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INTRODUCTION

In the framework of the cooperation between the Hebrew University of
Jerusalem and the University of Vienna, Armin Lange, Emanuel Tov,
and Matthias Weigold organized in February of  the international
conference “The Dead Sea Scrolls in Context: Integrating the Dead Sea
Scrolls in the Study of Ancient Texts, Languages, and Cultures” at Vienna
University.

It was a special honor for the conference organizers that the Federal
President of the Republic of Austria, Dr. Heinz Fischer, and his Excel-
lency, the Ambassador of the State of Israel to Austria, Dan Ashbel,
addressed words of greeting to the conference. We would like to use
this opportunity to reiterate our gratitude to both President Fischer and
Ambassador Ashbel. We are also grateful to the Embassy of the State
of Israel to Austria, Brill Publishers, the Faculty of Historical and Cul-
tural Studies of Vienna University, the Österreichische Gesellschaft der
Freunde der Hebräischen Universität Jerusalem, the Rectorate of Vienna
University, and Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht publishers for sponsoring our
conference. The active help of Professor Dr. Alfred Ebenbauer and Pro-
fessor Dr. Dr. Dr. Peter Landesmann in fundraising were instrumental for
the success of the conference. We would also like to thank Dara Fischer,
Katharina Gabor, Daniela Hanin, Maria Kelm, Nikolaus Keusch, Kerstin
Mayerhofer, and Olivia Rogowski for their help in organizing the confer-
ence. Furthermore, we are obliged to the departments Public Relations
and Event Management as well as Research Service and International
Relations of Vienna University.

The present volume is the first of two volumes in which the proceed-
ings of our conference will be published. We are grateful to Ms. Maria
Kelm for her support in editing the proceedings. We are grateful to
Hans Barstad and the editorial board of Supplements to Vetus Testamen-
tum for accepting our proceedings for publication. Liesbeth Hugenholtz,
Machiel Kleemans, and Suzanne Mekking of Brill publishers have guided
us through the publication process in preparing the manuscript of this
volume.

In addition to twenty presentations by faculty members of the He-
brew University and the University of Vienna, thirty eight colleagues
from all over the world answered our call for papers and contributed
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presentations to the Vienna “Dead Sea Scrolls in Context” conference.
The topic of the conference responded to the completion of the publica-
tion of the scrolls from the Judean Desert. Except for some small frag-
ments, all of the Dead Sea Scrolls have been published and are now easily
accessible. The time has therefore come to integrate the Dead Sea Scrolls
fully into the various disciplines that benefit from the discovery of these
very important ancient texts. The Dead Sea Scrolls enrich many areas
of biblical research, as well as the study of ancient Jewish, early Chris-
tian and other ancient literatures, languages, and cultures. In addition to
Dead Sea Scrolls specialists, the Vienna conference was, therefore, also
attended by specialists from these other fields. We made it a requirement
for both the presentations of the Vienna conference and the contributions
to its proceedings that contributors address both the Dead Sea Scrolls
themselves as well as one of the contexts mentioned above.

The first volume of the Vienna conference proceedings contains arti-
cles that discuss new methodologies applied to the Dead Sea Scrolls, and
articles that address the relevance of the Dead Sea Scrolls for the textual
history of the Hebrew Bible, for ancient Semitic languages, the Hebrew
Bible and Second Temple Jewish literature, and for ancient Jewish litera-
ture in Greek.

The first part of the present volume (“Methodological Contexts: The
Dead Sea Scrolls Beyond Historical Criticism”) puts the Dead Sea Scrolls
into the context of new methodologies and approaches beyond the con-
straints of historical criticism. Emanuel Tov (“The Sciences and the Re-
construction of the Ancient Scrolls: Possibilities and Impossibilities”)
surveys and discusses various scientific methodologies which were ap-
plied to the Dead Sea Scrolls, such as radiocarbon dating, ink research,
analysis of parchment shrinkage, DNA-analysis, elemental composition
analysis, analysis of stitching material, the use of advanced photographic
techniques, computer assisted fragment identification, research of hair
follicles and fibers, and the so-called Stegemann method of reconstruct-
ing ancient scrolls. Of these scientific approaches, Tov finds radiocarbon
analysis, ink research, research of leather follicles and papyrus fibers, ele-
mental composition analysis, and infrared color photographing the most
promising methods. James A. Loader (“Creating New Contexts: On the
Possibilities of Biblical Studies in Contexts Generated by the Dead Sea
Scrolls”) carries the methodological question into the realm of intertex-
tuality. The Dead Sea Scrolls lend a striking topicality to the concept
of intertextuality. Not only was Qumran literature written in the con-
text of the Hebrew Bible, but it created in turn contexts for the reading
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of the Hebrew Bible that did not exist before the Dead Sea Scrolls. The
example of the Dead Sea Scrolls shows thus that pre-texts do not remain
unaffected by their post-texts. Jeff S. Anderson (“Curses and Blessings:
Social Control and Self Definition in the Dead Sea Scrolls”) reflects on
blessings and curses in covenant renewals and expulsions, war prayers,
and parenetic exhortations based on J.L. Austin’s notion of performative
utterances.1 Blessings and curses uttered in ritual contexts at Qumran
were potent and effective performatives. The community employed these
utterances in multiple contexts using speech laced with intertextual ref-
erences to blessings and curses from the Hebrew Bible. In the framework
of the Qumran community’s dualistic world view, blessings and curses
enhanced social solidarity, marginalized outsiders, and coerced obedi-
ence to social sanctions. Based on the example of QSa, Tal Ilan (“Read-
ing for Women in QSa [Serekh ha-Edah]”) shows how individual Dead
Sea Scrolls can be interpreted from a feminist standpoint. Ilan reads the
constructions of gender in QSa not in isolation, but in light of other
texts that existed simultaneously. She shows that in QSa, the council of
the Ya .had comprises both women and men of honor. Ilan asks: if QSa
is thus interested in both men and women, why did research ignore the
role of women in the Qumran community for so long?

The second part of the present volume is dedicated to “The Textual
History of the Hebrew Bible in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls.” The three
articles of this part exemplify how the Dead Sea Scrolls help to better
understand the pre-canonical textual history of the biblical books. John
Elwolde (“The Hodayot’s Use of the Psalter: Text-Critical Contributions
[Book : Pss –]”) analyzes the text-critical importance of allusions to
Pss – in the QumranHodayot. Out of twenty-one passages, he finds
only the allusion to Ps : in QHa V:– (XIII:–) of text-critical inter-
est. The Hodayot attest to the regular form �	
��
 instead of MT’s hapax
legomenon ����
, Peshitta’s �����

�
���, and Tg. Ps.’s �	���
�. Furthermore, in

the Hodayot no equivalent for MT’s �	
���� ��������� or LXX’s �κ�ιμ��ην
τεταραγμ�ν�ς can be found. Based on the example of Mal :–, Rus-
sell Fuller (“Hebrew and Greek Biblical Manuscripts: Their Interpreta-
tions and their Interpreters”) demonstrates that the redactional history of
biblical compositions cannot be reconstructed based on their Masoretic
texts. In Mal :–, the text sequence of the Greek version is older than
the Masoretic one. It has its origin no later than the middle of the sec-

1 J.L. Austin, How to Do Things with Words (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
).
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ond century b.c.e as attested by the paleographic date of QXIIa (Q).
The sequence of the Masoretic text highlights the eschatological perspec-
tive in the last section of Malachi and emphasizes thus the eschatological
imagery used in contemporary compositions like the book of Jubilees.
Based on the example of Judg :–, Alexander Rofé (“Studying the
Biblical Text in the Light of Historico-Literary Criticism: The Reproach
of the Prophet in Judg :– and QJudga”) discusses the relationship
between textual criticism (“lower criticism”) and the historical-critical
approach (“higher criticism”). The absence of Judg :– from QJudga

is due to parablepsis. But this short text was favored by the contents of
the pericope in question. Judges :– is an addition aiming to reply to
Gideon’s complaint “why has all this befallen us” (Judg :). The example
shows that various textual witnesses reveal the textual vicissitudes of the
late history of biblical texts but do not provide information about their
early history.

