscripts “constituted the por-
tion of the Qumran Library holdings that the Qumran settlers saw as
especially worthy of urgent rescue.”> George Brooke argued that Cave
1 would have been a repository of discarded manuscripts (a genizah)
and suggested that the deposit in the Cave occurred well before the
end of the first century BCE.? Finally, Devorah Dimant proposed that
the manuscripts deposited in Cave 1 were particularly respected by the
Qumranites and may have served as model copies for major sectarian
works.* T came to the conclusion that all these interpretations were
problematic and reached the following conclusion:

All things considered, the traditional opinion, which sees Cave 1 as the
repository of part of the treasures of the Library of Qumran in order to
hide and protect them from impending danger, when presented in an
orderly and thoughtful manner, still seems the best explanation. If we
take seriously the high number of jars, already broken in antiquity, and
the high number of linen textiles found in the Cave, we may conclude
that the orderly hiding of the manuscripts was interrupted and never
completed, or that Cave 1 was emptied of part of its treasures before
modern times as Stegemann concluded for Cave 3. We will never know.

! See F. Garcia Martinez, “Reconsidering the Cave 1 Texts Sixty Years After Their
Discovery: An Overview,” in Qumran Cave 1 Revisited: Proceedings of the Sixth Meet-
ing of the IOQS, Ljubljana 2007 (STDJ; ed. D. Falk, Sarianna Metso and E. Tigchelaar;
Leiden: Brill, forthcoming).

* H. Stegemann, Die Essener, Qumran, Johannes der Tdufer und Jesus (Freiburg:
Herder, 1993). Quotes are from the English translation of the 5th German edition:
The Library of Qumran: On the Essenes, Qumran, John the Baptist, and Jesus (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), here, 68.

* George J. Brooke, Qumran and the Jewish Jesus: Reading the New Testament in
the Light of the Scrolls (Cambridge: Grove Books, 2005), 9.

* Devorah Dimant, “The Composite Character of the Qumran Sectarian Literature
as an Indication of Its Date and Provenance,” RevQ 22/88 (2006): 615-630.
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What we do know is what we have: a few well-preserved manuscripts
and many more small remains of other compositions. And when we
consider all of them, we have a perfect sample of the library of which
the holdings of Cave 1 were once a part—a cross section, as it were, of
the Qumran collection as a whole.®

The conclusion I arrived at is not particularly surprising and could be
considered as rather conservative. My purpose here is to try a similar
exercise with the contents of Cave 11. What difference does it make
to look at the contents of the “Dutch Cave” from the perspective
acquired after sixty years of research? We can split this exercise into
two questions:

- What is peculiar to Cave 11?
- How do the materials from Cave 11 relate to the Qumran collection
as whole, now that all the manuscripts have been published?

In what follows I will try to address each of these questions in turn.

I. Peculiarities of Cave 11

The answer to the first question is facilitated by an article of Emanuel
Tov which addresses precisely the same question, although from a
somewhat different perspective.® Tov’s article takes as its starting point
a well-founded analytical premise, very carefully drafted:

It seems that the great majority of the texts from this cave was either
copied according to the Qumran scribal practice, or was of interest to
the Qumran community; in most cases, both conditions are met.’

From this qualified observation which is argued for and substantiated
in the bulk of the article, Tov derives two consequences (also duly
qualified):

* Garcia Martinez, “Reconsidering the Cave 1 Texts.”

¢ E. Tov, “The Special Character of the Texts Found in Qumran Cave 11,” in Things
Revealed: Studies in Early Jewish and Christian Literature in Honor of Michael E. Stone
(JSJSup 89; ed. E. G. Chazon, D. Satran and R. A. Clements; Leiden: Brill, 2004),
187-196.

7 Tov, “The Special Character,” 187.
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1. The evidence presented in this paper suggests that the texts from
this cave are more homogeneous with regard to their content than
those found in the other caves.?

and

2. We would like to suggest that the collection of items in Cave 11
reflects a common origin, being more sectarian, so to speak, than
the contents of the other caves.’

The general conclusion of the article is much more strongly worded:

A strong sectarian connection of the fragments from Cave 11, stron-
ger than that of the other caves, together with the preponderance of
handle sheets among Cave 11 texts characterize the contents of this cave.
These characteristics suggest that the collection of texts found in Cave 11
must have come as a whole from the Qumran community itself, possibly
brought from a specific location.!

This is of course an important conclusion for the characterization
of Cave 11, and, if it holds up to scrutiny, our first question would
already have been answered: the peculiarity of Cave 11 would consist
of its more pronounced sectarian character. I have no quarrels with
Tov’s conclusion that more handle sheets have been preserved in Cave
11 than in other caves. However, his conclusion that the fragments
from Cave 11 display stronger sectarian connections than other caves
(particularly Cave 1) seems to me open for discussion.

For the purposes of this paper I will take the tables and qualifi-
cations of the manuscripts given by Tov at face value, even though
using more recent discussions that appeared since the publication of
Devorah Dimant’s classification of sectarian and non-sectarian texts
in 1995 might have changed the numbers a little."! I am not taking
issue with Tov’s statistics. Rather, I am concerned about the way in
which Tov employs the statistics when he compares Cave 11 to the
remainder of the caves. In particular, it seems questionable to me that

8 Tov, “The Special Character,” 187.

® Tov, “The Special Character,” 187.

1 Tov, “The Special Character,” 196.

' D. Dimant, “The Qumran Manuscripts: Contents and Significance,” in Time to
Prepare the Way in the Wilderness (STD] 16; ed. D. Dimant and L. H. Schiffman;
Leiden: Brill, 1995), 23-58.



202 FLORENTINO GARCIA MARTINEZ

we should compare the contents of Cave 11 to all of the non-Cave
11 manuscripts (thus relating Cave 11 with the rest of the finds as a
whole) rather than comparing the sectarian connections of the other
single caves. It seems to me that in order to be compelling statistical
comparisons ought to be made between individual caves. For example,
if we compare Cave 11 to Cave 1, I am not so sure Tov’s conclusion
that Cave 11 presents a more homogeneous collection of “sectarian
character” can be upheld.

The criteria generally used for determining the “sectarian” or “non-
sectarian” character of each composition (those used by Tov in the
section “Sectarian Content and Terminology”) are, on the whole,
abstracted from the analysis of the main manuscripts found in Cave
1: the Serek, Hodayoth, Pesharim and Milhamah Scrolls. With the pos-
sible exception of the tiny fragment 11Q29 which does not provide
any data on scribal practice, none of these documents are attested in
Cave 11. According to the “Sectarian Content and Terminology” cri-
teria employed by Tov, I think that only 11Q13 (Melchizedek), 11Q14
(Sefer ha-Milhama), 11Q17 (Shirot ‘Olat ha-Shabbat) and, finally, the
tiny 11Q29, can be classified as “sectarian.”’* Moreover, several col-
leagues will dispute even this shorter list."

When we consider the totality of the holdings recovered from Cave
1 in order to ascertain its “sectarian” or “non sectarian” character (i.e.
the seven big manuscripts published outside the DJD Series* and the

12 T consider 11Q5 (11QPs?) to be a biblical scroll. In spite of the calendar used in
the description of David’s Compositions this manuscript is generally not considered
sectarian.

3 For example, after some initial hesitation Carol Newsom—the editor of the
copies of the Shirot from Cave 4 and from Masada—now holds that, “on balance a
pre-Qumran origin seems more likely.” See C. A. Newsom, “Songs of the Sabbath
Sacrifice,” in Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (2 vols.; ed. L. H. Schiffman and
J. C. VanderKam; New York: Oxford, 2000) 2: 887-889, here 887. See also in more
detail her article “‘Sectually Explicit’ Literature from Qumran,” in The Hebrew Bible
and Its Interpreters (ed. W. H. Propp, B. Halpern and D. N. Freedman; Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, 1990), 167-187.

4 1QIsa? 1QpHab and 1QS were published in M. Burrows, J. C. Trever and W. H.
Brownlee The Dead Sea Scrolls of St Mark’s Monastery I and II (New Haven: ASOR,
1950 and 1951). 1QIsa®, 1QH and 1QM were published by E. L. Sukenik in The Dead
Sea Scrolls of the Hebrew University (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1955) and 1QapGen was
published by N. Avigad and Y. Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon: A Scroll from the Wilder-
ness of Judaea (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1956).
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forty manuscripts published in DJD 1, leaving out of consideration
the thirty other unclassified and unidentified manuscripts repro-
duced on Plates XXXIII-XXXVII of DJD 1) we come to the following
numbers:

- 15 “biblical manuscripts”
- 9 “sectarian” compositions
— 22 “para-biblical non sectarian” compositions.'®

We are thus left with 9 “sectarian” and 37 “non sectarian” composi-
tions from Cave 1, with the “sectarian” compositions constituting 15%
out of a total of 46 compositions.

Cave 11 revealed two manuscripts published elsewhere (the Temple
Scroll [11Q19] published by Yadin'” and the Paleo-Hebrew Leviticus
Scroll [11Q1] published by Freedman and Mathews') as well as the
twenty manuscripts published in the DJD Series."” Here I am again
leaving out of consideration ten unclassified or unidentified manu-
scripts reproduced on plates XLVIII-LII of DJD 23. The profile of the
“sectarian character” of Cave 11 emerges as follows:

- 9 “biblical” manuscripts
- 3 (or 4) “sectarian” compositions
- and 8 (or 9) “para-biblical non sectarian” compositions.

In all this leaves us with 3 or 4 “sectarian” and 17 or 18 “non sectarian”
compositions in Cave 11, or 14% or 18% out a total of 21 compositions

> D. Barthélemy and J. T. Milik, Qumran Cave 1 (DJD 1; Oxford: Clarendon,
1955).

' T use quotation marks throughout to underline that I consider the terminology
“biblical-non biblical” and “sectarian—non sectarian” anachronistic and unsatisfac-
tory; see most recently, F. Garcfa Martinez, “;Sectario, non-sectario, o qué? Problemas
de una taxonomia correcta de los textos qumranicos,” RevQ 23/91 (2008): 383-394.

7'Y. Yadin, The Temple Scroll (3 vols.; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1977)
[Hebrew].

'8 D. N. Freedman and K. A. Mathews, The Paleo-Hebrew Leviticus Scrolls (11Qpa-
leoLev) (Winona Lake: ASOR, 1985).

1 Cf. 11Q5 published by J. A. Sanders, The Psalm Scroll of Qumran Cave 11 (11QPs*)
(DJD 4; Oxford: Clarendon, 1965) and the texts published by F. Garcia Martinez,
E. J. C. Tigchelaar and A. S. van der Woude, eds., Qumran Cave 11. II: 11Q2-18,
11Q20-31 (DJD 23; Oxford: Clarendon, 1998).
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(with the variation depending on whether we count the tiny 11Q29 in
one category or in another).

In sum it seems to me that Emanuel Tov’s characterization of Cave
11 as being “more sectarian” than the other caves fails to convince, at
least when this cave is compared to Cave 1 the contents of which served
to determine the “sectarian” character of the manuscripts. Rather, in
terms of the ‘sectarian’ or ‘non-sectarian’ character of their holdings
the profile of both caves is, in practical terms, identical.

A different approach has been proposed by Daniel Stokl Ben Ezra
who put forward a theory of “Old Caves and Young Caves” that has
recently been published in Dead Sea Discoveries.*® The central tenet of
this theory is formulated as follows,

According to the calculations below, the average age of the dated scrolls
from Cave 4 and from Cave 1 differs to such an extent from that of the
manuscripts of Caves 2, 3, 5, 6 and 11 that the possibility that they are
all randomly chosen samples of the same ‘population,” the same library,
becomes improbable. In other words, it can be shown statistically to be
highly unlikely that the manuscripts from Caves 1 and 4 are random
samples coming from the same collection of manuscripts as those from
Caves 2,3,5,6 and 11, hidden in an emergency just before 68 CE.”!

On this view the materials from Caves 1 and 4 are “old” with an aver-
age age of the dated manuscript deposits that is noticeably older than
the average age of the dated manuscript deposited in the remaining
caves.”? Stokl Ben Ezra goes on to suggest that Caves 1 and 4 con-
tained the remains of the Qumran library brought to safety and hidden
between 9/8 BCE and 4 BCE, possibly when Qumran was destroyed
by a fire. On Stokl Ben Ezra’s interpretation the contents of the “old”
caves remained undisturbed and forgotten during the re-occupation
of the Khirbeh after the reconstruction of the buildings. He further
observes,

Unlike the “young” Caves 2, 3, 5, 6, and 11, the “old” Caves 1 and 4
were not emergency hiding places in 68 CE, but contained most or all

% Daniel St6kl Ben Ezra, “Old Caves and Young Caves: A Statistical Reevaluation
of a Qumran Consensus,” DSD 14 (2007): 313-333.

21 “Old Caves and Young Caves,” 315-316.

22 “The ASA [average scroll age] of both old caves together is 42.9 BCE as opposed
to the ASA of all young caves (10.9 CE). The manuscripts from the old caves are on
average more than 50 years older than those of the young caves.” “Old Caves and
Young Caves,” 318.
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of their manuscripts already at an earlier point in history: Cave 1 as an
emergency hide out, Cave 4 as an emergency hiding place, library, or
depository.?

According to this theory, Cave 11 is characterized as a “young” cave
(alongside Caves 2, 3, 5 and 6) and it is suggested that its contents
would have been deposited in 68 CE. Thus, Stokl Ben Ezra proposes,
“Caves 2, 3, 6, and 11 served as emergency hiding places (of the new
library) just before the Roman attack.” On this view the peculiarity
of Cave 11 would reside in the fact that its holdings were deposited at
a later date than the materials from Caves 1 and 4.

That Cave 11 is a “young” cave seems certain, since Herodian and
late-Herodian manuscripts make up the majority of its holdings. How-
ever, this does not seem peculiar to me since Cave 1 also contains
a number of manuscripts dated by Carbon 14 outside of the range
necessary for a deposit in 9 or 4 BCE (1QapGen and 1QpHab), and
a larger number of manuscripts (ten on my count) which are dated
palaeographically to the Herodian or late-Herodian period. Since in
my view the date of the latest manuscript provides a terminus a quo
for the deposit, it is impossible to accept that the deposits from Cave
1 were placed there “around the turn of the era.” In addition, we have
a manuscript from Cave 11 (11Q20, Temple Scroll’) which was penned
by the same scribe as 1QpHab. This suggests, I would think, that both
deposits go back to the same time and that the manuscripts from both
caves were deposited in similar circumstances.

I conclude, therefore, that neither the “sectarian” character asserted
by Tov, nor the date of the deposit postulated by Stokl Ben Ezra suc-
cessfully account for the peculiar character of Cave 11. We need to
look elsewhere in our attempt to distinguish Cave 11 from the other
caves.

Cave 1 and Cave 11 present many common characteristics and in
some aspects they are the most similar of all the manuscript caves.
Both caves offered favorable storage conditions with the conditions in
Cave 1 having been better as indicated by the number of manuscripts
wrapped in linen and preserved in their entirety as well as the num-
ber of storage jars recovered, etc. Nevertheless the storage conditions
in both caves were certainly similar. Thus, a substantial number of

# “Old Caves and Young Caves,” 327.
# “Old Caves and Young Caves,” 329.
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manuscripts in a relatively good state of preservation have been recov-
ered from both caves. Cave 1 revealed the seven well preserved manu-
scripts published outside the DJD Series and Cave 11 brought forth
the well preserved 11Q1 (the Paleo-Hebrew Leviticus Scroll), 11Q5 (the
Psalms Scroll), but also 11Qtargum of Job and Yadin’s Temple Scroll—if
the latter indeed comes from Cave 11 about which there is no abso-
lute certainty. Moreover, Cave 1 revealed a very large amount of linen
textiles used to protect the manuscript deposits,”® and Cave 11 also
contained the remains of linen (cf., for example, Box 988 which also
contained some unpublished fragments of 11Q1 and the photograph
showing the linen textile used to protect the Temple Scroll).*

In spite of these similarities we also note some significant differ-
ences. These may offer us important clues in our quest to define the
peculiar character of Cave 11.

In my view the most significant difference between the two caves
is the “habitability” of Cave 11 when compared with the “habitabil-
ity” of Cave 1. The archaeological report of the excavation of Cave 1
published in DJD 1 and the notes about the exploration of the caves
published by de Vaux in Revue Biblique” indicate that the habitability
of Cave 1 is uncertain.?® It is not impossible that Cave 1 was inhabited,
but this is considered unlikely. With respect to Cave 11, by contrast,
de Vaux affirms explicitly that this cave was inhabited, both in the
preliminary report published in Revue Biblique® and in the synthesis
published in Archaeology and the Dead Sea Scrolls.** Indeed, in his
preliminary report de Vaux is rather emphatic on the topic,

» See G. M. Crowfoot, “The Linen Textiles,” in D. Barthélemy and J. T. Milik,
Qumran Cave 1 (DJD 1; Oxford: Clarendon, 1955), 18-38.