The third part of the present volume, “Ancient Semitic Languages and
the Dead Sea Scrolls,” is dedicated to the contribution of the Dead Sea
Scrolls to the understanding of Hebrew and Aramaic. Steven E. Fassberg
(“The Dead Sea Scrolls and Their Contribution to the Study of Hebrew
and Aramaic”) surveys the history of research on the study of Hebrew
and Aramaic in light of the Dead Sea Scrolls. The Dead Sea Scrolls have
left an indelible mark on Hebrew linguistic research in ) pointing to
the existence of different Hebrew dialects in ancient Coele-Syria, ) in
providing evidence for vernacular Hebrew during the Second Temple
period, and ) in highlighting the history of the Hebrew verbal system.
Similarly, the Dead Sea Scrolls provide new insights into the Aramaic
of the Second Temple period by highlighting the literary nature of the
Aramaic texts from Qumran (standard literary Aramaic), by arguing
for a Palestinian setting and middle Aramaic date of Targum Onqelos,
and by allowing for a new periodization of the Aramaic language, i.e.
Old, Official, Middle, Late, and Modern Aramaic. The Aramaic Dead
Sea Scrolls belong to the Middle Aramaic period ( b.c.e.– c.e.).
Furthermore, the coexistence of Hebrew and Aramaic documents at the
various sites in the Judean Desert as well as the Hebraisms in the Aramaic
documents and the Aramaisms in the Hebrew documents prove the
bilingualism of Palestinian Jews before and after the turn of the Common
Era.

Five other papers underline the significance of the Dead Sea Scrolls
for Hebrew and Aramaic research. Moshe Bar-Asher (“Two Issues in
Qumran Hebrew: Synchronic and Diachronic Perspectives”) studies the
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transition from Qumran to Mishnaic Hebrew by way of the examples
of 	���/	���� and ���� in Qumran and Mishnaic Hebrew. The transi-
tions between different forms of Hebrew take place at different times
for different features. In some cases Qumran may line up with biblical
Hebrew and against later Mishnaic Hebrew, while in other cases Qum-
ran and Mishnaic Hebrew are set off from biblical Hebrew. Francesco
Zanella (“The Lexemes ����� and ��� in the Poetic Texts of Qumran:
Analysis of a Semantic Development”) explains the semantic develop-
ment of the lexemes ����� and ��� in the context of ancient Jewish per-
ceptions of speech. In Qumran texts, speech is no longer linked to per-
version, falsehood, and mischief. Speech acts, rather, have the purpose of
praising and exalting the true nature of God, which must be at first fully
comprehended. The act of praising, therefore, originates from a cognitive
(perhaps mystical) process that brings the speaker/petitioner to a deeper
level of knowledge. In their new meanings of “contribution of knowledge”
(�����) and “selected prayer” (���), ����� and ��� lexicalize the innova-
tive relations between praise, true knowledge, and “oral sacrifice.” Two
ostraca from pagan Mareshah highlight, according to Esther Eshel (“Ara-
maic Texts from Qumran in Light of New Epigraphical Finds”), the use
of two Aramaic lexemes in Qumran texts. The use of the noun ���� in
the Mareshah ostraca demonstrates that in Q �����might refer to a
luminous phenomenon made by stars or meteors. Furthermore, that the
Mareshah ostraca use the verb ��� to describe the movement of Halley’s
comet argues for a similar usage in the “Birth of Noah” text. These lin-
guistic observations point to the knowledge of Mesopotamian astrology,
astronomy, and demonology in Coele-Syria during the Persian and Hel-
lenistic periods.Aaron Koller (“Four Dimensions of Linguistic Variation:
Aramaic Dialects in and around Qumran”) explains the dialectological
variation of Middle Aramaic in considering geography, textual genres,
and linguistic ideologies. By comparing the linguistic features of Targum
Onqelos and Targum Pseudo-Jonathanwith Aramaic texts from Qumran,
Christa Müller-Kessler (“The Linguistic Heritage of Qumran Aramaic”)
shows that both Targumim belong to the dialect geography of Babylonia.
Although Targumic Aramaic preserves features of Qumran Aramaic, it
is far more developed than the latter. Therefore its placement within the
group of Middle Aramaic has to be reconsidered. The diversity in the lin-
guistic elements of Qumran Aramaic presents a non-homogeneous lan-
guage style that differs from text to text.

The fourth part of the present volume, “The Hebrew Bible and Other
Second Temple Jewish Literature in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” is
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devoted to another important context of the Dead Sea Scrolls.Mila Gins-
burskaya (“Leviticus in the Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Atonement and
Purification from Sin”) explores the concept of atonement and the related
ideas of purification and divine forgiveness in cultic and non-cultic texts
of the Hebrew Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls. While the connection
between atonement, forgiveness, and purification from sin is particularly
enhanced in the Dead Sea Scrolls, the synthesis of cultic and non-cultic
trends in the Dead Sea Scrolls supports the view that there is no ideolog-
ical discontinuity between the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Hebrew Bible.
Bennie H. Reynolds III (“Adjusting the Apocalypse: How the Apocryphon
of Jeremiah C Updates the Book of Daniel”) argues that Apocryphon of
JeremiahC updated some prophecies of the book of Daniel approximately
sixty years after it was written, i.e. during the reign of John Hyrcanus
(– b.c.e.). The writer of the Apocryphon renewed and actuated
Daniel’s failed prophecy, placing the eschaton near the beginning of the
first century b.c.e. Michael Segal (“Identifying Biblical Interpretation in
Parabiblical Texts”) identifies interpretative techniques as markers for
the “post-canonical” nature of a textual composition. He exemplifies his
theory based on the re-narrations of the story of the sojourn to Egypt
(Gen :–) in the book of Jubilees and the Genesis Apocryphon. In
both texts, Segal observes an implicit interpretative thrust to harmonize
the story of Abram’s and Sarai’s sojourn to Egypt with Israel’s exile in
Egypt. This interpretative thrust became explicit much later in Genesis
Rabbah. In her comparison of Q  i  with Demetrius the Chrono-
grapher, Philo’s Legum allegoriae (.; .–; .), m. So.tah :, ,
and Sipre Num , Hanna Tervanotko (“Miriam Misbehaving? The Fig-
ure of Miriam in Q in Light of Ancient Jewish Literature”) shows
that Q  i  preserves an allusion to Num . The brevity of this
allusion implies that this text was written for the use of audiences who
could relate to it with such a subtle hint. Pierpaolo Bertalotto (“Qum-
ran Messianism, Melchizedek, and the Son of Man”) observes that both
the Melchizedek of QMelch and the Son of Man in the Enochic Book
of Parables are linked by way of the angelic appellative �	��
�, that both
are interpretative developments of the “one like a son of man” in Dan
:–, and that being identified with the “Anointed of the Spirit,” both
perform revelatory tasks. Bertalotto concludes that the Melchizedek of
QMelch was created against the background of the Son of Man in the
Book of Parables. J. Harold Ellens (“The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Son of
Man in Daniel, Enoch, and the New Testament Gospels: An Assessment
of QMelch [Q]”) reads the Melchizedek figure of QMelch in the
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context of the book of Daniel, Enoch, and the New Testament Gospels.
At Qumran, theHodayot, theWar Scroll, and the Rule of the Community
attest to a messianic figure that is not only a virtual Son of Man but also
a suffering servant. In QMelch, Melchizedek becomes a messianic fig-
ure that combines the exousia of the eschatological judge with the savior
of the people of God. Because the suffering messiah and the eschatologi-
cal judge contradict Qumran determinist thought, Ellens suggests that a
heretical movement existed within the community envisioning the pos-
sibility of hope and salvation beyond the scope of the predestined elect.