% This photograph has been reproduced in F. Mébarki and E. Puech, Les manus-
crits de la mer Morte (Rodez: Editions de Rouergue, 2002), 31. On the textiles from
Qumran, see Mireille Bélis, “Des textiles, catalogues et commmentaires,” in Khirbet
Qumran et ‘Ain Feshkha II: Etudes d’anthropologie, de physique et de chimie (NTOA
Series Archaeologica 3; ed. J.-B. Humbert and J. Gunneweg; Fribourg /Géttingen:
Academic Press/Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2006), 207-276.

77 R. de Vaux, “La grotte des manuscrits hébreux,” RB 56 (1949): 586-609.

# Cf. Barthelemy and Milik, Qumran Cave 1, 13: “La premiére grotte était difficile-
ment habitable mais, comme beaucoup d’autres trous du rocher, qui contiennent aussi
des jarres et un peu de vaisselle domestique, elle a pu servir de magasin ou de cachette
a des gens qui vivaient a proximité sous des tentes ou des huttes.”

¥ R. de Vaux, “Fouilles de Khirbet Qumran: Rapport préliminaire sur les 3¢, 4 et
5¢ campagnes,” RB 63 (1956): 533-577.

¥ Cf. R. de Vaux, Archaeology and the Dead Sea Scrolls (Oxford: OUP, 1973), 51:
“Cave 11 was inhabited in the Chalcolitic period, in Iron Age II, and finally at the same
period as Khirbet Qumran, as the pottery found there (but rare elsewhere) attests.”
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La chambre antérieure a été la plus habitée. On distingue trois périodes
d’occupation. Au-dessus du sol vierge, une couche contient des tessons
chalcolithiques de facture tres grossiére; la seule piece vraiment caracté-
ristique est une petite jarre incompléte a col bas, avec anse horizontale
a impressions digitales et de grands traits obliques incisés autour du col.
Cette couche est surmontée d’un dépot naturel de terre jeune, puis d’une
couche israélite, avec des fragments de jarres, deux lampes a bec pincé
et a base épaisse, une cruchette sphérique: I'ensemble date du VIle siécle
avant notre ére. Il y a enfin une couche contemporaine de 'occupation
de Khirbet Qumran. Elle contenait quelques objets de fer, une piochette,
un ciseau (ou une lime), un couteau, et peu de poterie; mais les formes
sont bien caractéristiques et ont leurs paralléles au Khirbet Qumrén et
dans les autres grottes, en particulier une cruchette et deux couvercles en
forme de bol renversé. Dans cette couche ont été recueillis des débris de
linge et de vannerie, des bouts de cordes et quelques fragments inscrits
sur peau, dont plusieurs en caractéres paléo-hébreux.”

In light of this report of the excavation of Cave 11 by de Vaux, which
is still the most detailed available to date, Stokl Ben Ezra’s assertion of
that, “The marl caves (Caves 4, 5 and 7-9) were designed as dwelling
places, while the limestone caves (Caves 1-3, 6 and 11) were not,” is
difficult to accept.

The habitability of Cave 11 seems thus assured, and this element is
highly relevant: somebody was living there before the destruction of
the Khirbeh. Although we are still awaiting the full publication report
of the excavations from Cave 11, de Vaux included some samples of
the pottery and other utensils found in the cave, and the forms resem-
ble those from the late period of the occupation of Khirbet Qumran.
Can this element, the fact that Cave 11 was inhabited before the Khir-
beh was abandoned, explain the peculiarity of this cave? I think it
may, since it would allow us to consider its holdings as the “personal”
library of its inhabitant, an hypothesis already put forth by R. de Vaux
himself,

Si 'on considére seulement les grottes qui contenaient des documents
écrits, la présence de ceux-ci s’explique de différentes facons. Ces textes

31 De Vaux, “Fouilles de Khirbet Qumran,” 574.

2 “Old Caves and Young Caves,” 322. In note 31, he recognizes that de Vaux
“assumed that among the limestone caves, Cave 3 (before the collapse) and 11 could
have been temporarily habitable,” but dismisses the opinion of the excavator on the
basis of the assertion by J. Patrich that there is no evidence of habitation in the lime-
stone caves and the oral information by Hanan Eshel that “Cave 11 cannot possibly
have been used for habitation, since among other reasons, the floor is uneven and
there is not enough air.”
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peuvent étre ceux qu'un membre ou un petit group de la communauté
avaient a leur usage et qu’ils ont abandonnés dans la grotte qu’ils habi-
taient (grottes 5Q, 7 4 9Q, 11Q) ou qu’ils ont entreposés ou cachés, avec
leur vaisselle, dans une cavité voisine de leur lieu de campement (grottes

2Q, 3Q. 6Q).”

Two obstacles, however, seem to render this explanation less likely:

1. although we do not have many data on personal libraries in
antiquity, the quantity of manuscripts recovered from Cave 11 (i.e.
31 in total) seems disproportionately large for a “personal library”
and difficult to reconcile with the economics of scroll production
at the time; and

2. the presence of multiple copies of the same compositions* is
extremely difficult to account for if this was a personal library.

In my view, a more likely scenario is to imagine that at the point of
trying to save the library of the community, the inhabitant of Cave 11
brought some of the holdings of the library of the Khirbeh to Cave 11
for safe keeping. The location of Cave 11 some considerable distance
away from the Khirbeh, the presence of the same jars and linen attest-
ing the same manner of preservation and transport of the manuscripts
as in Cave 1, and even the fact that the entrance to Cave 11 was con-
cealed in antiquity, would be consonant with this interpretation.

II. The Relationship of Cave 11 to the Qumran Collection as a Whole

I will be very brief in my attempt to answer the second question I posed
above: How do the materials from Cave 11 relate to the collection of
Qumran as a whole, now that all the texts have been published?

In my opinion the most significant observation to make in the wake
of the full publication of the Scrolls in the DJD Series concerns the
proportions of the categories of manuscripts which formed the col-
lection as a whole. We now have some idea of the full spectrum of
preserved material and are no longer dependent on the best preserved

% R. de Vaux, “Archéologie,” in M. Baillet, J. T. Milik, and R. de Vaux, Les ‘Petites
Grottes’ de Qumrdn (DJD 3; Oxford: Clarendon, 1962), 34.

3 11Q1 and 11Q2 are copies of Leviticus; 11Q5, 11Q6, 11Q7, 11Q8 and, possi-
bly, 11Q9 are copies of Psalms; 11Q19, 11Q20 and, possibly, 11Q21 are copies of the
Temple Scroll.
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manuscripts from Cave 1 which were published relatively speedily.
Looking at the collection as a whole we notice a significant shift in
the proportions of manuscripts that have been classified as “biblical,”
“para-biblical,” and “sectarian”. In particular, the increased impor-
tance of “non-sectarian” “para-biblical” material compared with the
other two categories is noteworthy. It is now possible to state without
exaggeration that these sorts of materials constitute the majority of
the collection outnumbering both the “biblical” and the “sectarian”
manuscripts put together.”

If we recall the overview over the contents of Cave 11 spelt out
above (9 “biblical” texts, 3 or 4 “sectarian” compositions, and 8 or 9
“para-biblical” texts) we may safely conclude that the general profile
of Cave 11 is very similar and practically identical to the profile of the
collection as a whole as it emerges today. Like the contents of Cave
1, the materials from Cave 11 form a perfect sample of the library of
which the holdings of Cave 11 once formed a part and thus represent
a cross-section of the Qumran collection as a whole.

» See F. Garcia Martinez, “Qumrén, 60 ans aprés la découverte,” The Qumran
Chronicle 15 (2007): 111-138.






FURTHER REFLECTIONS ON CAVES 1 AND 11:
A RESPONSE TO FLORENTINO GARCIA MARTINEZ

DANIEL STOKL BEN EZRA

In two recent papers, one of them in this volume, Florentino Garcia
Martinez addressed, among other theories, also the problems and
proposed solutions raised in my DSD article “Old Caves and Young
Caves.”" While Garcia Martinez raises important points, his argumen-
tation also reveals some misunderstandings here and there. Part of this
is due to the criss-crossing of publications: Garcia Martinez wrote his
contributions on the basis of the internet prepublication® in October
2005; I emended my original proposal following the first and stormy
internet discussion and did not express this clearly enough in the
conclusion;® Garcia Martinez could only revise his papers slightly on
the basis of my final DSD printed version in the autumn of 2007. Part
of it may also be due to the unusualness of arguments based on statis-
tics and age ranges in the field of religious studies. On the suggestion
of Florentino Garcia Martinez, Charlotte Hempel has kindly agreed to
include a clarifying response by the present author in this volume and
I would like to thank both of them warmly for this privilege. The main
aim of this brief response* is to keep the scholarly discussion as lucid
as possible in order to avoid an unintended dialogue de sourds.®

' T am most grateful to my distinguished colleague for sending me the papers
before their publication: The Ljubljana address will be published as F. Garcia Martinez
“Reconsidering the Cave 1 Texts Sixty Years After Their Discovery: An Overview,” in
Qumran Cave 1 Revisited: Reconsidering the Cave 1 Texts Sixty Years after Their Dis-
covery (STDJ; ed. D. Falk, Sarianna Metso, and E. Tigchelaar; Leiden: Brill, forthcom-
ing); for the Birmingham contribution “Cave 11 in Context” see 199-209 above.

* Seehttp://hal.archives_ouvertes.fr/hal_0014828/fr/.and http://www.nngs.org/Old_
Caves_and_Young_Caves.nordic.brief.doc.

> D. Stokl Ben Ezra, “Old Caves and Young Caves,” DSD 14 (2007): 313-333. The
main emendation can be found at 330-331 and notes 63 and 64.

* A much more detailed reevaluation will be published in German in a volume
edited by Jorg Frey and Carsten Claussen.

* Particularly, Greg Doudna’s theory and mine should not be confounded. This
is explicitly stated by Garcia Martinez but some readers might miss it. G. Doudna,
“Dating the Scrolls on the Basis of Radiocarbon Analysis,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls
after Fifty Years: A Comprehensive Assessment (ed. P. W. Flint and J. C. VanderKam;
Leiden: Brill, 1998), 1: 430-471.
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In “Old Caves and Young Caves” I have tried to distinguish sharply
between two levels of certitude: on the one hand the observation of a
new fundamental problem in Qumran studies and, on the other hand,
two possible explanations. I consider the distinction between old and
young caves a ‘hard’ fact until proven wrong, a hard fact in need of an
explanation.® The explanations given in my article are, as openly noted
there, highly speculative and I would invite others to come up with
theories that can explain the observation more convincingly. When
Garcia Martinez raises objections against my ‘theory,” he seems to
mean only the ‘speculative explanation’ for the observation, but he is
not completely clear on this.”

The ‘hard facts’ observation is based on calculations and statistics
of roughly 60% of all manuscripts and 100% of all dated manuscripts
from the chronological list in DJD 39. There are two different types of
manuscript caves, the “old caves” 1 and 4 and the “young caves” 2, 3,
5, 6, 11 with a significantly different distribution and average age of
the dated manuscripts.

In the second part of the article, I further mention two possible
scenarios that could have led to the age differences: Both scenarios
assume that the Qumranites had two book collections, a younger
library in the upper settlement and older stacks or a Geniza in Cave 4.
(Parts of)) the young upper library ended up in the young caves while
the older library was deposited in caves 1 and 4.

In the first speculative historical scenario the two collections of the
same Jewish group were deposited in the same area at two different
dates. Most of the manuscripts in the old caves were deposited at some
point between 9 and 4 BCE when Qumran was first destroyed. The
manuscripts in the young caves were deposited in 68 CE. Cave 4 also
includes manuscripts younger than 4 BCE being used as Geniza in
period II after the manuscripts from the first collection in this cave
had been mutilated. Cave 1 includes some period II manuscripts,
which may have been brought there when the cave was revisited in
68 CE.®

¢ Obviously, the hardness of “hard facts” is relative, too. I mentioned some possible
factors of error in “Old Caves and Young Caves,” at 321 note 29.

7 See below. He accepts the characterization of Cave 11 as “young cave,” yet he
seems to object to the classification of Cave 1 as “old cave,” at least he does not affirm
his opinion.

8 “If Cave 1 contains a small number of manuscripts or artifacts from period II,
we might consider the possibility that Cave 1, already filled with most of the scrolls
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According to an alternative explanation suggested by Hanan Eshel,
the two collections were deposited at the same dates. Cave 1 is a selec-
tion of Cave 4 manuscripts. Cave 4 served as stacks of the upper library
in the settlement with mainly older scrolls while the scrolls in the
other scroll caves come from a younger upper library. In this scenario,
all manuscripts were deposited in 68 CE apart from the contents of
Cave 4 which contained manuscripts already much earlier. (See now,
H. Eshel, Qumran [Jerusalem Carta, 2009], 124-125]).

Garcia Martinez raises the following issues:

1. “The date of the latest manuscript provides a terminus a quo for the
deposit.”

2. The palaeographic and Carbon 14 dates of four Cave 1 scrolls listed
in the chronological index of DJD 39 are incompatible with an early
deposit theory.

3. The chronological index in DJD 39 is incomplete. As many as ten
undated scrolls from Cave 1 should be dated in the late Herodian
period.

4. Cave 11 is a “young” cave.

5. Manuscripts of the same scribe were found in Caves 1 and 11.

6. Cave 11 was inhabited.

Let me commence by stating that I do, of course, agree with Garcia
Martinez’s amiable remark on methodology that “the date of the latest
manuscript provides a terminus a quo for the deposit.” Yet, we should
not forget that stricto sensu the date of the latest manuscript provides
a terminus a quo only for the deposit of this manuscript.' I shall come
back to this point at the end of this brief contribution.

Secondly, the papers by Garcia Martinez reveal a mathematical
misunderstanding when comparing date ranges. In order to counter
the theory of a deposit of the Cave 1 scrolls already in 4 BCE, one
would have to point to Cave 1 texts with probable copy dates that

at the end of period Ib, has been revisited at the end of period II (or even later), e.g.
on the search for a new emergency hideout.” Stokl Ben Ezra, “Old Caves and Young
Caves,” 330-331.

® Garcia Martinez “Reconsidering the Cave 1 Texts” ms., 8.

10" At least when it is not attached in a bundle with other manuscripts or something
similar. 1Q71 and 1Q72 were found in quite an extraordinary fashion together with
1Q34, which might be an argument to see these manuscripts as intruders, see below.
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begin after 4 BCE."! Most scrolls listed by Garcia Martinez do not fulfill
this criterion:'? 1QInstruction (30 BCE-30 CE), 1QapGen (30 BCE-68
CE), 1QJN? ar (30 BCE-68 CE), 1QpHab (1-50 CE)."”* Of these manu-
scripts only the last (1QpHab) would be incompatible with a deposit
date in 4 BCE because its earliest date given here is 1 CE. It is likely
that the three scrolls 1QInstruction, 1QapGen and 1QJN(?) were writ-
ten before 4 BCE. In addition, not even 1QpHab contradicts a deposit
date in 4 BCE since the chronological index in DJD 39 proves unreli-
able for this scroll."* Usually, palaeographers date 1QpHab to the early
Herodian period (30-1 BCE)."* The Carbon 14 date also supports a
date before the Common Era (88-2 BCE, 1o-probability) contra Garcia
Martinez.'¢

Thirdly, as stated above, I principally agree with Garcia Martinez
that there are scrolls from Cave 1 that were probably copied in the mid
or late Herodian period. I disagree, however, as to the identification
and the number of these scrolls. In his Ljubljana paper, he states pre-
cisely as to which Cave 1 manuscripts he would ascribe to period II:

This list [of the dated manuscripts in DJD 39] indexes only the 23 com-
positions better preserved, but a look at the plates of DJD I shows that
the number of late Herodian writings is much larger. Without going
into a detailed paleographical analysis, I would not hesitate to place into
the first century CE the following manuscripts: 1Q1 (Genesis) and 1Q27

' We can compare the situation to a letter that is dated to the year 2008 but not
the day or the month. A theory saying that its writer died on February 1, 2008 cannot
be proven or disproven with such a letter. Only an indication on the letter such as
“summer 2008” would contradict such a theory.