The fifth and last part of the first volume of the conference proceed-
ings is devoted to “Ancient Jewish Literature in Greek and the Dead
Sea Scrolls.” Jamal-Dominique Hopkins (“The Dead Sea Scrolls and the
Greco-Roman World: Examining the Essenes’ View of Sacrifice in Rela-
tion to the Scrolls”) argues that in light of the Dead Sea Scrolls, remarks
of both Josephus (Ant. .) and Philo (Prob. ) point to a spiritualized
understanding of sacrifice in the Essene movement. Philo, Prob. –,
makes it probable that studying was viewed as such a form of spiritualized
sacrifice by the Essenes. Ekaterina Matusova (“Enoch in the Context of
Philo’s Writings”) finds allusions to Enochic literature in Philo’s treatises
De gigantibus (On Giants) and Quod Deus sit immutabilis (That God Is
Unchangeable). Based on these allusions she is able to establish a termi-
nus ante quem for the date of the Greek translation of Enoch in the first
century b.c.e. The allusions show furthermore that Enochwas accepted
not only by the Qumran community but widely in ancient Judaism.
NoahHacham (“Where Does the Shekhinah Dwell? Between the Dead

Sea Sect, Diaspora Judaism, Rabbinic Literature, and Christianity”)
shows that the idea of the Divine Presence dwelling among God’s peo-
ple originated in the (Babylonian) Diaspora due to its separation from
the nation’s religious center. Later, Hellenism exercised, especially among
Diaspora Jews, great influence on the development of the concept of
Shekhinah. When the Second Temple was destroyed, the Diaspora con-
cept of Shekhinah enabled Jews to live without a religious and national
center. Even before the destruction of the Second Temple, the Qumran
community viewed itself as a human temple in which God would dwell
removed from his physical sanctuary. In comparison with the priestly
personification of wisdom in Wisdom of Solomon , Ulrike Mittmann
(“QMelch im Spiegel der Weisheit”) shows that QMelch under-
stands Melchizedek as a priestly figure of personified wisdom. Differ-
ent from QMelch, the early Christian interpretation of Melchizedek
identifies the priestly wisdom that is personified in the priestly figure
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of Melchizedek with the Davidic Messiah and the Son of Man. Loren
T. Stuckenbruck (“The ‘Heart’ in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Negotiating be-
tween the Problem of Hypocrisy and Conflict within the Human Being”)
compares the Hodayot, the Exhortation of Enoch, Ben Sira, and the
Treatise of the Two Spirits with regard to the problems of hypocrisy
and conflict within human beings with each other. On the one hand,
with regard to “hypocritical” behavior, the Hodayot, the Exhortation of
Enoch, and Ben Sira are less interested in what happens within human
beings. Their claims to piety should not be confused with authentic
religiosity. For these texts, the demarcation between the pious and the
sinners is a socially discernible contrast. On the other hand, for the
Treatise of the Two Spirits, a recognizable distinction between “the sons
of light/righteousness” and “the sons of iniquity” is not guaranteed. It
regards “the heart” of each human being as a combat zone where the pow-
ers of good and evil struggle to assert their control. As God has appor-
tioned to each human being a certain measure of the spirit of “truth” and
the spirit of “iniquity,” an apocalyptic act of divine clearance at the end
will reveal the people of God as they have been predetermined from the
beginning.

The second volume of the Dead Sea Scrolls in Context proceedings
will explore further areas which illuminate the Dead Sea Scrolls and
are illuminated by them: “Jewish History, Culture, and Archeology and
the Dead Sea Scrolls,” “Jewish Thought and Religion in Light of the
Dead Sea Scrolls,” “The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Ancient Mediterranean
and Ancient Near Eastern Worlds,” “The Dead Sea Scrolls and Jewish
Literature and Culture of the Rabbinic and Medieval Periods,” as well as
“The Dead Sea Scrolls and Early Christianity.”

Unless otherwise indicated, abbreviations followThe SBLHandbook of
Style: For Ancient Near Eastern, Biblical, and Early Christian Studies (ed.
P.H. Alexander et al.; Peabody: Hendrickson, ).

Armin Lange, Bennie H. Reynolds III,
Emanuel Tov, and Matthias Weigold

Chapel Hill, Jerusalem, and Vienna, June 
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THE RECONSTRUCTION OF THE ANCIENT SCROLLS:

POSSIBILITIES AND IMPOSSIBILITIES

Emanuel Tov
The Hebrew University of Jerusalem

The study of the Qumran scrolls is the study of fragments and sheets
rather than that of complete scrolls. For example, QJera consists of fifty
fragments covering parts, sometimes very minute, of sixteen chapters.
Q consists of  fragments, and QSama has  fragments cover-
ing parts of fifty chapters. I have no idea how many fragments altogether
have been found in the Qumran caves, but it must be a large number.
Some scholars speak of , fragments for cave  alone,1 while others
estimate the total number of fragments as ,2 or as many as ,.3
If we set the average number of fragments per scroll randomly at forty, we
are dealing with , fragments covering  fragmentary scrolls. The
actual number will remain unknown unless one dedicates many weeks
to counting.

When dealing with a topic like the sciences and the ancient scrolls,
scientists often forget that these fragments are parts, however minute,
of once complete sheets, and that each medium-sized scroll consisted
of a number of sheets. A fragment does not constitute an independent
unit for a material investigation, since the information about fragments
needs to be supplemented by that in other fragments deriving from
the same sheet. Each sheet forms an independent unit, not necessarily
of the same nature as the sheet that is now stitched to it. Therefore,
in the material analysis of the fragments it is necessary to know more
about each sheet or the scroll as a whole. The scroll is the overriding
unit, but since many scrolls are composed of different sheets, we have
to base our remarks on these sheets. Single-column sheets like QTest

1 R. de Vaux, quoted by P. Benoit in DJD VI (): v.
2 Thus S.R. Woodward et al., “Analysis of Parchment Fragments from the Judean

Desert Using DNA Techniques,” in Current Research and Technological Developments in
the Dead Sea Scrolls—Conference on the Texts from the Judean Desert, Jerusalem,  April
 (ed. D.W. Parry and S.D. Ricks; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), – ().

3 J.T. Milik, oral communication.
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(Q) and single-sheet scrolls are rare in Qumran. Most scrolls are
composed of a number of sheets, seventeen in the case of the large Isaiah
scroll.

Over the past five decades, the sciences have come to our aid in
examining several material aspects of scroll fragments, their coverings,
stitching material, etc. The first such study was that included in DJD
I (), viz., examinations by Crowfoot of the linen textiles, some of
which must have covered scrolls.4 Further, according to investigations
made in  and the early s by Ryder on the one hand and Poole
and Reed on the other,5 the leather scrolls found at Qumran were made
mainly from skins of sheep and goats.6 A more detailed study of the scroll
material mentioned the following four species: calf, fine-wooled sheep,
medium-wooled sheep, and a hairy animal that was either a sheep or a
goat.7

There are many ways in which the sciences helped or could help us
to gain a better understanding of the scroll fragments and aid us in their
reconstruction. The main areas are: () determining the date of the scrolls
(based on the age of the leather and ink [?]), () determining whether
fragments derive from the same sheet (Carbon-, DNA research, the
chemical composition of the leather and ink; follicle patterns in leather,
and fibers in papyrus), () retrieving previously unreadable letters with
the aid of advanced photographic techniques, () and identifying frag-
ments and determining the relation between fragments with the aid of
computer-assisted research. At the same time, we should also be able to
determine where these sciences are unable to help us.8

4 G.M. Crowfoot inDJD I (): –. The tests themselves were carried out under
the direction of W.F. Libby at the University of Chicago in .

5 M.L. Ryder, “Follicle Arrangement in Skin from Wild Sheep, Primitive Domestic
Sheep and in Parchment,”Nature  (): –; J. Poole and R. Reed, “The Preparation
of Leather and Parchment by the Dead Sea Scrolls Community,” Technology and Culture
 (): –; repr. in Technology and Culture: An Anthology (ed. M. Kranzberg and
W.H. Davenport; New York: Schocken, ), –; idem, “A Study of Some Dead
Sea Scrolls and Leather Fragments from Cave  at Qumran: Part I, Physical Examination;
Part II, Chemical Examination,” Proceedings of the Leeds Philosophical and Literary
Society, Scientific Section / (): –; / (): –.