2 B. Webster, “Chronological Index of the Texts from the Judaean Desert,” in
The Texts from the Judaean Desert (DJD 39; ed. E. Tov; Oxford: Clarendon, 2002),
351-446. Garcia Martinez writes: These are “listed [in DJD 39] in a range of dates that
are incompatible...with Stokl Ben Ezra’s supposition of a deposit in the Cave in 9 or
4 BCE”—Garcia Martinez, “Reconsidering the Cave 1 Texts,” ms., 9.

B Garcfa Martinez, “Reconsidering the Cave 1 Texts,” ms., 9. 1QInstruction is
1Q26, 1QJN? is 1Q32.

" As I indicated in “Old Caves and Young Caves,” 330 note 63.

5 Cross, “Introduction,” in Cross, Freedman, and Sanders Scrolls from Qumran
Cave 1, 4.

16 Garcfa Martinez, “Reconsidering the Cave 1 Texts,” ms., 9. Also for 1QapGen
(47 BCE-48 CE) the radiocarbon dating leaves a good chance for a date before 4
BCE. For the dates see G. Bonani et al., “Radiocarbon Dating of Fourteen Dead Sea
Scrolls,” Radiocarbon 34 (1992): 843-849; A. Jull et al., “Radiocarbon Dating of Scrolls
and Linen Fragments from the Judean Desert,” Radiocarbon 37 (1995): 11-19 and
the update with the 1997 recalibration: Doudna, “Dating the Scrolls on the Basis of
Radiocarbon Analysis,” 469.
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(Mysteries) ... 1Q12 (Psalm 44), 1Q14 and 1Q16 (two of the pesharim...),
1Q34 (1QLiturgical prayers), 1Q37 and 1Q39 (Hymnic compositions),
as well as 1QH*and 1QH®."”

With all due respect to my distinguished colleague, I disagree on a
classification of most of these manuscripts as mid or late Herodian.
In my opinion—without a detailed palaeographical analysis but after
having spent some hours over the highly enlarged photos—most of
these scrolls are rather early Herodian (30-1 BCE in Cross’s periodiza-
tion) or the transition period from late Hasmonean to early Herodian
(50-25 BCE)." This is not at all a maverick judgment—other schol-
ars have dated some of these scrolls to the early Herodian period as
well.” My more conservative dating would also be in agreement with
an important general statement of Frank Cross: “The formal scripts of
the final phase of the Herodian era are poorly represented in Cave 1.7
We should note that a statement from his Birmingham paper seems to
indicate that Garcia Martinez has become more hesitant with regard
to an extremely late dating of such a great number of scrolls. There he
qualifies these ten manuscripts as “Herodian or late Herodian,” which
is considerably less categorical than “I would not hesitate to place
[these manuscripts] in the first century CE.”*

Of the ten manuscripts listed by Garcia Martinez, I would agree on
only two as probably mid or late Herodian: 1QH® and 1Q34.>> However,

7 Garcia Martinez, “Reconsidering the Cave 1 Texts” ms., 9. My emphasis.

'8 For more precise numbers, see below.

1 1Q14 is dated as mid first century BCE in A. Steudel, ed., Die Texte aus Qumran
II (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 2001), 215. Cf. also the BCE dates
for 1Q14 and 1Q16 (proposed by J. H. Charlesworth) in Maurya Horgan’s edition of
these texts in J. H. Charlesworth et al., eds., The Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic,
and Greek Texts with English Translations. Volume 6B: Pesharim, Other Commen-
taries, and Related Documents (Tiibingen/Louisville: Mohr Siebeck/Westminster John
Knox Press, 2002), 25, 133.

% F. M. Cross, “The Development of the Jewish Scripts,” in The Bible and the
Ancient Near East: Essays in Honor of William Foxwell Albright (ed. G. Wright; Gar-
den City NY: Doubleday, 1961), 133-202, here 199 note 136.

2 See “Cave 11 in Context,” 205, above. My emphasis.

2 The first (1QH?) is already mentioned in the DSD article and Garcia Martinez
added it to his list. Note, however, that Devorah Dimant has compared the scribe of
1QH® to that of 4Q387, dated to 50-25 BCE, cf. Devorah Dimant, ed., Qumran Cave
4. XXI: Parabiblical Texts, Part 4: Pseudo-Prophetic Texts (DJD 30; Oxford: Clarendon,
2001), 374. For the date of 1Q34, see D. Falk, Daily, Sabbath, and Festival Prayers in
the Dead Sea Scrolls (STD] 27; Leiden: Brill, 1998), 155 who accepts J. Trever, “Com-
pletion of the Publication of Some Fragments from Qumran Cave 1,” RevQ 5 (1965):
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I would add three other manuscripts to his list as probable cases for
mid or late Herodian dates: 1Q30, 1Q71 and 1Q72.” The late dating of
the hands of five manuscripts does indeed contradict a clear-cut early
deposit versus late deposit distinction for Cave 1 versus e.g. Cave 11.
This was my reason for emending my original proposal in the way that
I now suggest that Cave 1 may have been revisited around 68 CE after
an original deposit between 9 and 4 BCE. In this respect, we should
note that at least three out of the five late scrolls (1Q34, 1Q71, 1Q72)
were bundled together in a rather remarkable and exceptional fash-
ion that might hint at the possibility that they reached the caves in a
way different from the other scrolls.”* Regarding the pottery of Cave 1,
I would like to point out that Jodi Magness has already suggested
that the Hellenistic jars and the wheelmade ‘Herodian’ Roman lamps,
which are certainly not from one period alone are unlikely to come
from one single deposit.”

Were we to agree with the late dating of so many manuscripts from
Cave 1, the papers of Garcia Martinez would suggest further ramifi-
cations—without stating it expressis verbis. Assigning a late date to a
great number of undated manuscripts attacks not only the speculative
scenarios but also the “hard” fact foundation of the statistics. And this
is much more important and fundamental. The calculations for the age
of Cave 1 published in the DSD article were based on fifteen scrolls.
I mentioned as a possible error factor the relatively small group of
dated manuscripts compared to a sizable group of undated manuscripts
from Cave 1. If the undated scrolls can be shown to have a very differ-

323-344, here 333. Contra Falk, who accepts Trever’s second assertion that the scribe
of 1Q34 also corrected 1QIsa* XXVIII, I accept F. Cross’s judgment that this correc-
tion should be dated to the early Herodian period, cf. F. M. Cross, “Introduction,”
4. 1Q39 might also be late Herodian but I do not think the fragments attest enough
letters to allow a sufficiently certain judgment.

» Having learnt about their dates after I had submitted the article (Greg Doudna
was so kind to draw my attention to 1Q71 and 1Q72 and a rereading of Cross and
Yardeni caused me to reassess 1Q30 and 1QH?), I referred to them mainly in a foot-
note in the final DSD version of the Caves article (at 330, note 63) and this footnote
was not yet accessible to Garcia Martinez when he wrote the conference presentations.
I did, however, mention them in the discussion of his paper in Ljubljana. 1Q34 should
be added to the manuscripts listed in my DSD article.

# See Trever, “Completion of the Publication of Some Fragments from Qumran.”

» J. Magness, The Archaeology of Qumran and the Dead Sea Scrolls (Grand Rapids
MI: Eerdmans, 2002), 85-87, quoted in “Old Caves and Young Caves,” 331 note 64.
Cf. also R. de Vaux, “La grotte des manuscrits hébreux,” RB 56 (1949): 587-88 (an
opinion later retracted).
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ent average scroll age (ASA) than the dated ones, this could influence
the results.® While it is very hard to change the average scroll age of a
cave, ten new scrolls that are all late would indeed do this as they add
more than 60% of the sample size in one direction only.”’

Let us therefore recalculate the ASA of Cave 1 and perform
the statistical tests in such a “worst case” scenario.?® In addition to the
fifteen dated scrolls from DJD 39, we have thirteen scrolls from the
mid-late Herodian period (1-68 CE).” We should not forget, however,
that among the undated (sizeable) scrolls from DJD 1 (1Q1-1Q40) are
sixteen manuscripts that Garcia Martinez did not consider to be mid
or late Herodian. They are presumably older. It seems justified to give
these scrolls (at least) an early Herodian dating (30-1 BCE).* While
in such a “worst case” scenario, Cave 1 would indeed no longer be an
“old cave,” it does not become a young cave either. Its ASA would be
about 8.2 BCE. New Kruskal-Wallis tests’ indicate that if we re-date
Cave 1 in such a way, the manuscripts contained in it would neither
likely to a sample from the same collection as the old caves (Cave 4)
nor from that behind the young caves (2, 3, 5, 6, 11).** In other words,
Cave 1 would form its own kind of “middle-aged” cave, a third type
in between old and young caves. We would then have to explain this
tripartite finding, which might turn out to be even more difficult than
the old caves versus young caves bipartition. However, as argued

% “Old Caves and Young Caves,” 321-322 note 29.

¥ Tt is important to bear in mind that statistics are usually based on a random or
representative sample of a population. The larger the sample the safer the basis for
the conclusions. In order to predict election results, the sample size is usually much
smaller than 1%o. In the DSD paper, Cave 1 was represented by about 30% of its dat-
able scrolls; all other caves where represented by more than 50% of their scrolls.

# In the following calculations, I disregarded all scrolls in palaco-Hebrew and in
Cryptic or in Greek scripts as their palaeography is even less established than that of
the regular Jewish script. In order to smoothen out the data and reduce the amount
of tied ranks, I let the computer assign random year numbers to each scroll between
the oldest and youngest possible ages given in DJD 39 and repeated the tests several
times. Combined with neglecting all scrolls in paleo-Hebrew, Cryptic or Greek script
this resulted in a different exact value of p in most cases from values given in the DSD
article. The important factor is not the exact value of p but whether p is smaller or
greater than the level of significance of 1%.

# Ten listed by Garcia Martinez and three added by myself.

* Some of them, such as 1Q22 and 1Q25, are probably considerably older.

3! Please see below for a simplified explanation as to how the Kruskal Wallis test
functions.

32 Cave 1-Cave 4: p=0.0003. Cave 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 11: p=0.0032. Both probabilities are
smaller than 1%.
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above, the large number of late Herodian scrolls in Cave 1 proposed
by Garcia Martinez is exaggerated and does not fit the overall assess-
ment of the scripts in Cave 1 by Cross.

The following dates seem more conservative in my eyes and should
be taken with a grain of salt. As stated above, they are not the result of
a painstakingly detailed palacographical analysis but preliminary sug-
gestions open for discussion:*

Suggested Palaeographical Dating Scrolls from Cave 1

Hasmonean (125-75 BCE) 1Q22, 1QS, 1QSa, 1QSb and 1QIsa*

late Hasmonean (100-50 BCE) 1Q25

late Hasmonean to transition 1Q4, 1Q10, 1Q18
(75-25 BCE)

transition (50-25 BCE) 1Q12,1Q23

transition to early Herodian 1Q5a,31Q6, 1Q7,1Q8,1Q11,1Q14,
(50-1 BCE) 1Q17,1Q29, 1Q37

early Herodian (30-1 BCE) 1Q1, 1Q2, 1Q16, 1Q19, 1Q19a,*

1Q26, 1Q27, 1Q38, 1QpHab, 1QM
early to mid Herodian (30 BCE to 1Q21, 1QH®, 1Q36

30 CE)
mid Herodian (1-30 CE) 1Q30, 1QH?
mid or late Herodian (1-68 CE) 1QapGen, 1Q34, 1Q71, 1Q72

3 For some scrolls, these datings differ slightly from those in DJD 39: For example,
1QapGen and 1Q21 seem younger (!) to me than indicated in DJD 39. With regard
to the two dates given for 1Q26 (first century BCE versus early-mid Herodian), I pro-
pose an early Herodian date. The other scrolls are too fragmentary to be dated with
certainty or written in paleo-Hebrew script.

** At the IOQS meeting in Ljubljana, I presented a detailed palaeographical study
arguing that 1Q5 has been written by at least two scribes and should be separated
into at least two scrolls: D. Stokl Ben Ezra, “Paleographical Observations Regarding
1Q5—One or Several Scrolls?,” in Qumran Cave 1 Revisited: Reconsidering the Cave 1
Texts Sixty Years after Their Discovery (STD]J; ed. D. Falk, Sarianna Metso, E. Tigche-
laar; Leiden: Brill, forthcoming).

% In a forthcoming article, Claire Pfann has shown that 1Q19 should be separated
into (at least) two scrolls on palaeographical grounds: C. Pfann, “A Note on 1Q19
The “Book of Noah,” in After the Deluge: The Apocryphal Noah Books and Traditions
(ed. A. Amihay and M. E. Stone, forthcoming) referred to by E. Eshel, “The Genesis
Apocryphon and Other Related Aramaic Texts from Qumran: The Birth of Noah,”
in Aramaica Qumranica: The Aix-en-Provence Colloquium on the Aramaic Dead Sea
Scrolls (STDJ; ed. Katell Berthelot and D. St6kl Ben Ezra; Leiden: Brill, forthcoming).
While I have not yet seen C. Pfann’s article, a glance on the plates of DJD 1 convinces
me that her thesis is extremely probable.



FURTHER REFLECTIONS ON CAVES 1 AND 11 219

If we perform the Kruskal-Wallis tests using these datings for the
undated manuscripts, Cave 1 stays an “old cave” together with Cave 4
and distinct from the second group, the “young caves” (2, 3, 5, 6, 11).%

Garcia Martinez’s paper in the present volume contains the follow-
ing paragraph with a number of similar points that seem to me to be
misunderstandings:

That Cave 11 is a “young” cave seems certain, since Herodian and late-
Herodian manuscripts make up the majority of its holdings. However,
this does not seem peculiar to me since Cave 1 also contains a number
of manuscripts dated by Carbon 14 outside of the range necessary for
a deposit in 9 or 4 BCE (1QapGen and 1QpHab), and a larger number
of manuscripts (ten on my count) which are dated palaeographically to
the Herodian or late-Herodian period. Since in my view the date of the
latest manuscript provides a terminus a quo for the deposit, it is impos-
sible to accept that the deposits from Cave 1 were placed there “around
the turn of the era.”’”

Firstly, while Cave 11 is a young cave, Cave 1 is not, even if it contains
manuscripts from period II. The crucial difference between old caves
and young caves is not the maximum and minimum age of the scrolls
therein but the significantly uneven distribution of old and young
scrolls expressed among others by a greatly varying average scroll age.
Similarly, when a family with a newborn child visits the grandmother
living in a nursing home, the minimum and the maximum age of the
people in the building might be about the same as in a kindergarten
visited by a grandfather. What will differ, however, are the average age
and the distribution (the curve).

Secondly, as stated above, a palaeographic date covering the whole
Herodian period simply does not speak against a deposit before 4
BCE: Palaeographically speaking, the Herodian period lasted from 30
BCE to 70 CE. Any manuscript written in this 100 year long time span
would have a good chance to have been written in the first quarter of
this period (between 30 and 4 BCE). The Carbon 14 dates of 1Qap-
Gen and 1QpHab have been discussed above as not being arguments
against a deposit before 4 BCE.

Garcia Martinez argues also that “we do have a manuscript from
Cave 11 (11Q20, Temple Scroll’) which was penned by the same scribe

¥ Cave 1-Cave 4: p=0.4138; cave 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 11: p<0.0001. Caves 2, 3, 5, 6, 11:
p=0.8228.
¥ Garcia Martinez, “Cave 11 in Context,” 205 above.
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who copied 1QpHab.”* Indeed, 11Q20 has been dated to 20-50 CE
by the editors of DJD 23.* I consent that it is entirely possible that the
(first) scribe of 1QpHab also wrote 11Q20. Yet, I consider Cross’s ear-
lier date for this scribe to the early Herodian period preferable, which
also matches much better the latest probable date of the 10-Carbon 14
date for 1QpHab.* Furthermore, I do not see a problem with regard
to the assumption that manuscripts by the same scribe end up in old
and young caves.*’ Manuscripts by the same scribe might end up in
different collections, especially if they are closely related and belong to
the same group over the period of only two generations.*

Finally, based on remarks by de Vaux, Garcia Martinez considers
the habitability of Cave 11 before the destruction of Khirbet Qumran
as certain.* With regard to the question whether Cave 11 was inhab-
ited or not in period II, I would maintain that it is difficult to imagine
if we speak of a prolonged period (and not only of some weeks or so)
and this for two reasons not mentioned in the DSD article: Cave 11
is quite far from the site (almost 2 km as the crow flies) and does not
have water. In addition, as far as I understand, one argument for the
habitation of a place is the existence of storage, cooking and eating
vessels. This is not the case for Cave 11.*

3 Garcia Martinez, “Cave 11 in Context,” 205 above.

¥ Cf. F. Garcia Martinez, E. Tigchelaar and A. van der Woude, Qumran Cave 11.
II: 11Q2-18, 11Q20-31 (DJD 23; Oxford: Clarendon, 1998), 364.