6 Ibid., “Part I, Physical Examination,” –, especially .
7 M.L. Ryder, “Remains Derived from Skin,” in Science in Archaeology: A Comprehen-

sive Survey of Progress and Research (ed. D. Brothwell and E.S. Higgs; London: Thames &
Hudson, ), –.

8 For an earlier survey, see M. Broshi, “The Dead Sea Scrolls, the Sciences and New
Technologies,” DSD  (): –.
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This study refers solely to the scientific examination of the fragments,
and not to the identification and reconstruction on the basis of content.
Further, it refers only to scientific aid in the reconstruction and under-
standing of the scrolls, and not to the contribution of these examina-
tions to the archeology of Qumran or the understanding of life at Qum-
ran. Thus, we do not deal with ground-penetrating radar locating caves,
examination of parasites in combs, Qumran skeletons, or pottery, nor do
we deal with the study of metals, wood, glass, etc. The latter list of exam-
inations is very important for many aspects of Qumran archeology and
Qumran research, and sometimes also of scroll research, but does not
contribute directly to the reading and reconstruction of scroll fragments,
which is our immediate aim.

Over the past four decades, many types of scientific investigation have
been carried out, providing help for the research of the scrolls.

This paper focuses on the following areas:

. Topics examined and results reached with the aid of the sciences
. Some technical data about the scrolls
. Scientific aid in the reconstruction of ancient scrolls: possibilities

and impossibilities.

. Topics Examined and Results
Reached with the Aid of the Sciences

Individual scholars as well as groups of scholars9 advanced the scien-
tific investigation of the scrolls in individual and collective publications
dealing with the sciences.10 Progress has been made in the following
areas.

9 Note especially the Jerusalem “Taskforce for science and the scrolls” on behalf of
the Orion Center at the Hebrew University.

10 Parry and Ricks, Current Research; J.-B. Humbert and J. Gunneweg, eds., Khirbet
Qumrân et #Aïn Feshkha: Études d’anthropologie, de physique et de chimie (NTOA.SA ;
Fribourg: Academic Press, ); K. Galor, J.-B. Humbert, and J. Zangenberg, eds.,
Qumran, the Site of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Archaeological Interpretations and Debates:
Proceedings of a Conference Held at Brown University, November –,  (STDJ ;
Leiden: Brill, ); J. Gunneweg, C. Greenblatt, and A. Adriaens, eds., Bio- andMaterial
Cultures at Qumran: Papers from a COST Action G Working Group Meeting Held in
Jerusalem, Israel on – May  (Stuttgart: Fraunhofer IRB, ).
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a. Dating the Scrolls

() Carbon-

The first system used for dating scrolls was that of paleography (dating
on the basis of the type of handwriting), and this is still our major
resource for dating.11 At the same time, at an early stage in the study of
the scrolls, C- examinations12 of the leather and papyrus fragments
became instrumental in determining their dates,13 usually corroborating
paleographical dating.14 These examinations have been applied only to a
small number of scrolls.15

The paleographical dates applied to the documents range from the
fourth century b.c.e. to the first century c.e. for the Jericho documents,
from  b.c.e. to  c.e. for the Qumran texts, from  b.c.e. to  c.e.
for the Masada texts, and from  b.c.e. to  c.e. for the texts from
Wadi Murabba#at, Na .hal .Hever, and Na .hal .Seelim.

11 For a summary of the paleographical dates given to the scrolls, see B. Webster,
“Chronological Index of the Texts from the Judaean Desert,” inDJDXXXIX (): –
.

12 C- analysis is based on the fact that the animal hides contained carbon- atoms
when the animal was alive, and that the number of these atoms decreased at a measurable
rate after its death, when they became carbon- atoms, all compared with the C- atoms
in tree rings.

13 The best non-technical explanation of C- is probably by 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;  vols.; Leiden: Brill,
–), :–. See alsoMethods of Investigation of the Dead Sea Scrolls and the
Khirbet Qumran Site: Present Realities and Future Prospects (ed. M.O. Wise et al.; Annals
of the New York Academy of Sciences ; New York: New York Academy of Sciences,
), – (“Report and Discussion Concerning Radiocarbon Dating of Fourteen
Dead Sea Scrolls”).

14 For comparative tables recording the paleographical and C- data, see Webster,
“Chronological Index” (–). QIsaa was tested in the laboratories of Zurich and
Tucson with similar results (see n. ).

15 The report of the first C- tests ( texts) carried out in Zurich is that of G. Bonani
et al., “Radiocarbon Dating of the Dead Sea Scrolls,”Atiqot  (): – = Radiocar-
bon  (): –. The second group of carbon-tests was carried out on  texts,
of which one (QIsaa) had also been sampled by Bonani et al.: A.J.T. Jull et al., “Radio-
carbon Dating of Scrolls and Linen Fragments from the Judean Desert,” Radiocarbon 
(): – = Atiqot  (): –. Some individual texts were examined as well:
M. Broshi and H. Eshel, “Radiocarbon Dating and ‘The Messiah Before Jesus,’ ” RevQ 
(): – (Q and Q) = Tarbiz  (): –; J. Charlesworth in
his publications of XJoshua (MS Schøyen ) in DJD XXXVIII (): – and
XJudges (MS Schøyen ) in DJD XXVIII (): –.
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With the aid of a C- test, QIsaa was dated to between  and
 b.c.e. (paleographical date: – b.c.e.)16 and QTa between
 b.c.e. and  c.e. (paleographical date: late first century b.c.e. to early
first century c.e.).17 However, there are also a few texts for which the
paleographical and C- dates differ greatly. This pertains to QTQahat,
C- dated to – b.c.e. This date is earlier than the dates of all
other Qumran scrolls.18 By the same token, one of the fragments of
QSd (Q) dated to – c.e. at the one-sigma range, after the
destruction of Qumran, is later than expected.19 Some scholars ascribe
the deviating dates of these documents—either too early or too late
according to the common view about Qumran—to the applying of castor
oil to the leather in the s in order to improve the clarity of the
written text.20 This claim is made especially by G. Doudna; Doudna’s
own view is that all the scrolls date from the period before  b.c.e.21

On the other hand, according to Broshi, the possible influence of such

16 Jull et al., “Radiocarbon Dating”; Bonani et al., “Radiocarbon Dating”: –
b.c.e.

17 Ibid.
18 Ibid. The fragment was probably contaminated, offsetting the precision of the C-

analysis.
19 Jull et al., “Radiocarbon Dating.” Another fragment of the same scroll was dated to

 b.c.e.– c.e.
20 See J. Strugnell, “On the History of the Photographing of the Discoveries in the

Judean Desert for the International Group of Editors,” in E. Tov with the collaboration
of S.J. Pfann, Companion Volume toThe Dead Sea Scrolls Microfiche Edition (nd rev. ed.;
Leiden: Brill, ), : “Next came some cleaning of the darker patches with oil, to
bring out the writing—something chemically harmless, I am told, but some of us used it
too generously in the early days.”