 Waw and yod are undistinguished (as noted in Garcia Martinez, E. Tigchelaar
and A. van der Woude, Qumran Cave 11. II, 364), which is a typical phenomenon of
the early Herodian hand, cf. F. M. Cross, “The Development of the Jewish Scripts,”
176. The final mem is long and sometimes still open. Sometimes ticks but no proper
keraia on gimel, zayin, nun occur.

1 If Ada Yardeni is right in her ascription of more than 50 scrolls to one scribe,
his works were included in many different caves as he wrote 1Q32, 1Q65, 1Q69 as
well as 2Q24, 3Q14, 11Q18, the Masada Apocryphon of Joshua, and many scrolls from
Cave 4. See Ada Yardeni, “A Note on a Qumran Scribe,” in New Seals and Inscriptions
(Hebrew Bible Monographs 8; ed. M. Lubetsky; Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix, 2007),
281-292. I would like to express my deep gratitude to her for sending me a copy of
her article before its publication.

2 This would be an argument against the analysis of S. Pfann, “Reassessing the
Judean Desert Caves: Libraries, Archives, Genizas and Hiding Places,” Bulletin of the
Anglo-Israel Archaeological Society 25 (2007): 139-162. Pfann’s claim that almost every
cave in and around Qumran and Masada represents a different sociological group is
hardly substantiated or credible.

4 Garcia Martinez, “Cave 11 in Context,” 206-8 above.

4 1.-B. Humbert and A. Chambon, Fouilles de Khirbet Qumrdn et de Ain Feshkha
I: Album de photographies, répertoire du fonds photographique, synthése des notes de
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In sum, none of Garcia Martinez’s arguments makes void the ‘hard
fact’ observation with regard to two different types of caves, one with
an old average manuscript age, the other with a significantly younger
average manuscript age. We should note that he agrees with my assess-
ment of Cave 11 as a young cave, which means that it has different
characteristics than Cave 4. However, he does not seem to agree with
my assessment of Cave 1 as an old cave. To quote myself: “I would
like to emphasize that the young dates suggested for some of these
Cave 1 scrolls do not turn Cave 1 into a young cave.” Even were we
to accept late dates for all ten scrolls mentioned by Garcia Martinez,
Cave 1 would still not turn out to be a young cave.

With regard to the speculative scenarios, Garcia Martinez and I
share the opinion that some scrolls from Cave 1 were probably cop-
ied in period II. As is the case with any emendated theory, also my
double-deposit scenario might seem less convincing than the original
clear-cut double deposit theory once we assume that Cave 1 was revis-
ited at a later point in time. Yet, Hanan Eshel’s proposal to solve the
problem posed by the age differences remains completely untouched
by Garcia Martinez’s arguments.

To those not convinced by either my or Eshel’s explanation I would
like to emphasize again that the problem of the statistically significant
divergence of the average age of the caves still remains a serious prob-
lem that needs an explanation, be it mine, Eshel’s or someone else’s.
On the way to a solution, a nuanced analysis of the pottery, the tissues
from the caves and the undated scrolls from Cave 1 might be helpful
and, of course, further re-examinations of dated and undated scrolls.*

Appendix: A Simplified Introduction to the Kruskal-Wallis Test

To those who would like to know more about the statistical test,
I include here a simplified explanation.”” The Kruskal-Wallis test

chantier du Pére Roland de Vaux OP (NTOA.SA 1; Fribourg/Géttingen: Editions Uni-
versitaires Fribourg Suisse/Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1994), 344.

# Stokl Ben Ezra, “Old Caves and Young Caves,” 330, note 63, emphasis in the
original.

* With regard to pottery and tissues S. Pfann, “Reassessing the Judean Desert
Caves,” has taken a step in this direction.

7 A good online explanation can be found at http://udel.edu/~mcdonald/
statkruskalwallis.html. The now standard test was first published by W. H. Kruskal
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analyses whether two* or more independent samples are unlikely to
come from the same or identical population. The Kruskal-Wallis test is
non-parametric as, unlike the very common Student or T-Test, it does
not assume a normal distribution of the data (Gauss-curve). Also the
number of observations in each sample can vary. In a simplified ver-
sion it functions in the following way: First the values of the samples
are converted into ranks in the overall data set. The smallest value gets
1, the next 2 and so on and the highest gets n. Tied observations get
average ranks.” For example, let us take three samples A, B and C with
the following absolute values:

Sample A: 30, 55, 65, 65, 90;
Sample B: 15, 35, 36, 91, 92;
Sample C: 10, 93, 94, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99.

The ranks of the overall set would be: 10 = 1, 15 = 2, 30 = 3, 35 = 4,
36 =5,55=6,65=7.5(the average of 7and 8),90=9,91 = 10,92 = 11,
93 = 12,94 =13, 95 = 14, 96 = 15, 97 = 16, 98 = 17, 99 = 18. Note
that Sample C encompasses the lowest and the seven highest values
and such a distribution seems rather unlikely as the result of a ran-
dom selection. In detail, the distribution of the ranks in each sample
would be:

Sample A 3,6,7.5,7.5 and 9—givingameanrank: 3+ 6+7.5+7.5+9)/
5 =33/5= 6.6;

Sample B 2,4, 5,10 and 11—giving a mean rank: (2 +4 + 5+ 10 + 11)/
5=132/5=6.4;

Sample C 1, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18—giving a mean rank: (1 +12 +
13+14 + 15+ 16 + 17 + 18)/8 = 106/8 = 13.25.

The probability p is calculated with a rather complex mathematical
formula that compares the distances of the mean rank of each group
to the mean total rank on the one hand and the distance of the rank

and W. A. Wallis, “Use of Ranks in One-Criterion Variance Analysis,” Journal of the
American Statistical Association 47/260 (1952): 584-621.

% The U or Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test would be applied for two samples. This
test functions analogously to the Kruskal-Wallis test.

* Thus, the Kruskal-Wallis test does not calculate with the ASA, which is the mean
value, but with mean ranks. I have always given the ASA as it might be easier to
understand giving a value that has a meaning for historians.
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of each element to the mean total rank on the other hand.*® Only the
mean rank of each group depends on the actual distribution of the
elements in each group, the other values stay constant if we switch
elements between groups. If elements are distributed unevenly among
the groups (e.g. all or many low ranks in one group and all or many
high ranks in another) the mean ranks will vary, as in our example.
The greater the difference of the mean ranks of each group the lower
the probability p will be.

The calculated probability p of the example above is 0.0285, i.e.
2.85%.”" This is lower than a lenient 5% threshold but higher than
a more restrictive 1% threshold. As quite unlikely things are known
to have happened in human history, I would rather propose a strict
threshold of at least 1% for a historical scenario. In this case, the three
samples are still likely enough to be random samples from the same
population and I would not exclude a historical probability despite the
fact that they already look quite unlikely.

If we compare only samples A and B their mean ranks are almost
the same.** The value of p would be 0.9166. They almost certainly come
from the same population (or from two populations with identical
characteristics). Were we to exclude the single low value from Sam-
ple C (value 10 with rank 1), p for the three samples would decrease
to 0.0029.” This would be lower than a 1% threshold. Note that the
Kruskal-Wallis tests for the old and young caves gave even lower
results than the seemingly unlikely example given above meaning that
assuming a random distribution of scrolls from one collection among
old and young caves is much more unlikely.

% The formula is explained at: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kruskal-Wallis_one-
way_analysis_of_variance:

D n(E-7)
N- Ve ——— -
izlzjzl(r’j_r) .
p is calculated from K by looking up the value of K and the degrees of freedom
(number of samples reduced by one) in a chi-square table.
1 K would be 7.12.
52 If we exclude sample C the mean ranks of samples A and B have to be reduced

by one as the smallest overall value 10 belongs to sample C.
» K would be 11.68.

K=
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TEMPLE MYSTICISM AND THE TEMPLE OF MEN

ToRLEIF ELGVIN

A number of sectarian texts presuppose a union between the earthly
temple of men and the heavenly sanctuary, between the officiating
members of the Yahad below and the angels above. As a liturgical
unity the Yahad is an earthly counterpart of the heavenly sanctuary
where God’s angels stand in priestly ministry before the heavenly king.
The thesis of this paper is that these concepts represent adaptations
of earlier temple theology from the pre-Maccabean temple. An inves-
tigation of this background may illuminate how ideas of an earthly
and heavenly temple were formative in the crystallizing of sectarian
identity.

I. Foundational Texts from the First Temple Period

God’s heavenly entourage is described in early mountain theophanies,
usually connected with the Sinai event. According to Deut 33:2,
“YHWH came from Sinai, and dawned over them from Seir, he shone
forth from Mount Paran, He came with myriads of holy ones.”" Simi-
lar theophanies are found in Judg 5:4-5; Ps 68:8-9; Hab 3:3. According
to Deuteronomy 33, the Lord comes with myriads of holy ones, i.e.
angels. Ps 68:18 describes YHWH accompanied by myriads of angelic
chariots, while Judges 5:20 portrays the stars as heavenly beings fight-
ing with Israel against her enemies. These theophany descriptions are
so vivid and visually drawn that their origin may be sought among
early Israelite mystical seers visualizing the Sinai event.

The early Sinai tradition also knows of God’s heavenly abode. Exod
24:9-11 preserves the memory of Moses, Aaron and his two sons, and
seventy elders of Israel, dining with and receiving a vision of the God
of Israel, enthroned above a sapphire floor (cf. ¥’P3 ‘“firmament’ in
Ezekiel and later tradition): “God did not raise his hand against these
leaders of the Israelites; they saw God, and they ate and drank.” Here

! English translations usually follow the NIV.
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there is no heavenly entourage, only a vision of God and his throne.
As texts contained in the Torah, Exodus 24 and Deuteronomy 33
would carry particular importance for Second Temple visionaries and
theologians.

In the Ancient Near East the temple could be perceived as a sym-
bolic mountain and God’s abode. Thus, biblical authors transferred
traditions and epithets connected to the Sinai revelation to Zion, God’s
elect place of dwelling. Theophanies connected to Zion in Ps 50:1-4
and Ps 68 (vv. 17, 25-30, 36) are examples of this theological trans-
fer. Subsequently the Priestly Source recognizes a visible revelation of
the cloud of God’s glory at sacred moments in the Jerusalem temple,
modelled upon God’s theophanic presence at Sinai (Exod 40:34; 1 Kgs
8:10-11, cf. Exod 24:16; Isa 6:4).

Isaiah 6 bridges priestly and prophetic traditions. In Isaiah’s vision
earthly and heavenly temple converge. The Jerusalemite Isaiah, his
vision and subsequent legitimating report presuppose basic elements
of the priestly tradition at home in this temple.* We encounter God’s
abode in the temple, the enthroned Lord surrounded by angelic beings,
angelic praise, smoke filling the temple, the incense altar, man’s impu-
rity and need for cleansing and atonement. According to Isaiah 6,
priestly procedures go on in the heavenly temple.

Texts with a northern background demonstrate that the tradition
of the enthroned God surrounded by his angelic entourage and the
heavenly temple is at home also in the northern kingdom. Key texts
here are Psalm 68 with its roots in the north before it was adapted
to the Jerusalemite tradition after the fall of Samaria,> and Mika ben
Yimla’s vision of the the enthroned Lord surrounded by his heavenly

2 Israeli scholars such as Haran, Weinfeld, Hurwitz, and Schwartz have for decades
viewed (the main elements of) P as a pre-exilic source (while the public edition may be
post-exilic). Israel Knohl has demonstrated that parts of the Priestly Code should be
dated before Isaiah, see The Sanctuary of Silence: The Priestly Torah and the Holiness
School (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1995). For a similar early dating of P see ]. Milgrom, Leviti-
cus 1-16 (AB 3; New York: Doubleday, 1991), 13-35. In contrast, C. Nihan upholds a
Persian dating for the Priestly Source, cf. From Priestly Torah to Pentateuch (FAT 2.25;
Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2007). The Ketef Hinnom amulet containing a priestly bless-
ing from ca. 650 BCE demonstrates the antiquity of elements of the priestly tradition, see
G. Barkay, M. Lundberg, A. Vaughn, and B. Zuckerman, “The Amulets from Ketef
Hinnom. A New Edition and Evaluation,” BASOR 334 (2004): 41-71.

* Cf. S. Terrien, The Psalms: Strophic Structure and Theological Commentary
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 497; F.-L. Hossfeld and E. Zenger, Psalmen 51-100
(HThKAT; Freiburg: Herder, 2000), 250.
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host in 1 Kings 22. However, these ideas are no Israelite inventions.
Rather, biblical authors adapted these concepts from a wider Near
Eastern tradition.

I1. Exilic and Post-Exilic Texts

In Isa 40:1-9, the prologue to the Isaianic Book of Consolation, angelic
voices commissioned by the God of Israel are being heard. If Ulrich
Berges is right in associating Deutero-Isaiah with a group of Levitic
singers rather than an individual, Isaiah 40-55 would be another
example of the convergance of priestly and prophetic traditions.* In
this context it should be remembered that biblical and post-biblical
sources assign a central role in temple liturgies to the Levites.’

According to the Priestly Source (Exod 25:9, 40), the tabernacle
is built according to the N*3an (‘model’/’structure’) that was shown
to Moses on the mountain. For later tradition (see 1 Chr 28:19; Heb
8:5; Acts 7:44 and cf. the eschatological temple in 11QT* XXIX, 7-10),
AN is not an architectural drawing or blueprint, but refers to a
vision of the heavenly temple given to Moses that serves as a ‘model’
for the earthly sanctuary.® Given this background liturgical hymns in
the earthly temple could easily be linked to the song of the angels in
its heavenly counterpart.

* U. Berges, Jesaja 40-48: Ubersetzt und ausgelegt von Ulrich Berges (HThKAT,
Freiburg: Herder, 2008), 38-43.

> A. Biichler points to a number of sources relating to the role of the Levites in
temple liturgy: 1 Chr 23:4; 2 Chr 19:11; Sirach 50, 1 Macc 4:36; 6:54; Ezra 6:16-18; 3
Ezra 4:47-58; Ant. 11.59-63; 20.216-218; m. Middot 2:5-6; m. Sukkah 5:4; m. Tamid
7:3; m. Bikkurim 3:3; m. ‘Arakin 2:2, 7, cf. A. Biichler, Die Priester und der Cultus im
letzten Jahrzehnt des Jerusalemischen Tempels (Wien: Verlag der Israel.-theol. Lehran-
stalt, 1895), 118-32. I would add m. Pesahim 5:7 to his list. According to H. Gese,
non-levitic temple singers were included into the levitic guilds during the early Sec-
ond Temple period, cf “Zur Geschichte der Kultsinger am zweiten Tempel, ” in Vom
Sinai zum Zion: Alttestamentliche Beitrdge zur biblischen Theologie (Miinchen: Kaiser,
1974), 147-58.

¢ M. Wilcox, “‘According to the Pattern (tbnyt)...: Exodus 25,40 in the New Testa-
ment and early Jewish Thought,” RevQ 49-52 (1988): 647-56. A. Hurowitz argues that
tabnit refers to an architectural drawing in Exodus 25 and 1 Chr 28:11f,, whereas 1
Chr 28:19 depicts the earthly temple as a replica of the heavenly sanctuary, see I Have
Built You an Exalted House: Temple Building in the Bible in Light of Mesopotamian
and Northwest Semitic Writings (JSOTSup 115; Sheflield: Sheffield Academic Press,
1992), 168-70. Hurowitz points to the related image of God as builder of the cosmic,
eternal temple in Exod 15:17 and Ps 78:69 (ibidem, 332-7).
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A number of biblical psalms testify to the mystical presence of the
divine in the temple. Ps 22:4 depicts the Lord enthroned over the
cherubim in the Holy of Holies (cf. Exod 25:22; 1 Sam 4:4; 2 Kgs 19:15;
Isa 37:16), presiding over the praises of Israel. This verse could pro-
vide legitimation for earthly temple singers envisioning themselves in
communion with God’s heavenly throne. The 751 Mm-hymns (Pss
93; 96-99) describe the enthroned Lord marching forth to judge his
enemies and redeem his people, comparable to the early theophany
descriptions of God from Sinai. At this stage of the tradition the place
of God’s appearance would be Zion and the temple.

Further, some Second Temple psalms (e.g. Pss 11:7; 25:14, cp. Prov
3:32) demonstrate a charismatic piety where the singer may gaze the
face of the Lord and be taken into his intimate council, the D"79& 110
that was previously the prerogative of elect prophets (1 Kings 22; Jer
23:18, 22).” According to F. Notscher, ‘seeing the face of the Lord’
reflects an intense seeking of God in the temple, not a visionary expe-
rience. The texts surveyed above, however, may suggest that Levites
singing these psalms could indeed entertain a hope of visionary expe-
rience.® Indeed, Ps 11:4 understands the temple below as an earthly
antetype to a heavenly archetype.® Against this background a vision of
the above for the pious one below is easily understood.