21 “Dating the Scrolls on the Basis of Radiocarbon Analysis,” –; idem, Redating
the Dead Sea Scrolls Found at Qumran (QC .; Cracow: Enigma Press, ); idem,
“The Legacy of an Error in Archaeological Interpretation: The Dating of the Qumran
Cave Scroll Deposits,” in Galor, Humbert, and Zangenberg, Qumran, the Site of the
Dead Sea Scrolls, –. See also K.L. Rasmussen et al., “Cleaning and Radiocarbon
Dating of Material from Khirbet Qumran,” in Gunneweg, Greenblatt, and Adriaens, Bio-
and Material Cultures, –; idem et al., “The Effects of Possible Contamination on
the Radiocarbon Dating of the Dead Sea Scrolls I: Castor Oil,” Radiocarbon  ():
– (note that the great majority of the samples taken are not from parchments);
R. van der Water, “Reconsidering Palaeographic and Radiocarbon Dating of the Dead
Sea Scrolls,” RevQ  (–): –; J. Atwill and S. Braunheim, “Redating the
Radiocarbon Dating of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” DSD  (): –; see also the
reactions to this paper by J. van der Plicht, “Radiocarbon Dating and the Dead Sea Scrolls:
A Comment on ‘Redating,’ ”DSD  (): –; T. Higham, J.E. Taylor, and D. Green,
“New Radiocarbon Determination,” in Humbert and Gunneweg, Khirbet Qumrân, –
; S. Pfann, “Relative Agreement and Systematic Error of Radiocarbon Tests Applied
to the Dead Sea Scrolls,” Radiocarbon, forthcoming.
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oil is negligible.22 The last word has not been said on this issue, and
the presence of castor oil on the margins of the leather (from which
samples were taken) as opposed to the inscribed surface itself, has yet to
be proven. This discussion is important, since C- examinations are very
significant for scroll research. A. Masic has developed a new technique
to identify such oil.23

() Ink Research

So far ink has not been dated.

() Parchment Shrinkage

In a little-known study, Burton, Poole, and Reed suggested dating the
scroll fragments according to the pattern of the shrinkage temperature of
the collagen fibers in the leather ().24 To the best of my knowledge,
this method has not been applied to the Qumran fragments.

b. Relation between Fragments

When reconstructing scrolls there are many unknowns. The question of
whether two or more fragments should be joined as adjacent fragments
or designated as belonging to the same column or sheet, remains a major
issue in scrolls research. Information about the content is usually insuffi-
cient in fragmentary scrolls. The analysis of script is often equally unsat-
isfying when analyzing small fragments. We would appreciate some help
from the sciences in either linking fragments or excluding such a connec-
tion, but such help is still being developed. In short, we would like to have
objective criteria for making a connection between any two fragments or
excluding such a possibility. The first steps in exploring some possibili-
ties have been made, but scholars are in need of a database incorporating

22 Broshi, “The Dead Sea Scrolls,” : “To  of the  samples no castor oil was
applied; in the other, samples were taken from margins never touched by castor oil.
Even if there were traces of oil they would have been eliminated by the pre-treatment.”
See also I. Carmi, “Are the C Dates of the Dead Sea Scrolls Affected by Castor Oil
Contamination,” Radiocarbon  (): –.

23 “Dead Sea Scrolls: Non-Invasive Characterisation of Conservation Treatment Mate-
rials by Means of IR-ERS,” in Israeli-Italian Bi-national Workshop, Ramat-Gan, 
(unpublished in the meantime).

24 D. Burton, J.B. Poole, and R. Reed, “A New Approach to the Dating of the Dead Sea
Scrolls,” Nature  (): –.
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alternative scientific data referring to a large number of fragments. The
techniques that come to mind relating to the possible joining of frag-
ments are DNA research, ink research, research of leather follicles and
papyrus fibers, and elemental composition analysis. However, it should
be remembered that these examinations can only determine whether or
not two fragments belong to the same sheet. A fragment is not a unit. The
real unit is the sheet, because the information gathered by the aforemen-
tioned examinations pertains to the sheet as a whole. This examination is
further complicated by the fact that skins of different animals were used
as writing material for one scroll (see below). To the best of my knowl-
edge, all these techniques would produce the same results for fragments
taken from any part of the sheet (C-, DNA, research of leather follicles,
ink research25), with the exception of the examination of fibers in papyri,
a technique that is not yet developed.

In all these cases, the sciences may help us in determining whether a
frg. a and frg. b derive from the same sheet or of the same animal, no
more and no less. If they derived from the same sheet, the exact rela-
tion between these fragments cannot be determined with the aid of the
sciences. Since the fragments could be three columns apart, multiple
possibilities should be envisaged. Furthermore, if two completely differ-
ent compositions were written on skins deriving from the same animal,
wrong conclusions could be drawn if we were to be guided solely by the
scientific examinations.

() DNA

DNA research of ancient texts is still in its infancy. Scholars have suc-
ceeded in extracting aDNA (ancient DNA) from ancient sources such
as mummies, scrolls, and ancient animal bones. The main research in
this area was carried out by Kahila Bar-Gal in her Hebrew Univer-
sity dissertation supervised by P. Smith, E. Tchernov, and S. Wood-
ward.26 The technique has been applied to fragments of several scrolls

25 The results of ink research, as yet unexplored, would be less compelling, since two
different scribes could have used the same ink in different compositions.

26 “Genetic Change in the Capra Species of Southern Levant over the Past ,
Years as Studied by DNA Analysis of Ancient and Modern Populations” (Ph.D. diss., The
Hebrew University of Jerusalem, ). See further Kahila Bar-Gal’s paper “What Can
Fragments of the Dead Sea Scrolls Teach Us of Ancient Animal Husbandry?” (abstract
of paper presented at the Symposium on the Role of Analytical Methods in the Study,
Restoration, and Conservation of Ancient Manuscripts, with Emphasis on the Dead
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that have been mentioned by name: QSb (Q), QSd (Q), QSe

(Q), QIsaa (Q), QTa (fragments from six different sheets
as well as stitching material)27 together with a host of uninscribed frag-
ments from caves  and . Examinations of QHa and QpHosb (Q)
did not yield DNA.28 The techniques used were described by Wood-
ward.29

This type of investigation can () determine the species of animal from
which the leather derived, () distinguish between the DNA signature of
individual animals, and () determine groups of animals (herds) from
which the hides derived.30 Ideally, these herds should be linked with
bones of individual animals or herds, ancient or modern, since the DNA
signature has not changed from antiquity to modern times. These links
between hides and herds have hardly been made,31 and researchers are
still waiting for the construction of databases that link specific fragments
and bones.

() Ink Research

The study of the composition of ink could give us some clues regarding
the relationship between scroll fragments. So far, ink has not been dated
but its composition has been analyzed, to a limited extent, by Nir-El

Sea Scrolls, Prague,  April ; online: http://orion.mscc.huji.ac.il/orion/programs/
taskforce.shtml); eadem et al., “The Genetic Signature of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in His-
torical Perspectives: From the Hasmoneans to Bar Kokhba in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls:
Proceedings of the Fourth International Symposium of the Orion Center for the Study of the
Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature, – January  (ed. D. Goodblatt, A. Pin-
nick, and D.R. Schwartz; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ) –.

27 More precise data on the texts sampled are listed in Bar-Gal, “Genetic Change,” .
28 As implied by the discussion of the results ibid., –.
29 Woodward et al., “Analysis of Parchment Fragments”; idem in D.W. Parry et al.,

“New Technological Advances: DNA, Databases, Imaging Radar,” inTheDead Sea Scrolls
after Fifty Years, :–; idem, “DNA Analysis of Ancient Parchment” (abstract of
paper presented at the Symposium on the Role of Analytical Methods in the Study,
Restoration, and Conservation of Ancient Manuscripts, with Emphasis on the Dead
Sea Scrolls, Prague,  April ; online: http://orion.mscc.huji.ac.il/orion/programs/
taskforce.shtml).

30 See the summary by Woodward et al., “Analysis of Parchment Fragments,” : “The
precision of the DNA analysis will allow us to identify at least three levels of hierarchy:
the species, population, and individual animal from which the parchment was produced.”