III. Post-Biblical Texts

Priestly and levitic tradition continue to treasure the option of divine
revelation to individuals in the temple. Josephus reports revelations
to the high priest Jaddus at the time of Alexander the Great (Ant.

7 F. Notscher, “Das Angesicht Gottes Schauen” in biblischer und babylonischer Auf-
fassung (Wiirzburg: C. J. Becker, 1924; repr., Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchge-
sellschaft, 1969), 53-118.

8 J. Levenson describes the expectations of pilgrims and those seeking asylum in
the temple who could be forced to stay there for years: “The apogee of the spiritual
experience of the visitor to the Temple was a vision of God...Psalm 11 asserts a
reciprocity of vision: YHWH, enthroned in His Temple, conducts a visual inspec-
tion of humanity, and those found worthy are granted a vision of his ‘face’,” cf. “The
Jerusalem Temple in Devotional and Visionary Experience,” in Jewish Spirituality (ed.
A. Green; London: SCM, 1989), I: 32-61, here 43. Cf. v. 7 12°38 1" " “the upright
shall gaze his face.” These singers would certainly take the promise of Isa 33:17 (“Your
eyes will see the king in his beauty.”) to heart.

* Ibidem, 38f.
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11:326-8) and to Jochanan Hyrcanus (Ant. 13:282-3).!° Rabbinic tra-
dition refer to an angel appearing to the high priest in the sanctuary
during the Yom Kippur liturgy.! Three Lucan texts can also be men-
tioned: Zechariah’s encounter with the angel (Luke 1:5-23), the story
about Simon and Anna in the temple (Luke 2:25-38), and Stephen’s
vision of the enthroned Son of Man (Acts 7:55f.). Stephen’s vision
probably took place in lishkat hagazit, located in the temple precincts
or its immediate surroundings. The Book of Revelation reflects vision-
ary access to the heavenly sanctuary, although in this case the seer is
distanced from the earthly temple. It also presupposes levitic traditions
about the union between worshippers below and the heavenly sanctu-
ary above since the angelic hymns in chapters 4-5 were probably used
in earthly liturgies in Asia Minor."

Qumran texts referring to a union between earthly and heavenly
subjects" probably also originated with temple circles. The priestly
writings of Aramaic Levi and Jubilees conceive of a priestly ministry
in unison with the angels. In ALD 6:5 Levi is told by Isaac, “You are
near to God and near to all his holy ones.” Similarly, Jub. 31:14 fore-
sees that Levi will “serve in his temple like the angels of the presence
and like the holy ones.”"*

' R. Gnuse, “The Temple Theophanies of Jaddus, Hyrcanus, and Zechariah,” Bib-
lica 79 (1998): 457-72.

1" See the tradition connected with Shimon the Righteous in t. Sotah 13:8; y. Yoma
5:2; LevR 21:12; b. Yoma 39b; b. Menahot 109b.

12 T. Elgvin, “Priests on Earth as in Heaven. Jewish Light on the Book of Revela-
tion,” in Echoes from the Caves (ed. F. Garcia Martinez; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 257-78.

B Cf. M. Weinfeld, “The Heavenly Praise in Unison,” in Festschrift fiir Georg Molin
an seinem 75. Geburtstag (ed. I. Seybold; Graz: Akademische Druck- und Verlagsan-
stalt, 1983), 427-37, repr. in M. Weinfeld, Normative and Sectarian Judaism in the Sec-
ond Temple Period (LSTS 54; London: T & T Clark, 2005), 45-52; idem, “The Angelic
Song over the Luminaries in the Qumran Texts,” in Time to Prepare the Way in the
Wilderness (ed. D. Dimant and L. H. Schiffman; Leiden: Brill, 1995), 131-57; E. G.
Chazon, “Liturgical Communion with the Angels at Qumran,” in Sapiential, Liturgical
and Poetical Texts from Qumran (STD] 35; ed. D. K. Falk, F. Garcia Martinez, and
Eileen M. Schuller; Leiden: Brill, 2000), 95-105; eadem, “Human and Angelic Prayer
in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Liturgical Perspectives: Prayer and Poetry in Light
of the Dead Sea Scrolls (STDJ 48; ed. E. G. Chazon; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 35-47.

'* English translation from J. C. VanderKam, see The Book of Jubilees: Translated
by James C. VanderKam (CSCO 511; Louvain: Peeters, 1989), 204. Cf. the following
remarks by Aschim, “These expressions establish a connection between the earthly
cult, performed by Levi and his descendants, and the heavenly cult, performed by
angels,” A. Aschim, “Melchizedek and Levi,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years After
Their Discovery: Major Issues and New Approaches: Proceedings of the Jerusalem Con-
gress, July 20-25, 1997 (ed. L. Schiffman, E. Tov, and J. C. VanderKam; Jerusalem: IES,
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The non-biblical hymns of 11QPsalms® and 4QPsalms’ could derive
from the pre-Maccabean temple. With the possible exception of the
prose David’s Composition that reflects the same 364-day calendar as
Jubilees, the Enochic astronomical book and Yahad documents, these
hymns do not demonstrate any sectarian characteristics. The Apostro-
phe to Zion in 11QPs*and 4QPs’ envisages a future national redemp-
tion centred around Zion, which suggests an origin more likely before
164 BCE than the early Hasmonean period.”” The parallels with Zion
hymns in Tobit 13 and Sirach 36 also point to the pre-Maccabean
period.'®

Further, two hymns in these scrolls specifically reflect the concept of
a union between earthly and heavenly worshippers. In 11QPs* Hymn
to the Creator angelic powers surround God’s throne in praise. As
Chazon has shown, this hymn forges ideas from Isaiah 6 and Ezekiel
1-2 that prefigure later hekhalot traditions. In its theophanic descrip-
tion God marches forth accompanied by the tumult of mighty waters
(as noted in Ezek 1:24). Angelic powers surround God’s throne, and
the threefold use of gadosh in the first strophe recalls the trishagion of
Isa 6:3."7 Chazon demonstrates that the hymn’s reworking of Jer 10:17

2000), 773-88, here 780. References to ALD are given according to J. C. Greenfield,
M. E. Stone, and E. Eshel, The Aramaic Levi Document: Edition, Translation, Com-
mentary (SVTP 19; Leiden: Brill, 2004).

5 On this hymn see M. Morgenstern, “The Apostrophe to Zion—A Philological and
Structural Analysis,” DSD 14 (2007): 178-98; J. Strugnell and H. Eshel, “Alphabetical
Acrostics in Pre-Tannaitic Hebrew,” CBQ 62 (2000): 441-58. H. Eshel is critical of my
early dating of Apostrophe to Zion (oral communication) and suggests that the mem
and nun stichoi display a critical attitude towards misbehaviour in the temple that
more likely reflects a period after 175 BCE: “Whom has righteousness ever destroyed,
or escaped in iniquity? Man is tested according to his ways, and each repaid according
to his needs.” I struggle to see in these lines a reaction to serious flaws in the temple
management. They express a common sapiential/deuteronomic theology.

!¢ The hymnic address fo Zion (11QPs* ApostrZion; Tob 13:8-18; Pss. Sol. 11)
is a novum in Israelite psalmody in this period, see T. Elgvin and M. Hallermayer,
“Scheyen ms. 5234: Ein neues Tobit-Fragment vom Toten Meer,” RevQ 22 (2006):
451-61. Sirach 36:1-22 is probably a pre-Sirachide hymn (similar to 24:1-22; 51:1-12,
13-30) included in ben Sira’s book.

79T T DwTp IR mMin WP 9173 “Great and Holy are you Lord, holy
among the holy ones from generation to generation” (translation my own). According
to Chazon, “The Hymn’s appropriation of Isa 6:3’s angelic trishagion and its descrip-
tion of the angelic song imply that by reciting this Hymn, the human worshippers
were joining the angels in praising God,” E. G. Chazon, “The Use of the Bible as a
Key to Meaning in Psalms from Qumran,” in Emanuel: Studies in Hebrew Bible, Sep-
tuagint and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov (ed. S. M. Paul et al,; Leiden:
Brill, 2003), 85-96, here 94. On the links between the Hymn to the Creator and later
synagogal liturgy, see Weinfeld, “The Angelic Song,” 132-49.
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(“Blessed be he who made the earth by his power, and established the
world by his wisdom”), prefacing a description of God’s act of creation
with baruk, shows a liturgical setting.'"® Chazon does not hint at any
Sitz im Leben of this hymn. As Isaiah 6, a base text for this hymn,
merges the earthly and the heavenly temple, the most illuminating
liturgical setting for the Hymn to the Creator would be the Jerusalem
temple. The hymn describes the angels singing when they witnessed
the act of creation. It is hardly possible that our singers would imagine
the angels turning silent in the continuation.

Similar tunes are heard in 4Q88 (Apostrophe to Judah) where
“heavens and earth give praise in unison.” This singer instructs the
stars to join the jubilation of Judah at the festivals in the temple. The
Sitz im Leben of this song was surely temple liturgy.

I would relate the origin and liturgical setting of all the non-biblical
hymns in 11QPsalms* and 4QPsalms’ to the pre-Maccabean temple.
These compositions were probably authored in the period 300-180
BCE, perhaps too late to be included in one of the sub-collections
that were combined into the growing biblical psalter in the third and
second centuries."

The sabbath liturgy contained in the pre-sectarian Words of the
Luminaries also echoes the trishagion of Isaiah 6 as well as Ezekiel 1
and envisages heaven and earth praising the Creator (cf. 4Q504 1-2
VII). In the preserved text the root gadosh occurs twice, a possible
third reference could be restored: “Give thanks...to his holy name
forever...all the angels of the holy firmament, [from down below up]
to the heavens, the earth and all its schemers, [praise his holy name,
yeah, even the ]great [abyss], Abaddon, the waters and all that is [in
them, praise him]always|, the earth with ]all its creatures, forever.”
Among those participating in the choir are angels of the holy firma-
ment (V'P7), a term echoing Ezekiel’s throne vision (1:22-26) and
perhaps alluding to Exod 24:9-11. Divre Hameorot’s links with later

18 Chazon, “The Use of the Bible,” 91f.

¥ Cf. H. Gese, “Die Entstehung der Biichereinteilung des Psalters,” in Vom Sinai
zum Zion, 159-67. These sub-collections may have been closed units long before the
Psalter had reached its final stage of 150/151 psalms. In a forthcoming article A. Lange
argues that 11QPs® Plea for Deliverance is a fourth century psalm since 11Q5 XIX
15w "2 vOWN YR “Let no satan (demonic adversary) have dominion over me” is
integrated into Levi’s prayer in the third century Aramaic Levi Document 3:9 (4Q213a
1 17) see “Satanic Verses: The Adversary in the Qumran Manuscripts and Elsewhere,”
RevQ 24 (2009): 35-48.
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synagogal liturgy suggest a common Israelite setting for this liturgy.
The most likely setting would be the Levitic liturgy in the temple.*

Should we conceive of a temple Sitz im Leben (imaginary or real)
also for the pre-Qumranic liturgy for morning and evening (4Q503
Daily Prayers)? Here the sons of the covenant sing praise in unison
with the “troops of light” and “hosts of angels” and praise God for
the regular renewal of the heavenly lights, similar to later synagogal
liturgy.?! The angels are portrayed as testifying to the congregation on
earth from their abode in the Holy of Holies.

I now turn to a composition that is neither hymnic, liturgical nor
collective by nature. 4Q541 (4QapocrLevi’ar) should be considered
extra-sectarian or pre-sectarian like other Aramaic texts from Qumran.
Fragment 9 portrays an end-time priest whose teaching and words are
like the words of heaven. Tested through trials, his (or: God’s) eternal
sun will shine and its fire burn unto the ends of the earth. Although
this priest is earthly, his ministry resonates with the heavenly realms.
Such a description suggests a relation to priestly or Levitic circles that
conceived of the officiating temple priest as being connected with the
heavenly temple and the angels serving above.

A related tradition, evidenced in the Greek Testament of Levi 3:4-6;
5:1-2; 8:18-19 and Aramaic Levi 4:4-13, refers to the ascent of Levi to
the heavenly realms.”> Moreover, Yahad texts that refer to the officia-
ting high priest standing in the midst of angels in the heavenly sanc-
tuary (cf. 1QSb III-IV,? the Self-Glorification Hymn) may have their
roots in pre-Maccabean temple theology that conceived of a union
between temple liturgy below and angelic priestly service above. The
portrayal of the eschatological priest in the pre-sectarian 4Q541 pro-

% Rachel Elior regards Words of the Luminaries as a sectarian document, disregard-
ing the early date of one of the copies (ca. 150 BCE) and Chazon’s classification of
this work as pre-sectarian, cf. Elior, The Three Temples: On the Emergence of Jewish
Mysticism (Oxford and Portland: The Littman Library of Jewish Civilization, 2004).
Cf. E. Chazon, “Is Divrei ha-me’orot a Sectarian Prayer?” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Forty
Years of Research (STD] 10; ed. D. Dimant and U. Rappaport; Leiden and Jerusalem:
Brill and Magnes, 1992), 3-17.

! Chazon, “Liturgical Communion with the Angels,” 97-8. Similar to the Songs of
the Sabbath Sacrifice 4Q503 presupposes a solar calendar of 364 days.

22 See Greenfield, Stone, and Eshel, The Aramaic Levi Document, 66-9.

» The blessing of the high priest in 1QSb that sees him serving among the angels
may be the result of an adaptation of earlier (high-)priestly concepts on the part of the
Yahad. A related rabbinic tradition judges the officiating high priest as more impor-
tant than the angels: according to y. Yoma 5:2, neither angels nor the son of man are
present in the Tent of Meeting on Yom Kippur, only the high priest and God.
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vided the matrix that enabled a sectarian author to compose the ‘Self-
Glorification Hymn’ modelled upon the Teacher who was understood
as a priestly figure of the end-times.**

We continue with another pre-sectarian text, partly hymnic by
nature. 4Q301 (4QMyst<?) is either a copy of Mysteries (so Lange),
another edition of Mysteries (Tigchelaar), or a related writing drawing
from the same pool of material (Elgvin). While Lange dates Myster-
ies to the mid-second century BCE, Tigchelaar and the present writer
have argued that Mysteries should be located close to temple circles
in the pre-Maccabean period (regardless of whether the four scrolls
reflect one or two compositions).”® 4Q301 combines didactic mate-
rial and hymnic, hekhalot-like passages. I have argued that this scroll
opened with a call to attention and two or three didactic columns.?
On the second sheet the composition continues with hymnic material,
a change evident in fragment 2b. This fragment opens with a series of
rhetoric didactic questions and ends with references to praising with
the angels: D'591[1...] "a8513 “with/among angels of [...p]raising”
(lines 6-7, while line 5 refers to those “seeking the presence of light, so
that the luminaries [will shine upon you”). Scholars have noted ways
in which fragment 3 displays similarities with later hekhalot texts.”
It repeatedly praises God as the exalted and honoured one. He who
reigns on earth is honoured by his holy people below, his holy and
chosen community. Although the fragment does not explicitly men-
tion angelic praise, its parallels with the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice
indicate that 4Q301 did not separate angelic praise from earthly doxol-

# Cf. C. Newsom’s discussion of the Teacher Hymns in The Self as Symbolic Space:
Constructing Identity and Community at Qumran (STD] 52; Leiden: Brill, 2004),
287-346.

> See A. Lange, “In Diskussion mit dem Tempel. Zur Auseinandersetzung zwischen
Kohelet und weisheitlichen Kreisen am Jerusalemer Tempel,” in Qohelet in the Con-
text of Wisdom (BEThL 136; ed. A. Schoors; Leuven: Peeters, 1998), 113-59; E. J. C.
Tigchelaar, “Your Wisdom and Your Folly: The Case of 1-4QMysteries,” in Wisdom
and Apocalypticism in the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Biblical Tradition (BEThL 168;
ed. F. Garcia Martinez; Leuven: Peeters, 2003), 69-88; T. Elgvin, “Priestly Sages? The
Milieus of Origin of 4QMysteries and 4QInstruction,” in Sapiential Perspectives: Wis-
dom Literature in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls (STD] 51; ed. ]. J. Collins, G. E. Sterling,
and R. A. Clements; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 67-87, here 78, n. 40.