31 Thus Bar-Gal, “Genetic Change,” , noting that the Qumran bones cannot be
traced. The existence of such bones, including those of goats, is mentioned in Y. Magen
and Y. Peleg, “The Qumran Excavations –, Preliminary Report,” Judea and
Samaria Publications  (): – (–).
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and Broshi32 (pertaining to both inscribed papyrus and leather) and a
German research group (I. Rabin, O. Hahn et al.).33 On the basis of
examinations carried out in  at the Soreq Nuclear Research Centre
on fragments from caves  and , Nir-El and Broshi concluded that no
metal ink was used in writing the Qumran scrolls under investigation.34

The examinations were made with the EDXRF (Energy Dispersive X-
Ray Fluorescence) procedure. These scholars assumed that the copper
elements in the ink derived from copper inkwells used by scribes, and
that the ink used was carbon-based.35 A similar suggestion had been
made earlier by H.J. Plenderleith,36 Steckoll (see n. ), and Haran,37

mainly for the texts from cave .
In the future, study of the components of ink may help us to pinpoint

different types of ink. Rabin believes that a basic distinction can be
made between ink prepared at Qumran and ink prepared elsewhere
because of an analysis of the water component in ink.38 In particular,
she points out that the chlorium/bromium ratio is lower in places near

32 Y. Nir-El and M. Broshi, “The Black Ink of the Qumran Scrolls,” DSD  ():
–. For earlier studies, see among others S.H. Steckoll, “Investigations of the Inks
Used in Writing the Dead Sea Scrolls,” Nature  (): –. Other examinations
are mentioned by Nir-El and Broshi. See also the discussion in my Scribal Practices and
Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the Judean Desert (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill,
), –.

33 See the summary by I. Rabin et al., “Characterization of the Writing Media of
the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Holistic Qumran: Trans-disciplinary Research of Qumran and
the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. J. Gunneweg, A. Adriaens, and J. Dik; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill,
), –. The techniques used are micro X-ray fluorescence, FT-IR spectroscopy,
mass spectrometry, and scanning electron microscopy. See also O. Hahn et al., “Non-
destructive Investigation of the Scroll Material: QComposition Concerning Divine
Providence (Q),” DSD  (): – (described below).

34 The sources sampled are listed in Nir-El and Broshi, “Black Ink,”  n. . See further
Y. Nir-El, “������� �	
	�� ,�	��� ��	��� ����� �	�� ����� 
� ��� �,” Sinai  (–):
– (Hebrew).

35 On the other hand, according to the editors of QpaleoExodm, the ink used in that
manuscript contained iron: P.W. Skehan, E. Ulrich, and J.E. Sanderson inDJD IX ():
.

36 “Technical Note on Unwrapping of Dead Sea Scroll Fragments,” in DJD I ():
.

37 M. Haran, “Scribal Workmanship in Biblical Times: The Scrolls and Writing Imple-
ments,”Tarbiz  (–): – (–) (Hebrew with English summary). Accord-
ing to Haran, metal-based ink was used only from the second century c.e. onwards.

38 I. Rabin et al., “Non-Destructive Methods in the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls”
(paper presented at the Israeli-Italian Bi-national Workshop on Materials, Time, and
Stability: Applications in Archaeology and Conservation, Bar-Ilan University, Ramat-
Gan, ). Thanks are due to the author for showing me the material ahead of its
publication.
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the Dead Sea than in other localities. Studies like this could help us
differentiate between groups of scrolls penned at different locations, even
if the locations themselves cannot be named. Other areas of investigation
are the ink of corrections in the text as opposed to that of the main text
as well as possible distinctions between the scrolls found in the different
caves.

() Elemental Composition Analysis

A study by Hahn et al. based on the contaminants present in the parch-
ment and ink showed how two fragments cannot have belonged to the
same sheet.39 According to these scholars, “Scroll and ink are organic
materials, consisting mainly of carbon, hydrogen, oxygen and nitrogen.
In addition to these main elements a variety of contaminants are found.
Their kind, type and quantity depend on the details of the prepara-
tion process and storage conditions. For example, minerals dissolved in
the water used for the preparation of the scroll material and inks are a
source of a specific contamination that would normally be distributed
evenly throughout the material. On the other hand, the contaminants
deposited on a scroll surface, due to its storage, (e.g., on the floor of a
cave), would be mainly restricted to the surface areas and more likely
to appear as patches.” This examination makes use of a micro X-ray flu-
orescence spectrometer (XRF) as well as a micro-focus confocal XRF.
The authors use this approach in an examination of two small frag-
ments published as Q that belong to the top of the same column
of a sheet.40 They were separated and renamed Q and Qa by
T. Elgvin on the basis of paleography and microscopic parchment anal-
ysis.41 Elgvin’s microscopic analysis showed that the surface of Qa
“is more scraped than that of Q, so that the hair structure is not
visible, while it is clearly seen on Q.” The elemental composition
analysis of the leather and ink executed by Hahn et al. now confirmed
these findings, demonstrating that the two fragments could not have
belonged to the same sheet.42 This type of analysis may well be better

39 O. Hahn et al., “Non-Destructive Investigation of the Scroll Material: QComposi-
tion Concerning Divine Providence (Q),” DSD  (): –.

40 E. Qimron in DJD XX (): –.
41 T. Elgvin, “Q—A Hymn and a Wisdom Instruction,” in Emanuel: Studies in

Hebrew Bible, Septuagint, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov (ed. S.M. Paul et
al.; VTSup ; Leiden: Brill, ) –.

42 Hahn et al., “Non-Destructive Investigation.”
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suited for negative than positive conclusions, but the authors do not
say this in their paper. In any event, a similar approach followed by
Rabin et al. in the study mentioned in n.  provides much promise
for positive results. These authors study the composition analysis of the
surface and inner layers of the leather, and we wait for more specific
results.

Scribes probably prepared their own ink. It is not known whether
ink prepared from the same components deposited in different inkwells
would produce a different type of chemical signature. On the whole, the
identification of scribes or compositions on the basis of the ink used has
not even begun.

() Stitching Material

Sheets in parchment scrolls were joined with different stitching materials.
DNA and C- analysis of the stitching materials may aid us in under-
standing the background of the different scrolls. So far, one such exami-
nation has been carried out (see n. ).

According to rabbinic prescriptions, scroll sheets are to be joined with
sinews from the same ritually clean cattle or wild animals from which
the scroll itself was prepared.43 The evidence suggests that most of the
stitching material used in the scrolls from Qumran indeed consists of
sinews. Further investigation should help us to determine which threads
were made of animal sinews and which, contrary to rabbinic ruling,
were of flax. In their  research, Poole and Reed claimed that the
stitching material examined was of vegetable origin and most probably
flax.44 It is not known, however, which specific scrolls were examined
for this purpose. At the same time, more recent examinations have been
applied to four specific scrolls.45 Further research is needed regarding

43 See b.Mena .h. b “only with sinews, but not with thread”; y.Meg. .d “It is also an
oral prescription delivered to Moses at Sinai that 〈scrolls〉 shall be written on the skins of
ritually clean cattle or ritually clean wild animals, and be sewn together with their sinews.”
This was indeed the case with the stitch material and the sheets of QTa (domestic goat),
see n.  below.

44 Poole and Reed, “The Preparation of Leather,” .
45 The following conclusions have been reached:
QIsaa: M. Burrows with the assistance of J.C. Trever and W.H. Brownlee, The Dead

Sea Scrolls of St. Mark’s Monastery, vol. : The Isaiah Manuscript and the Habakkuk
Commentary (New Haven: ASOR, ), xiv: “linen thread.”

QNumb: N. Jastram in DJD XII ( [repr. ]): : flax.
QcryptA Words of the Maskil (Q): S.J. Pfann in DJD XX (): : flax.
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the consistency of the use of the stitching material in the same scroll. The
animal stitching material may also be used for DNA-examinations.46

c. Retrieving Previously Illegible Letters with the
Aid of Advanced Photographic Techniques47

For their time, the black/white infrared photographs taken by Najib
Anton Albina, the photographer at the Palestine Archeological Museum
(PAM) in the s and s, were extraordinarily good.48 Other early
photographs were equally good: the infrared black/white photographs
by the Biberkrauts of the scrolls purchased by the State of Israel, and
those of QIsaa, QS, and QpHab by John Trever.49 The three series
of PAM photographs, more than the fragments themselves, formed the
basis for the study and publication of the scrolls in DJD. Often, the
photographs reveal more details than the fragments themselves, although
the fragments need always to be consulted because only they reveal the
distinctions between ink and shadow.