% “4QMysteries: A New Edition,” in From 4QMMT to Resurrection: Mélanges
qumraniens en hommage a Emile Puech (ed. F. Garcia Martinez, A. Steudel, and
E. Tigchelaar; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 75-85.

¥ Cf. T. Elgvin et al., Qumran Cave 4. XV: Sapiential Texts, Part 1 (DJD 20; Oxford:
Clarendon, 1997), 113, 117-19.
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ogies. In a context of God’s splendour and highness fragment 4 speaks
about angels knowing the Lord.” Fragment 5 contains a description of
the royal temple where God is surrounded by great light. This combi-
nation of didactic and hymnic material, of earthly and angelic praise,
in 4Q301 again points to a priestly or Levitic setting.

We could further point to the detailed description of the gleaming
divine chariot in 4QPseudo-Ezekiel* (4Q385 6).”” This passage belongs
to a group of texts describing throne visions from the third and second
centuries: 1 Enoch 14, Daniel 7, and a passage from the Enochic Book
of Giants (4Q530 2 II). The origin of the Book of Watchers is usually
sought in scribal priestly or Levitic circles.’*® Thus, the vision of the
divine throne in I Enoch 14 shows how temple mysticism was still
thriving in the third century.

Against the background of the biblical and post-biblical material
surveyed here, one would expect to find liturgical material of the kind
found in the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice and 4QBerakot in the Jeru-
salem temple rather than in peripheral sectarian sources. I therefore
concur with those scholars who view the Sabbath Songs as a presectar-
ian document.’ T would classify the Sabbath Songs as a pre-sectarian

2 1192v2 1M 913 should be interpreted “all the angels who have knowledge of him”
rather than “every spirit of His discernment”, thus Qumran Cave 4. XV, 20, 120. Cf.
the use of 1N1"2 NYT connected to praising angels in the sabbath songs (4Q405 23 1I,
12) and Weinfeld, “The Angelic Song,” 149-53.

# D. Dimant locates 4QPseudo-Ezekiel in priestly circles that were precursors of
the Yahad, cf. “New Light From Qumran on the Jewish Pseudepigrapha—4Q390,”
in Proceedings of the International Congress on the Dead Sea Scrolls, Madrid, 18-21.
March 1991 (2 vols.; STDJ 11; ed. J. Trebolle Barrera and L. Vegas Montaner; Leiden:
Brill, 1992), 2: 405-448.

% G. W. E. Nickelsburg, I Enoch 1: A Commentary on the Book of 1 Enoch, 1-36;
81-108 (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2001), 67; M. E. Stone, “The Book of Enoch and Juda-
ism in the Third Century B.C.E.,” CBQ 40 (1978): 479-92; B. G. Wright, “Putting the
Puzzle Together: Some Suggestions Concerning the Social Location of the Wisdom of
Ben Sira,” SBLSP 35 (1996): 133-49.

3 Thus, C. Newsom in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Texts
with English Translations, vol. 4B. Angelic Liturgy: Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice (ed.
J. H. Charlesworth; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1999). Newsom tends “to assume that
the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice originated outside of and probably prior to the
emergence of the Qumran Community but was appropriated by the Qumran Com-
munity and influenced the composition of the sectarian texts, Berakot and Songs of
the Sage” (5). Cf. Elgvin, “Priestly Sages?” 78, n. 40. P. Alexander takes the Songs of
the Sabbath Sacrifice to be a Yahad adaptation of earlier tradition, cf. The Mystical
Texts (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 2006), 128-31. Alexander here follows the lead of
scholars such as Maier and Gruenwald. See also C. H. T. Fletcher-Louis, All the Glory
of Adam: Liturgical Anthropology in the Dead Sea Scrolls (STDJ 42; Leiden: Brill, 2001)
and Elior, The Three Temples.
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levitic hymnal.* The ascription 5"2WnY in the introduction of each
song probably signals an adaptation by the Yahad community.” Both
the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice and 4QDaily Prayers presuppose the
364-day calendar. They could only have been used as temple liturgy if
this calendar was followed in the pre-Maccabean temple, as has been
asserted by scholars such as Jaubert and VanderKam. Alternatively
they could have been composed as ‘temple liturgies to be’ by opposi-
tional levitic groups.

Based on biblical images, the concepts of the celestial sanctuary as
the model and counterpart of the earthly one, of communion between
heaven and earthly choirs, and human insight into angelic liturgies
were part and parcel of the priestly temple milieu long before the crys-
tallisation of the Yahad.

Most of us who are sceptical about the theory of the Righteous
Teacher as the deposed high priest from 152 BCE acknowledge the
presence of priests and Levites in the Yahad from the very beginning.
The scrolls testify to the threefold division of the sons of Aaron, sons of
Levi, and Israel. Based on my survey of pre-Yahad texts and traditions
describing the heavenly temple it seems likely that deposed or exiled
priests and Levites would by necessity experience a deep identity crisis
after being deprived of the communion with the divine realms above.
Onias IV tried to overcome this crisis by building another temple for
YHWH in Leontopolis in Egypt and would find support for this in
scriptures such as Isa 19:19-21. Such an option would be politically
impossible in the Hasmonean state. For exiled Yahad priests and Lev-
ites the only feasible option would be a spiritualisation of their own
temple theology. Therefore Yahad theology of the spiritual temple, the
temple of men,* is no incidental development over time. Nor did it
develop only as a substitute for the physical temple. It is rather a theology

2 The thematical and terminological links between the Sabbath Songs and the
Hymn to the Creator support this assertion: God and his throne are surrounded by
angelic beings. Terms that recur in both are the angels rejoice (j37), holiness, praise
(773), God’s greatness (573). The many parallels with the sabbath liturgy in the pre-
sectarian Words of the Luminaries (4Q504 1-2r VII) point in the same direction.

3 by9wnb is restored in the title of the sixth Sabbath Song in MasShirShabb I, 8.
The main line of argument in this paper does not require a pre-sectarian dating of
the sabbath songs.

3 Cf. A. M. Schwemer, “Gott als Konig und seine Konigsherrschaft in den Sabbat-
liedern aus Qumran,” in Konigsherrschaft Gottes und himmlischer Kult im Judentum,
Urchristentum und in der hellenistischen Welt (ed. M. Hengel and A. M. Schwemer;
Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1991), 45-118, here 74f.
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of crisis that emanated from the Teacher and his followers, a theologi-
cal reinterpretation by priests and Levites who desperately wanted to
continue to sing in unison with their liturgical counterparts above.
Eschatological temple imagery in Yahad texts that are not mystical
by nature may shed more light on our theme. The Teacher-Hymn con-
taining flourishing Eden motives in 1QH* XVI, 4-26 displays a rich
garden symbolism that reflects biblical temple ideology. The Garden of
God in Genesis 2-3 is related to the image of God’s temple, a common
connection in Ancient Near Eastern symbolism.”® Both garden and
sanctuary are connected to waters of life and are guarded by cherubs.
A number of biblical texts associate fountain and temple.*® This tradi-
tion continues in the post-biblical period.” The land of Israel or the
people within it can be designated as a garden or a planting.*® But in
a number of biblical and post-biblical texts ‘garden’ and related terms

» See D. E. Callender Jr., Adam in Myth and History: Ancient Israelite Perspectives
on the Primal Human (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2000), 50-54; T. Stordalen, Echoes
of Eden: Genesis 2-3 and Symbolism of the Eden Garden in Biblical Hebrew Literature
(Leuven: Peeters, 2000), 111-38, 307-10, 372-7, 409-54, 466; O. Keel, The Symbol-
ism of the Biblical World: Ancient Near Eastern Iconography and the Book of Psalms
(New York: Seabury, 1978), 116-18; 140-43, 186-8 (cf. especially illustrations 153a,
185-191 and 256); M. Gorg, ““Wo lag das Paradies?’ Einige Beobachtungen zu einer
alten Frage,” Biblische Notizen 2 (1977): 23-32; U. Berges, “Gottesgarten und Tempel:
Die neue Schopfung im Jesajabuch,” in Gottesstadt und Gottesgarten: Zur Geschichte
und Theologie des Jerusalemer Tempels (ed. O. Keel and E. Zenger; Freiburg: Herder,
2002), 69-98.

% Cf. Gen 2:6; 10-14; Isa 32:2; 33:20-21 (cf. Isa 35:6-11; 41:17-20); Ezekiel 47;
Joel 4:18; Zech 13:1; 14:8; Pss 65:10; 46:5. Cf. B. Janowski, “Die heilige Wohnung des
Hochsten. Kosmologische Implikationen der Jerusalemer Tempeltheologie,” in Keel
and Zenger, eds., Gottesstadt und Gottesgarten, 24-68; J. C. VanderKam, “Adam’s
Incense Offering (Jubilees 3:27),” in Meghillot: Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls V-VI. A
Festschrift for Devorah Dimant (ed. M. Bar-Asher and Emanuel Tov; Jerusalem: Bialik
Institute Haifa University Press, 2007), 141-156.

% 1 Enoch 13:7; 26:1-2; John 7:37-38; Rev 21:6; 22:1-2; 4 Ezra 5:25. On 1 Enoch 13
see G. W. E. Nickelsburg, “Enoch, Levi, and Peter: Recipients of Revelation in Upper
Galilee,” JBL 100 (1981): 575-600: “If Mount Hermon is the ladder from the heavenly
sanctuary (12:4; 15:3) to earth, the waters of Dan stand in polar relationship to the
gates of heaven and, through them, to the sanctuary and the throne of God.” (584).

¥ Isa 5:1-7; Jer 2:21; 31:28; 32:41; 42:10; Ezek 17:22-24; Amos 9:13-15; Ps 44:3.
On the garden as image for salvation in the Bible, see W. Berg, “Israels Land, der
Garten Gottes. Der Garten als Bild des Heiles im Alten Testament,” BZ NF 32 (1988):
35-51; G. M. Miiller, Gottes Pflanzung—Gottes Bau—Gottes Tempel: Die metapho-
rische Dimension paulinischer Gemeindetheologie in I Kor 3,5-17 (Meisenheim: Josef
Knecht, 1995), 67-80; cf. N. M. Sarna, Understanding Genesis (New York: Schocken,
1966), 23-28.
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(D72, 193, VYN, YVI) are associated with the temple.* When these
images ‘overflow’ in selected circles in the second century BCE, as
seen in I Enoch, the Genesis Apocryphon, 4QInstruction,” and Yahad
writings,* they represent an eschatological interpretation of both Eden
and the temple. One may note also that the pro-Hasmonean 1 Mac-
cabees ascribes eschatological-messianic connotations to the reign of
Simon (142-135 BCE): “He established peace in the land, and Israel
knew great joy. Each man sat under his own vine and his own fig tree,
and there was no one to make them afraid...He gave new splendour
to the temple,” (14:11-15).*

Few scholars see an intrinsic connection between the images garden,
planting, fountain, and the Yahad’s self-understanding as a spiritual

¥ Genesis 2-3; Exod 15:17; 2 Sam 7:10; Isa 27:2-6; 51:3; 60:21; 61:3, 11; Jer 11:15-17;
Ezek 28:12-19; 31:2-9; Ps 80:9-18; 84:7; 1 Enoch 24-25; Biblical Antiquities (Pseudo-
Philo) 12:8-9; 1 Cor 3:9; 4 Ezra 5:23-26; t. Sukkah 3:15; Tg. Ps.-]. on Isa 5:2.

0 Cf. 1 Enoch 10:3 (Greek text of Syncellus), 10:16, 84:6, 93:2.5, 93:10; 1QapGen
XIV, 13f; 4Q418 81 10-14; 4Q423 1-2 7.

4 See 1QS V, 5-7; VIII, 1-10; IX, 3-6; CD III, 19-4 1; 1QpHab XII, 1-6; 4Q164
(4Qplsa?) fragment 1; 4Q174 (4QMidrEschat®) 3 6-7. On the spiritual temple in the
thinking of the Yahad, see O. Betz, “Felsenmann und Felsengemeinde,” ZNW 48
(1957): 49-77; B. Girtner, The Temple and the Community in Qumran and the New
Testament: A Comparative Study in the Temple Symbolism of the Qumran Texts and
the New Testament (Cambridge: CUP, 1965), 1-46; R. J. McKelvey, The New Temple
(Oxford: OUP, 1969), 36-8, 46-57; G. Klinzing, Die Umdeutung des Kultus in der
Qumrangemeinde und im Neuen Testament (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1971), 11-166; D. Dimant, “4QFlorilegium and the Idea of the Community as Tem-
ple,” in Hellenica et Judaica. Hommage a Valentin Nikiprowetzky (ed. A. Caquot, M.
Hadas-Lebel, and J. Riaud; Leuven: Peeters, 1986), 165-89. oY NPV recurs in sec-
tarian literature as a designation for the remnant community; 1QS VIII, 5-6; XI, 8;
1QH?® XIV (VI), 15; XVI (VIII), 4-26. p01/NYvn is used as an image of the commu-
nity in 1QH* XVI (VIII), 5, 9, 20, 21; see also CD I, 7 npvn WNW. On the imagery
of the eternal planting in Qumran literature and rabbinic tradition, see J. Licht, “The
Plant Eternal and the People of Divine Deliverance” in Essays on the Dead Sea Scrolls
in Memory of E. L. Sukenik (ed. C. Rabin andY. Yadin; Jerusalem: Hekhal ha-Sefer,
1961), 1-27 [Hebrew]; D. Flusser, “He has Planted it [i.e. the Law] as Eternal Life in
Our Midst,” Tarbiz 58 (1988-89): 147-53 [Hebrew]; D. Dimant, “Qumran Sectar-
ian Literature,” in Jewish Writings of the Second Temple Period: Apocrypha, Pseude-
pigrapha, Qumran Sectarian Writings, Philo, Josephus (CRINT II, ii; ed. M. E. Stone;
Assen/Maastricht Minneapolis: van Gorkum Fortress, 1984), 483-550, 539; S. Fujita,
“The Metaphor of Plant in Jewish Literature of the Intertestamental Period,” JSJ 7
(1976): 30-45; P. A. Tiller, “The ‘Eternal Planting’ in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” DSD 4
(1997): 312-35.

2 The blessings of the land and the peaceful living under the vine and the fig tree
refer to the promise in Mic 4:4. See also the description of Judah Maccabee in mes-
sianic terms according to 1 Macc 3:3-9, cf. T. Elgvin, Mine lepper spiller floyte: Jodiske
bonner for Jesus (Oslo: Verbum, 2003), 90-92, 144-5.
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temple.” The hymn in 1QH* XVI* demonstrates that ‘planting’ can
designate both the physical temple as well as the community as
temple.* Instead of those priests who triumphed illegitimately in
‘their planting’ (the physical temple, lines 9-10), God has established
the new community of the Teacher as an ‘eternal planting’ (line 6),

# Fujita hints at it: “Of great significance in the Qumran metaphor of the plant is
that the righteous plants (the sectarians) themselves are in a symbolic way considered
a temple.” “The Metaphor,” 40. In his dissertation Fujita connects the source imagery
in this hodayah with the temple source in Ezekiel 47, cf. The Temple Theology of the
Qumran Sect and the Book of Ezekiel: Their Relationship to Jewish Literature of the Last
Two Centuries B.C. (Ph.D. Diss., Princeton, 1970), 279-84. Girtner sees no logical
connection between the combination of plant and temple images in some post-biblical
texts (1QH® XIV [VI], 15-18; 1QS XI, 6-9; 1 Enoch 24-26) and attributes it to “Jew-
ish speculations on the subject of the rock of the temple and Paradise,” The Temple
and the Community, 27-9. Klinzing comments “Es ist anzunehmen, dass Pflanzung
und Tempel als eschatologische Vorstellungen miteinander verbunden wurden,” Die
Umdeutung des Kultus, 55.

4 J. H. Charlesworth presents a fine analysis of the first part of this hymn in “Jesus
as ‘Son’ and the Righteous Teacher as ‘Gardener,’” in Jesus and the Dead Sea Scrolls
(ed. J. H. Charlesworth; New York: Doubleday, 1992), 140-175. He notes that the
Teacher is the ‘eternal fountain,” his disciples are ‘trees of life,” the community is
the ‘garden’ and the ‘planting.’” Charlesworth acknowledges that the polemic against
the “tre[es] of water who shall exalt themselves in their planting, but their roots do not
reach the stream” (lines 9-10), refers to the present priests in the temple, opponents of
the Yahad. But he does not recognize the temple symbolism inherent all through the
hodayah through the repeated use of the images of garden, fountain and planting. On
this hymn, see further J. R. Davila, “The Hodayot Hymnist and the Four who Entered
Paradise,” RevQ 17 (1996): 457-78; M. C. Douglas, Power and Praise in the Hodayot:
A Literary Critical Study of IQH 9:1-18:14 (Ph.D. Diss., University of Chicago, 1998),
144-170. In her analysis of this poem J. A. Hughes recognizes allusions to temple pas-
sages such as Ezek 47:1-12 and Isa 60:13, see Scriptural Allusions and Exegesis in the
Hodayot (STD] 59; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 135-83. She concludes, “the poem...reflects
how the community interpreted its identity in light of scripture.” Further, allusions
to garden images in Second Isaiah “encourage the reader to simultaneously interpret
the planting metaphor as the community of God’s righteous people, the garden of the
Lord, and the temple sanctuary” (180, 168).