QApocryphal Pentateuch A (Q): J. VanderKam and M. Brady in DJD XXVIII
(): : flax.

46 In the meantime, see A. Gorski, “Analysis of Microscopic Material and the Stitching
of the Dead Sea Scrolls: A Preliminary Study” (abstract of paper presented at the Sym-
posium on the Role of Analytical Methods in the Study, Restoration, and Conservation
of Ancient Manuscripts, with Emphasis on the Dead Sea Scrolls, Prague,  April ;
online: http://orion.mscc.huji.ac.il/orion/programs/taskforce.shtml). This paper refers to
the stitching of QpHab and QIsaa (no conclusions). See also by the same author “Anal-
ysis of Microscopic Material and the Stitching of the Dead Sea Scrolls: A Preliminary
Study,” in Historical Perspectives, –. Bar-Gal, “Genetic Change,”  and Table .
mentions the sampling of stitch material of the QTa (domestic goat).

47 For good summaries of all aspects relating to the imaging of the scrolls, see G. Bear-
man, S.J. Pfann, and S.A.I. Spiro, “Imaging the Scrolls: Photographic and Direct Digi-
tal Acquisition,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty Years, :–; B. and K. Zucker-
man, “Photography and Computer Imaging,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed.
L.H. Schiffman and J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, )
:–.

48 See F.M. Cross, “On the History of the Photography,” and J. Strugnell, “On the
History of the Photographing of the Discoveries in the Judean Desert for the International
Group of Editors,” in Tov, Companion Volume, – and –.

49 Additional early photographs by David Shinhav, Ruth Yekutiel, Tsila Sagiv, and
Robert Schlosser are described by J.C. VanderKam and P.W. Flint, The Meaning of the
Dead Sea Scrolls: Their Significance for Understanding the Bible, Judaism, Jesus, and
Christianity (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, ), –.
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In later years, with the advancement of technology, better photographs
were taken, revealing additional parts of letters, complete letters, and in
rare cases complete words.50 The following innovative techniques were
used.

. Use of filters in infrared photography (B. and K. Zuckerman).

. High density digitization. This technique was applied to the Genesis
Apocryphon in  by Bearman and the Zuckermans using a “new
tunable filter that could be set to any wavelength in the IR 〈the infrared
spectrum〉with a very narrow bandpass.”51 A second imaging expedition
was launched by these scholars in , producing new digital infrared
images of approximately  fragments (not scrolls).52 Some of these
photographs revealed additional letters in darkened areas.53 Additional
letters were revealed on the leather in separate projects by Bearman54

and Zuckerman.55 Likewise, Johnston also revealed additional letters,

50 The collection as a whole has not been re-photographed although in  plans
were underway for such an enterprise.

51 Bearman, Pfann, and Spiro, “Imaging,” .
52 Ibid.
53 See the photograph of QCantb by G. Bearman and S. Spiro on behalf of the Ancient

Biblical Manuscript Center as presented by E. Tov in DJD XVI ():  and pl. XXV.
54 G.H. Bearman and S.I. Spiro, “Imaging: Clarifying the Issues,” DSD  ():

–; idem, “Archaeological Applications of Advanced Imaging Techniques. Reading
Ancient Documents,” BA  (): –; idem, “Imaging Clarified,” in The Provo
International Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls: Technological Innovations, New Texts,
andReformulated Issues (ed. D.W. Parry and E. Ulrich; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –;
D.M. Cabries, S.W. Booras, and G.H. Bearman, “Imaging the Past: Recent Applications of
Multispectral Imaging Technology to Deciphering Manuscripts,” Antiquity: A Quarterly
Review of Archaeology  (): –.

55 B. Zuckerman in collaboration with S.A. Reed, “A Fragment of an Unstudied
Column of QtgJob,” The Comprehensive Aramaic Lexicon Newsletter  (): –
(online: http://cal.cn.huc.edu/newsletter/Zuckreed.html); M.J. Lundberg and B. Zucker-
man, “When Images Meet: The Potential of Photographic and Computer Imaging Tech-
nology for the Study of the Copper Scroll,” in Copper Scroll Studies (ed. G.J. Brooke and
P.R. Davies; JSPSup ; London: Sheffield Academic Press, ), –; B. Zuckerman,
“Bringing the Dead Sea Scrolls Back to Life: A New Evaluation of Photographic and Elec-
tronic Imaging of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” DSD  (): –. Lists of new readings
revealed by Zuckerman’s techniques are included in “The Targums of Job (QtgJob and
QtgJob),” inTheDead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic, andGreek Texts with English Trans-
lation (ed. J. Charlesworth; The Princeton Theological Seminary Dead Sea Scrolls Project;
Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, forthcoming).
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especially in QTa.56 Puech was able to improve the reading of the
Copper Scrollwith the aid of radiographs and photographs of the flattened
replica of the scroll.57

. Lange’s method of Computer Aided Text-Reconstruction and Tran-
scription (CATT)58 offers a new software option for the reconstruction
of fragments based on digitized images of scrolls.59 The author suggests
that each scholar digitizes his or her own images of the scrolls, and he
guides the reader in the use of software programs that can be used in
order to improve the readability of these images.60 The author also shows
how to scan individual letters and combine them into units that can be
electronically placed in lacunae, thus examining the correctness of recon-
structions.

d. Identifying Fragments and Determining
the Relation between Fragments

() Computer-Assisted Identifications

To the best of my knowledge, little use has been made of computer-
assisted research in the identification of small fragments. Parry identified
a number of minute fragments of QSama with the help of the Word-

56 J.H. Charlesworth, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and Scientific Methodologies,” in Optics
and Imaging in the Information Age (IS&T: The Society for Imaging Science and Tech-
nology, ), –; K. Knox, R. Johnston, and R.L. Easton, “Imaging the Dead Sea
Scrolls,” Optics and Photonics News  (): .

57 É. Puech, “Some Results of the Restoration of the Copper Scroll by EDF Mécénat,”
in The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years After Their Discovery: Proceedings of the Jerusalem
Congress, July –,  (ed. L.H. Schiffman et al.; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society,
), –; D. Brizemeure, N. Lacoudre, and É. Puech, Le Rouleau de cuivre de la
grotte  de Qumrân: Expertise, Restauration, Epigraphie ( vols.; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill,
).

58 A. Lange, Computer-Aided Text-Reconstruction and Transcription—CATT Manual
(Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ). For a review, see G. Bearman inDSD  (): –.

59 Lange describes his own technique as follows (p. ): “ . . . uses image editing software
in dealing with the several different types of damage done to manuscripts and inscrip-
tions. Image editing programs try to transfer the photographic darkroom into the desktop
computer.”

60 When this book was written, digitized images were not yet available in commercial
databases such as The Dead Sea Scrolls Electronic Library (rev. ed.; Brigham Young Uni-
versity, ), part of the Dead Sea Scrolls Electronic Reference Library of Brill Publishers
(ed. E. Tov; Leiden: Brill, ).
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cruncher program.61 Pike and Skinner recognized many of the hitherto
unidentified fragments with the aid of the same program.62 Tigchelaar
identified many fragments with the aid of the Accordance program.63

Undoubtedly, the use of Accordance or Wordcruncher could produce
many additional identifications. Optical Character Recognition (OCR)
could have been employed for the analysis of script or the identification
of partially preserved letters, but to the best of my knowledge, this tech-
nique has not been used.64

() Research of Hair Follicles in Leather and Fibers in Papyri

The analysis of hair follicles and papyrus fibers could indicate that two
or more scroll fragments derived from either the same or a different
sheet. Barns provided the first description of the procedure followed for
papyrus fragments,65 described in greater detail by Pfann.66 Pfann like-
wise briefly described the procedure followed for the study of hair folli-
cles in leather.67 In both cases, much more detailed research is needed.