* The same is reflected in 1 Cor 3:5-17 “you are God’s planting, God’s building”
(v. 9). Also, 4Q500 (4QpapBen) connects the planting with the temple, as it uses the
phrases “your planting and the streams of your glory” with reference to the temple
(4Q500 1 5). This text connects Isa 5:1-7 with the temple, as does Tg. Ps.-J. on Isa
5:2 (“And I built My sanctuary among them and also My altar I gave as atonement
for their sins”); and t. Sukkah 3:15 (“And He built a tower in the midst of it—this is
the sanctuary; And hewed out a vat therein—this is the altar; And also hewed out a
vat therein—this is the pits.”) See Brooke, “4Q500 1 and the Use of Scripture in the
Parable of the Vineyard,” DSD 2 (1995): 268-294; J. M. Baumgarten, “4Q500 and
the Ancient Conception of the Lord’s Vineyard,” JJS 40 (1989): 1-6; idem, “Purifica-
tion after Childbirth and the Sacred Garden in 4Q265 and Jubilees,” in New Qumran
Texts and Studies: Proceedings of the First Meeting of the International Organization
for Qumran Studies, Paris 1992 (STDJ 15; ed. G. J. Brooke with F. Garcia Martinez;
Leiden: Brill, 1994), 3-10.
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i.e. a temple that will last forever. This planting will have access to
‘everflowing water’ and become an ‘everlasting fountain’ (lines 7-8,
16). The community can be portrayed as ‘trees of life’ that are con-
nected to the ‘secret source’ (lines 5f.), but also as the ‘source of life’
(0»n N, 0PN NPR, lines 12, 14). This source is the eschatological
source of the temple mount (Ezekiel 47; Zech 14:8, cf. 13:1) that now
nourishes an exiled priestly community who sees itself as the escha-
tological temple in communion with the heavenly sanctuary and the
officiating angels.*

These non-mystical texts supplement the temple dimensions in the
other texts discussed here. In the Yahad divine liturgy is eschatologi-
cal. The Yahad had to conceive of itself as an end-time community of
Aaron, Levi, and Israel, which continues to enjoy union with heavenly
counterparts, and therefore confirms the Yahad’s nature as a temple of
men on earth. Angelic liturgies now had to be sung outside the physi-
cal temple to secure pure liturgical partners for the angels. And no
wonder that the Self-Glorification Hymn sees an earthly priestly leader
elevated to a prime position among the heavenly counterparts of his
community. For the community hymns, the purified one “can take his
stand in Your presence with the perpetual host and the spirits...in a
jubilating union” (1QH® XIX, 16-17).* These purified singers may be
direct successors of purified priests and Levites in sacrificial and litur-
gical service in the temple.

The Yahad’s angelic communion provided a venue where lay Isra-
elites could partake in Levitic traditions. The spiritualisation of temple
ideology thus opened up a democratisation of mystical experience
previously cherished by Levites.*® A member’s identification with the
praying T in the Hodayot would give the faithful access to the source
of mystical revelation and communion with God. As part of a commu-
nity where praise and supplication rise like incense before the heav-

* The Community could still hope for an eschatological restoration of the physical
temple resulting in a reconstituted unity of spiritual and physical temple, as evidenced
in the War Scroll.

¥ Cf. Chazon, “Human and Angelic Prayer,” 43-45.

8 Already the pre-sectarian 4QInstruction re-interpets the prerogative of Aaron/
Levi on the (faithful’s relation to the) Lord himself as the spiritual inheritance of
the elect (4Q418 81 3, cf. Num 18:20; Deut 10:9). Charismatic communities will by
necessity bring about changes in the religious status and self-understanding of their
members and enable unpriviliged lay members to ‘climb’ in religious status. Cf. B.
Wilson, Religious Sects: A Sociological Study (London: Weidenfeld and Nicholson,
1970), 22-23.
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enly throne (4Q174 ATN *won; 1QS VIII, 9-10; cf. Rev 5:8; 8:3-4),
the non-priestly member is transformed into attaining some kind of
priestly status, experienced in particular during the liturgical perfor-
mance of Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice and 4QBerakot.”

The early stages of the Yahad may have given rise to a charismatic
democratisation of religious experience by giving lay Israelites access
to Levitic enthusiasm. Such an outpouring of the spirit would be seen
as a sign of the community of the end-time (Joel 3:1-5, cf. Num 11:25;
Acts 2:14-36). If this suggestion indeed holds true, the experiences of
an enthusiastic community could in their turn have led to the need for
more control on the part of community leaders, as evidenced in the
growth of more hierarchic structures within the community.*

The mystical prayer and praise of the Yahad may be seen as a pre-
cursor of the Pharisees’ and early Jewish Christians’ realization of the
idea of a ‘kingdom of priests’ in Exod 19:6 (cf. 1 Pet 2:5; Eph 2:21f;
Rev 1:6; 5:8,12).

# Cf. C. Newsom’s observations, “This ideal realm is made vividly present through
the human community’s act of worship in invoking the angelic praise and describing
it in sensuous and evocative language.” In “He has Established for Himself Priests:
Human and Angelic Priesthood in the Qumran Sabbath shirot,” in Archaeology and
History in the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L.H. Schiffman; Sheffield: Sheflield Academic
Press, 1990), 100-120, here 117.

%0 Thus, Kugler, Metso, and Bockmuehl have argued that the growing stages of the
S tradition show a steadily more hierarchic structure of the Community, see R. A.
Kugler, “Priests,” in Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (2 vols.; ed. L. H. Schiffman
and J. C. VanderKam; New York: OUP, 2000), 2: 688-93, 691f,; idem, “The Priest-
hood at Qumran: The Evidence of References to Levi and the Levites,” in The Provo
International Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls: Technological Innovations, New
Texts, and Reformulated Issues (STDJ 30; ed. D. Parry and E. Ulrich; Leiden: Brill,
1999), 465-79; M. Bockmuehl, “Redaction and Ideology in the Rule of the Commu-
nity,” RevQ 18 (1998): 541-60: Sarianna Metso, “The Redaction of the Community
Rule,” in Schiffman, Tov, and VanderKam, The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years After Their
Discovery, 377-84; eadem, The Serekh Texts (LSTS 62; London: T & T Clark, 2007),
15-19. According to Max Weber, rational religion will have a tendency to control
and suppress ecstatic and passionate religiosity, cf. The Sociology of Religion (London:
Methuen, 1965), 160f. For a similar process in early Christianity note Paul’s control
of charismatic enthusiasm in 1 and 2 Corinthians.



PRIESTS AT QUMRAN
A REASSESSMENT

HEINZ-JOSEF FABRY

There are many reasons which support the notion that priests played
a major role at Qumran, not least of which is the high probability
that the community was founded by a high priest in Jerusalem. The
community itself was essentially defined by priestly structures and its
theology was based upon a priestly self-consciousness. In this paper
I would like to reply to Jiirgen Zangenberg’s claim that “das Jerusale-
mer Priestertum als »missing link« zwischen Jerusalem, den Rollen und
Qumran fungieren koénnte, hat in der Tat viel fiir sich. Der Gedanke
ist nicht neu. So haben in Deutschland etwa Johann Maier und Heinz-
Josef Fabry immer wieder auf die zentrale Rolle von Priestern in und
neben Qumran hingewiesen, doch moglicherweise noch nicht die
durchschlagenden Konsequenzen aus diesem Ansatz gezogen.™

1. History of Research—A Review

The literature dealing with priesthood at Qumran is very expansive.
In addition to the early thesis by Christian Hauer* one should consult
the relevant articles by both Daniel Schwartz,’ who argued for a clear
distinction between Qumranic Zadokites und Aaronidic Hasmoneans,
and Joseph Baumgarten,* who understood the appellations as different
conceptions of the priesthood. Jacob Milgrom® took the re-assessment

! Cf. his preface to Y. Hirschfeld, Qumran—die ganze Wahrheit (Giitersloh: Giiters-
loher Verlagshaus, 2006), 16-17.

2 Chr. Hauer, The Priests at Qumran (Ph.D. diss., Vanderbilt University, 1959).

* D. Schwartz, “On Two Aspects of the Priestly View of Descent at Qumran,” in
Archaeology and History in the Dead Sea Scrolls: The New York University Conference
in Memory of Yigael Yadin (ed. L. H. Schiffman; Sheffield: Sheffield University Press,
1990), 157-179 against Jacob Liver, “The Sons of Zadok, the Priests in the Dead Sea
Sect,” RevQ 6 (1967): 3-30, who does not want to see any anti-Hasmonean implica-
tions in the appellation “Sons of Zadok”.

* J. Baumgarten, “The Heavenly Tribunal and the Personification of Sedeq in Jewish
Apocalyptic,” in Aufstieg und Niedergang der romischen Welt 2, 19,1 (ed. H. Temporini
and W. Haase; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1979), 233-236.

* J. Milgrom, “Studies in the Temple Scroll,” JBL 97 (1978): 501-523.
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of the Levites beyond the Old Testament’s view as a sign of contro-
versy resulting from opposition to the temple in Jerusalem.

In “Schiirer 11" Geza Vermes’” emphasised that the terms “Sons of
Aaron” and “Sons of Zadok” are synonymous in the Qumran texts.
Later he contended that this problem was neglected for almost four
decades, during which time this thesis was accepted based on the
assumption that the Zadokites represented the executive committee
of the Qumran community. The edition of the texts from 4Q (esp.
4Q256 and 258) with their variants from 1QS have been taken to indi-
cate that the different versions apparently look back to different phases
in the history of the community. Vermes concludes that the Qumran
community was originally a mixtum compositum of priests and laity,
in which the Aaronidic priests had a given advantage because of their
qualifications and competency.

Not before the migration of the Leontopolis-group of Onias III
(which certainly did not involve the participation of all Zadokites),
the Zadokite priests looked for new confederates, which they found
among the conservatives. This alliance evolved into a “take over” on
the part of the Zadokites.® This theory sounds very plausible, but has
not yet been proven.

For C. T. Robert Hayward® Qumran basically corresponds—probably
in a metaphorical sense—to the priestly ideals of Simon II., whereby
the priesthood at Qumran is viewed as being almost programmatically
Zadokite. Due to the fact that he merely refers to 1QSb I1I,22-25 and
IV,24-26, in which he finds a confirmation of Sirach’s apotheosis of
the Zadokites, he omits the evidence on the Aaronites. In principle I
would tend to accept his position, however his selection of Qumranic
evidence is too arbitrary. He does not address the relationship between
Zadokites and Aaronites.

¢ G. Vermes in E. Schiirer, A History of the Jewish People in the Time of Jesus Christ:
A New English Version Revised and Edited by G. Vermes, F. Millar, and M. Black
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1979), 2: 253, n. 56.

7 See also: G. Vermes, “The Leadership of the Qumran Community: Sons of
Zadok—Priests—Congregation,” in Geschichte-Tradition-Reflexion: Festschrift fiir
Martin Hengel zum 70. Geburtstag: Vol. 1. Judentum (ed. H. Cancik, H. Lichtenberger,
and P. Schifer; Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1996), 375-384, esp. 379.

8 Vermes, “Leadership of the Qumran Community,” 383-384.

® C. T. R. Hayward, “Behind the Dead Sea Scrolls: The Sons of Zadok, the Priests
and Their Priestly Ideology,” Toronto Journal of Theology 13/1 (1997): 7-21.
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The most extensive analysis was presented by Robert A. Kugler, who
questions current hypotheses in two essays.'” The astonishing reassess-
ment of the Levites up to Levi himself as the ancestor of the whole
priesthood (4QLevi ar) “likely indicates community fondness for
traditions that elevate a traditionally oppressed priestly class, a fond-
ness rooted in the community’s identity as a protest group vis-d-vis
the temple and its clergy.”" Confident of the redactional study of
1QS/4QS proposed by Sarianna Metso and of CD/4QD by Charlotte
Hempel he formulates the thesis that Aaronites and Zadokites were
inserted into the texts in that order by an editor. He then formulates
a curious thesis:

It is apparent, that priests emerged as important figures only over time,
and only clearly so in a literary world. It is in no way certain that there
were corresponding social realities to those expressed in the texts, which
after all preserve Aaronites and Zadokites side by side as authoritative
types of priests."?

By disputing the existence of priests at Qumran his theory has conse-
quences for the larger understanding of the community. He continues:

One must admit that the oft-stated view of the community as being
essentially a “priestly group” originating from a withdrawal of Zadokite
priests from the temple over Hasmonean seizure of the high priest’s
office is also undetermined by the evidence.”

Following this, Kugler once again hypothesised about the meaning
of the priesthood at Qumran in a detailed encyclopaedia article."* He
now expounds the popular thesis that the appellations Zadokites,
Aaronites and Levites signal—for Qumran—a continuity of different
priestly traditions in the texts. Despite the fact that the terms seem
to feature synonymously in the Qumran texts we often notice differ-
ences within them and have to find a solution concerning a complex

" R. A. Kugler, “Priesthood at Qumran,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls After Fifty Years:
A Comprehensive Assessment (2 vols.; ed. P. W. Flint and ]. C. VanderKam; Leiden:
Brill, 1999), 2: 93-116; idem, “The Priesthood at Qumran: The Evidence of References
to Levi and the Levites,” 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), 465-479.

' Kugler, “The Priesthood at Qumran,” 112.

12 Kugler, “The Priesthood at Qumran,” 113.

13 Kugler, “The Priesthood at Qumran,” 114.

" R. A. Kugler, “Priests”, in Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L. H. Schiff-
man and J. C. VanderKam; New York: OUP, 2000), 2: 688-693.
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diachrony. By reassessing the Levites beyond the well-known preroga-
tives of the biblical Chronicles, he confronts significant differences
to the Old Testament and there he finds the place, from which we
should begin to analyse the Qumranic priesthood. It is hard to imagine
that both essays and the encyclopaedia article should come from the
same author—even though they’re written within a one year period—
because they are completely inconsistent. I merely want to conclude
that when considering Kugler’s interpretations we do not yet have
any sustainable results regarding the exploration of the Qumranic
priesthood.

II. Questions

If we agree with Kugler’s view of 1999, more than 250 items of kohen/
kohanim in the Qumran texts will become chimaeras without any base
in reality. That is totally improbable, but not easy to disprove! The
base, which Kugler and others prepared, is a vantage point to raise
the question of the role of the priests in the community anew. I notice
some problematic premises in his line of argumentation:

1. He argues that Aaronites and Zadokites do not occur in the early
Qumran texts and therefore concludes that they have no connec-
tion to the early history of the community. Is that right?

2. He frequently cites parts of the Temple Scroll to add weight to his
argument, which is based on research into 1QS/4QS and CD/4QD.
In this case I believe his dating to be insufficiently supported. The
special character of the Temple Scroll is not taken into consideration.

3. He takes the appreciation of Levi essentially out of non-Qumranic
literature (e.g. TLevi ar), which makes his interpretations relative.

4. Kugler does not consider the peculiar Qumranic preference for
“alternative” priestly lineages at all. How should we evaluate the
esteemed view of Melchisedek in Qumran?

5. The priestly character of the Qumran community is aware of lay ele-
ments and does not attempt to eliminate them, but rather debates
about priestly categories. As a result, we cannot view the positioning
of Aaronites and Zadokites simply as a literary phenomenon; we
have to suppose the prerogatives of the different priestly groups
beyond the text.
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6. It is, finally, time to abandon the settled hypothesis concerning the
Essenes in favour of a thesis which intensively incorporates the
priests. The question of the priests seems to be the most obvious
question.

Other questions remain: If Zadokites predominated at Qumran, or if
they came to predominate as a result of “a hostile takeover”, why did
they fail to carry out a consistent damnatio memoriae of the Aaronites?
Why did they consistently adhere to the existing topos “Messiah (out)
of Aaron” and finally initiate or tolerate the reception of extensive
priestly traditions, which are not clearly pro-Zadokite?

III. Aaronites and Zadokites—A Difficult Relationship

a. Aaronites and Zadokites in the Late Books of the Old Testament

The Zadokite succession lasted for a long time only to be finally inter-
rupted by the ejection of the Zadokite Highpriest Onias III during
the reign of Antiochus IV Epiphanes. Demetrius I later deployed the
Aaronite (or Zadokite)" Alcimus as Highpriest against the Maccabeans
(1 Macc 7:9,14; 2 Macc 14:3ff; Ant. XII 9,7f.); he, however, gained
little recognition because of his policy of Hellenization. A Hasmonean
priesthood emerged under the Maccabeans (152 BCE); a priesthood
which sought to hide its dubitable origins using a reconstructed, theo-
logically fictitious genealogy in the line of Phineas and Eleazar (cf.
1 Macc 2:54). The Zadokites, in any case, had lost their position of power
and prominence for the time being and themselves became lost in the
surroundings of Leontopolis and arguably also in Hassidic exclaves.

The opposition of Aaronites and Zadokites is not resolved by this
explanation. Jesus Sirach, who maintained a reserved approach to
the Levites's and who took no notice of the pro-Levitic traditions in
Chronicles, accepted solely the Highpriest Simon'” whom he regarded
as adored amongst his Aaronite priests.'® Sirach was pro-Aaronite

> According to 1 Macc 7:14 Alcimus descended from the Aaronide-line but was
not an Oniade (Josephus, Ant. xx 10, 3).

'* Only Sir 45: 6 mentions that Aaron is “of the tribe of Levi”.

17 Simon II (ca. 218-192 BCE) is intended here.

'8 Tt remains incomprehensible to me how C. T. R. Hayward, “Behind the Dead Sea
Scrolls,” 10ff. can fundamentally speak of “Zadokites” in a context, in which Sirach
speaks decidedly of “Aaronites.”
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elsewhere as well; one should note the great attention which Sirach
pays to Aaron (Sir 45:6-22) and the Aaronites (Sir 45:23-26: Phinhas;"
50:13,16: Aaronite priests)—they are to be honoured and hallowed
at Sirach’s request (Sir 7:29-31).% In the “Praise of the Fathers”, the
Siracide dedicated seventeen detailed verses to Aaron, the latter being
chosen for eternal priesthood (vv. 6-22). Moses acted as the agent of
Aaron’s inclusion into the covenant of eternal priesthood, which was
surrendered solely to him and his sons. Consequently, Sirach stylized
Aaron—and not Moses—as a teacher of the law for Israel.

According to Sirach, the true succession proceeded from Aaron via
Eleazar to Phineas, with whom God entered a priest-covenant (Sir
7:23-25; cf. 50:24b). This emphasis on the Phineas-succession is almost
certainly related to the fact that the Hasmoneans also referred to this
succession after the end of the Zadokite-line (1 Macc 2:54). At that
time, it was clearly important to remember the proverbial religious
zeal of Phineas (Num 25:7f.). The Aaronites played an exclusive role in
the dialogue between state-run and priestly power in the Judaea of the
second century BCE. All of this raises the question: What happened to
the former “great clerical power” of the Zadokites?

The textual-history (Textgeschichte) of the book of Sirach did not
maintain this pro-Aaronitic position. In Sir 51:1-12 an extensive
thanksgiving prayer is added, and the ending of this prayer is expanded
once again by a litany in the style of Ps 136 that was redactionally
inserted (Sir 51:12a-0).2! The Siracide translator did not translate this
psalm, either because he did not know it yet, or because he purposely
ignored it. It is also possible that this prayer stems from the Qumran
community* and thus found its way into the Hebrew textual tradition
of the book of Sirach at a later stage. The praying man’s thanksgiving
addresses the “Custodian of Israel”, the creator, the redeemer, who col-

¥ Cf. esp. H.-J. Fabry, ““Wir wollen nun loben Ménner von gutem Ruf’ (Sir 44,1).
Der Pinhas-Bund im ‘Lob der Viter’,” in Fiir immer verbiindet: Studien zur Bundes-
theologie der Bibel (FS Frank-Lothar Hossfeld; SBS 211; ed. C. Dohmen and C. Frevel;
Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 2007), 49-60.

2 Cf. B. G. Wright III, “Fear the Lord and Honor the Priest. Ben Sira as Defender
of the Jerusalem Priesthood,” in The Book of Ben Sira in Modern Research: Proceed-
ings of the First International Ben Sira Conference 28-31 July 1996, Soesterberg NL (ed.
P. C. Beentjes; Berlin: de Gruyter 1997), 189-222.

! The text is only attested in Ms. B of the Cairo Genizah.

? L. Schrader, Leiden und Gerechtigkeit: Studien zu Theologie und Textgeschichte
des Sirachbuches (BET 27; Frankfurt a. M.: Peter Lang, 1994), 74-75.



PRIESTS AT QUMRAN—A REASSESSMENT 249

lects the stragglers of Israel, who builds the city and the temple, who
strengthens the house of David and who elects a Zadokite Highpriest.
It seemed important to the redactor to correct the “pan-Aaronism”
of the Siracide and even to work towards erecting a balance in the
direction of the Zadokites. These observations concerning the relation-
ship between Zadokites and Aaronites in the late scriptures of the Old
Testament point to differences, enmities and postulates. In this way,
an essential and hermeneutical approach to solving the problem in
Qumran is offered.

b. Aaronites and Zadokites in Qumran

An introductory overview over the history of research can be limited
to a few dates. According to the articles by A. I. Baumgarten and
Eyal Regev” I attempted to shed light on the relationship between
Zadokites and Aaronites in Qumran.** I pointed out that the pas-
sages in the Qumran-texts mirror a development, which clearly shows
that an original Aaronitic dominance was gradually superceded by a
Zadokite one. I am still convinced by this view, although I have to
admit that some extensive adjustments are necessary. These adjust-
ments are needed, because my attempt to trace the development of
the respective competencies of Aaronites and Zadokites in the history
of Qumran led to an aporia, where various lines mixed because of the
parallel use of both designations (e.g. 1QS/1QSa).

Charlotte Hempel addresses this issue in a recent article about
Aaron and calls for the need for further historical differentiation.”
She additionally distinguishes between Aaronite-passages in a national
context from references in a community-specific context. She identi-
fies a certain trajectory in the references to priestly authority in the
Scrolls beginning with the sons of Aaron in a national/non-commu-
nity-specific context (D), via the sons of Aaron as priestly authorities

# A. I. Baumgarten, “The Zadokite Priests at Qumran: A Reconsideration,” DSD
4 (1997): 137-156. E. Regev, “Were the Priests all the Same? Qumranic Halakhah in
Comparison with Sadducean Halakhah,” DSD 12 (2005): 158-188.

# Cf. H.-]. Fabry, “Zadokiden und Aaroniden in Qumran,” in Das Manna fillt
auch heute noch: Beitrige zur Geschichte und Theologie des Alten, Ersten Testaments
(FS E. Zenger; HBS 44; ed. F. L. Hossfeld and L. Schwienhorst-Schonberger; Freiburg:
Herder, 2004), 201-217.

» Charlotte Hempel, “Do the Scrolls Suggest Rivalry Between the Sons of Aaron
and the Sons of Zadok and If So was it Mutual?” RevQ 24 (2009): 135-153.
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within the community (S), to the sons of Zadok as priestly authori-
ties within the community in a different literary stage of S. Hempel
does not contradict my view, but renders the question more specific in
an excellent way by pointing out that the frequently expressed thesis,
that the Zadokites played a key role in the foundation of the commu-
nity of Qumran has no basis in the texts. She further stresses that the
tension-filled passages of 1QS have to be reconciled with the evidence
of 4QS.

At this point one has to start anew and ask whether further specifi-
cations are possible. For that purpose four steps are to be taken:

1. The passages must firstly be presented in synchronic order;

2. then, the functions of the particular priestly groups are to be outlined;
3. the issue of whether these functions focus on general-Israelite or
community-specific Qumranic functions has to be investigated;

4. finally, we must attempt to present the passages diachronically in

order to attempt to trace a development.

b. i. The Passages

If we assume an identity between the Torah of Moses, propagated in
Qumran, and the Pentateuch, then according to the appointments
in Exod 28f; Lev 8-10 and Num 16-18, at least verbaliter (!), solely
the “Sons of Aaron” would be qualified for the priesthood. That this
appointment was actually followed could be concluded from the high
number of attestations of “Aaron” (76 times + 9 times in Aramaic),
“Sons of Aaron” (30 times), compared with the considerably lower
number of attestations of “Zadok” (14 times + 1 Aramaic) and “Sons
of Zadok” (11 times) in the Scrolls. It is noticeable, however, that the
“Sons of Aaron” are called “the priests” 9 times, whereas the “Sons of
Zadok” are called “the priests” 7 times. The latter figure is considerably
greater in terms of percentages. If we assume an interpretation that is
consistent with the Torah, these latter records should be non-existent!
How did they arise and how can they be explained? Either, the word-
ing of the Torah had been differently interpreted in this regard, or both
designations had become identical. The latter suggestion is improbable
due to their prehistory in the late Old Testament.



PRIESTS AT QUMRAN—A REASSESSMENT 251

b. i. a. Presentation of the Records in Synchronic Order

act) Passages that speak exclusively of “Aaronites” include the Temple
Scroll?® (in addition to Levites), 4QMMT?% and the M-Tradition.”® In
these texts, the “Aaronites” are “the priests”. The text of 1IQM XVII, 3
further shows its proximity to “Aaron” by the election of the Ithamar-
line. The name “Aaron” is, in addition to Levi, to be on the big
“sign-post.”? Furthermore, with one exception (4QD? 5 I, 16) all the
4QD- and 4QS-passages speak solely of “Aaronites”.

of) In contrast to this, the texts of CD, 1QSb and 4QMidrEschat speak
exclusively of “Zadokites”. CD additionally mentions “Aaron” several
times and the “anointed from Aaron”. 4QMidrEschat also speaks of
“Aaron” once.

ay) The passages that mix both denominations demand special notice:
1QS (2 times and 2 times) and 1QSa (3 times and 3 times) speak 5
times both of the “Sons of Aaron” and the “Sons of Zadok”. The paral-
lel version 4QS¢ twice speaks solely of the “Aaronites”. Normally, these
parallel versions are used for a table of diachrony.*® To avoid con-
fusion, Jacob Liver—followed by Charlotte Hempel—suggests that in
this case we speak of an allegoric use,”’ meaning that we are to regard
“Zadokites” as a synonym for the whole community. This appears to
me to be an attempt to evade the problem.

b. i. B. The Functions Mentioned in the Passages
We now have to consider which functions are assigned to the particu-
lar priestly dominations in the passages.

2% 11QT* XXII, 4-5 and 11QT* V, 25; cf. also 11QT* XXXIV, 13; XLIV, 5.

7 4Q394 3-7 11, 1; 4Q395 11; 4Q396 1-2 1V, 8.

% 1QM VII, 10; 4Q493 1.

¥ 1QM 111, 14; V, 1; 4Q496 10:4.

30 The versions of S can be dated with some confidence; in the meantime, the vari-
ous ages of the underlying sources have also been established. Accordingly, the oldest
preserved Community Rule (in 1QS V-IX, from ca. 100 BCE) can be found in 4Q255
(S%); 4Q258 (S%) and later 1QS follows. Sections 1QS VIII, 15b-IX, 11 do not belong to
the prototype and possibly originated with 1QS. A diachronic sequence of occurrences
there presents itself here.

3! Liver, “Sons of Zadok,” cf. n. 3.
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Ba) Priestly functions: The Temple Scroll regards the Aaronites as active
in the sacrifical service at the temple; MMT, along with 4QD?*/D# and
4QOrd", refer to them in the context of purity laws and “Vermischungs-
verbot”. M regards the Aaronite priests as active in the—cultically
understood—eschatological war. In contrast to this, the Zadokites are
mentioned only once in a decidedly cultic context (CD 1V, 1).

BB) Functions in the hierarchy of the community: 1QS par. 4QS? and
1QSa view the Aaronites in hierarchical positions (in the same way
as 4Q279 [Four Lots] 4) and entrusted with a responsible role in the
context of the introitus into the community. The Zadokites are also
encountered in this function in 1QS 5 and in 1QSa, where they are
clearly called “the priests”.

By) Functions as honourable individuals: The title “men of knowl-
edge” is given solely to the Aaronites in 4QD® 5 III, 8. The Zadokites,
by contrast, are more frequently given honourable names: “converts of
Israel” (4QD? 5 I, 15£.), “elect ones” (CD IV, 3; 1QSb III, 22), “men of
the council” (4QMidrEschat III, 17).

B8) Functions with regard to the foundation of the community and
the covenant: It is not certain whether any particular genealogical
group of priests was even involved in the foundation of the commu-
nity. However, both Aaronites and Zadokites are associated with the
fundamental self-conception of the community in 1QSa. Nevertheless,
we can observe a Zadokite preponderance, where the separation of the
community from the impure temple is traced back to the Zadokites
(1QSa I, 2). They are the guarantors of divine election (1QSb III, 22;
CD 1V, 3) and stand for absolute loyalty to God’s covenant with Israel
(1QS V, 2.9) and to the Torah (1QS V, 2).

Be) Functions in education: God kept the real Torah hidden until the
appearance of Zadok (CD V, 5) because of extensive idolatry. The sta-
tus of the Zadokite “Teacher of Righteousness” in salvation-history is
thereby confirmed. This statement is influenced by the contemporary
Jewish belief that the true Torah was linked to the Eleazar-Phineas-
Zadok-line. This, however, presented a conflux, namely the fiction of an
ultimate identity of the Aaron-line and the Zadok-line. If there actually
was a real attempt to identify the Eleazar-Phineas-line with other lines
in Qumran at any time, it probably would have been modified rather
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quickly in the Zadokite direction—a “Phineas” was unacceptable for
Qumran because of his connection to the Hasmoneans. In that way,
one can regard the designation b°né zeedeq, “sons of justice” (e.g. 1QS
111, 20.22; 1QM 1, 8), which the community frequently gives itself, as a
position opposed to the Hasmonean Phineas-line. They were the only
pure ones, suitable to perform the eschatological temple-service in a
state of purity (CD IV, 1) and to lead the community (1QSa II, 3).

b iy. Differentiation of Functions: General-Israelitic or Community-
Focused
In the Temple Scroll the Aaronites are wholly connected with the
sacrificial service of the temple. 4QMMT views them in connection
with purity rituals and applies the “Vermischungsverbot” to them (cf.
4QOrd"® 10 II, 8) based on the “prohibition of mixed marriages” from
the late Old Testament. M also envisages exclusively the Aaronites
as being active in the eschatological war. None of this is particularly
community-specific. 4QD likewise assesses the Aaronites and can even
enumerate historically negative events involving the Aaronites.
Beginning with 4QDP", and including 4QS, 1QS and 1QSa, we have
a progression of texts which view the Aaronites in community-specific
contexts (Introitus-ritual, hierarchy). At the same time, one should
notice that these compositions also view the Zadokites as playing an
active role in the same functions. It seems that CD has prepared this
functional parallelism with a cultic and community-focused integra-
tion of the Zadokites.

b. i. 8. Attempt at Diachronic Arrangement

I am aware of the fact that we cannot speak with any certainty about
the dating of many of the texts from Qumran. The dating of some texts
would be rendered even more complex if the Essene-hypothesis were
to be disregarded. I rely on the widely accepted consensus to justify
the following datings:

d0) The early compositions Temple Scroll (pre-hassidic), 4QMMT
and M (hassidic-pre-Qumranic) speak solely of the Aaronites. It is
therefore noteworthy that these texts speak of the high priest exclu-
sively in liturgical terms with liturgical functions. Whether this pro-
Aaronitic assessment became consensus is questionable, since Qumran
also preserved the memory of an Aaronitic apostasy in the tradition
(4QapocrjerCe 1 3).
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OB) At the end of the 2nd century BCE 1QSa (a text from the period
of the foundation of the hassidic communities) obviously uses “Sons
of Aaron” and “Sons of Zadok” interchangeably and without a notice-
able distinction, a fact that emerges from the almost identical phrases
in 1QSa I, 16 and I, 26. If one examines 1QSa synchronically both
groups are clearly called “the priests”. The following is attested: 1QSa
understands itself as an “order for the whole community of Israel at
the end of days, when they assemble to walk according to the judg-
ment of the ‘Sons of Aaron, the Priests’” (I, 2). The granting of access is
judged by the “Sons of Aaron, the priests” (I, 16). The correct standing
of the Levites is overseen by the “Sons of Aaron” (I, 23). The Levites
in turn oversee the observance of the hierarchies at the command of
the “Sons of Zadok, the priests” (I, 24). Finally, the plenary meeting
assembles before the “Sons of Zadok, the priests” (II, 3). The “Priest”
enters this assembly of “men of names” gathered for the feast, with
his broth