61 See F.M. Cross, D.W. Parry, and R.J. Saley in DJD XVII (): .
62 D. Pike and A. Skinner, in consultation with J. VanderKam and M. Brady, Qumran

Cave .XXIII: Unidentified Fragments (DJD XXXIII; Oxford: Clarendon, ).
63 E.J.C. Tigchelaar, “Q + (par Q  ii): A Forgotten Identification,”RevQ

 (): –; idem, “Minuscula Qumranica I,” RevQ  (): –; idem,
“On the Unidentified Fragments of DJD XXXIII and PAM .: A New Manuscript of
QNarrative and Poetic Composition, and Fragments of Q, Q, Q and QSb
(?),” RevQ  (): –; idem, “A Cave  Fragment of Divre Mosheh (QDM) and
the Text of Q I:– and Jubilees :, ,” DSD  (): –.

64 One could teach the computer the various shapes of the letters of each scroll, so that
the program would suggest readings for partially preserved letters.

65 J.W.B. Barns, “Note on Papyrus Fibre Pattern,” in DJD VI (): .
66 S.J. Pfann in DJD XXXVI (): –.
67 S.J. Pfann, “Hair Follicle Analysis of Primitive Parchments: An Essential Tool for

the Reconstruction of Fragmentary Dead Sea Scrolls” (abstract of paper presented at the
Symposium on the Role of Analytical Methods in the Study, Restoration, and Conserva-
tion of Ancient Manuscripts, with Emphasis on the Dead Sea Scrolls, Prague,  April
; online: http://orion.mscc.huji.ac.il/orion/programs/taskforce.shtml): “The pattern,
form, size and density of hair follicles which occur over the hides of various animals do
so with a fair degree of consistency. Those hides which preserve their epidermis and are
used in the preparation of scrolls maintain these hair follicle patterns. These same follicle
patterns preserved on the surfaces of disjointed fragments of the Dead Sea Scrolls has
proven to contain important clues aiding in their reconstruction (and thus their mean-
ing and interpretation). This form of analysis was developed by the author while working
with the edition of the various Dead Sea Scrolls assigned to him for publication over the
past decade. With the aid of the binocular microscope many proposed links between dis-
jointed fragments have been either confirmed of disproved based on this work.”



 emanuel tov

The research of leather and papyrus sheets is promising, but at this
stage it is unclear whether the various parameters identified in the frag-
ments are distinctive enough in order to identify and differentiate be-
tween individual sheets. Research needs to proceed from the features of
known sheets of complete scrolls to fragmentary texts, and such studies
have not yet been written.

In the case of papyrus fragments, examining each papyrus strip in-
volves the color, thickness, density, variability, and angle of the intersec-
tion between the horizontal and vertical strips of papyrus.

Research carried out so far by Pfann, focusing on fragmentary texts,
shows the possibilities this research has in store. Pfann analyzed the
papyrus texts in the cryptic script Qpap cryptA Midrash Sefer Moshe
(Q)68 and Qa–z and Qa–j,69 focusing on the special fea-
tures of each papyrus fragment. In the case of leather fragments, Pfann
likewise analyzed the special hair follicle features of each individual frag-
ment of QCryptA Words of the Maskil to All Sons of Dawn (Q).70

This analysis enabled him to support the reconstruction of fragments
belonging to the same sheet. The hair structure of Q and Qa
was found to be different by Elgvin (see n.  above).

Each single feature of the papyrus or leather, and definitely the com-
bined features may give guidance regarding the placement of fragments
in a particular sheet. However, this type of research is rather limited.
Pfann examined the fragments that had been identified at an earlier stage
as belonging to specific scrolls. Within those parameters, he separated
the papyrus fragments into many different compositions based on the
criteria mentioned above. This research enabled him to surmise that spe-
cific fragments belonged to the same sheet of papyrus, but no more than
that. In the case of leather, the fragments could be placed anywhere in
the sheet, either in the same column or one or two columns apart. In the
case of papyrus, the guidance of the horizontal and vertical strips may
aid in a more specific location alongside the horizontal or vertical strips,
but further research on the known complete papyri has to consolidate the
criteria used. Probably the strongest merit of this and any similar proce-
dure is the ability to disprove that two fragments belonged to the same
leather or papyrus sheet.

68 S.J. Pfann in DJD XXXV (): –.
69 S.J. Pfann in DJD XXXVI (): –.
70 S.J. Pfann and M. Kister, “Q: The Maskîl’s Address to All Sons of Dawn,” JQR

 (): –; idem in DJD XX (): –.
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()The Stegemann System of Reconstructing

The so-called “Stegemann system of reconstructing fragmentary
scrolls”71 belongs here only partially since it is based not on the sciences
but on logical inference of destruction patterns of the leather or papyrus.
Among other things, on the basis of the supposed measurements of the
scroll and the increase in size between revolutions of the scroll starting
with its innermost end, this system tries to establish the distance between
the fragments (columns) based on identical destruction patterns, if any,
repeated in each revolution of the scroll.

. Some Technical Data about the Scrolls

When integrating data from the sciences into the reconstruction of the
scrolls, we have to take into consideration the data known about them.
Otherwise, we are in danger of applying the wrong types of conclusions.
The following parameters relate to this reconstruction.72

. The first stage in the preparation of parchment was the slaughter-
ing of an animal and the preparation of its hide for the production of
the scroll material. Even the leftovers were used for writing: contrary
to practice in later centuries, most of the tefillin found at Qumran were
written on irregularly shaped pieces that were leftovers from the prepa-
ration of large skins. Upon preparation, most skins were inscribed on

71 H. Stegemann, “Methods for the Reconstruction of Scrolls from Scattered Frag-
ments,” in Archaeology and History in the Dead Sea Scrolls: The New York Conference in
Memory of Yigael Yadin (ed. L.H. Schiffman; JSPSup ; JSOT/ASOR Monograph Series
; Sheffield: JSOT Press, ), –; A. Steudel, “Assembling and Reconstructing
Manuscripts,” inTheDead Sea Scrolls after Fifty Years, :–; E. Chazon, “The Qum-
ran Community, The Dead Sea Scrolls and The Physical Method of Scrolls’ Reconstruc-
tion” (abstract of paper presented at the Symposium on the Role of Analytical Methods
in the Study, Restoration, and Conservation of Ancient Manuscripts, with Emphasis on
the Dead Sea Scrolls, Prague,  April ; online: http://orion.mscc.huji.ac.il/orion/
programs/taskforce.shtml). See also D. Stoll, “Die Schriftrollen vom Toten Meer—mathe-
matisch oder Wie kann man einer Rekonstruktion Gestalt verleihen?” inQumranstudien:
Vorträge und Beiträge der Teilnehmer des Qumranseminars auf dem internationalen Tref-
fen der Society of Biblical Literature, Münster, .–. Juli  (ed. H.-J. Fabry, A. Lange,
and H. Lichtenberger; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, ), –.

72 For a detailed description of each issue, see my Scribal Practices.
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the (hairy) outside layer, while QTa was inscribed on the inside of the
skin (the flesh side).73

. The length of the composition was calculated approximately before
commencing the writing, so that the required number of sheets could
be ordered from a manufacturer or could be prepared to fit the size
of the composition. Subsequently, the individual sheets were ruled and
inscribed and only afterwards stitched together. The fact that some ruled
sheets were used as uninscribed handle sheets (e.g. the last sheets of
QTa and QShirShabb) and that some uninscribed top margins were
ruled (the second sheet of QpHab) shows that the ruling was sometimes
executed without relation to the writing of a specific scroll. The number-
ing of a few sheets preserved in the Judean Desert probably indicates that
some or most sheets were inscribed separately, and joined subsequently
according to the sequence of these numbers (however, the great majority
of the sheets were not numbered).

. The first step in the preparation of scrolls for writing was the ruling
(scoring), which facilitated the execution of the inscription in straight
lines. The scroll was written by hanging the letters from the lines. This
ruling provided graphical guidance for the writing, horizontal ruling for
the lines, and vertical ruling for the beginning and/or end of the columns.
In very few cases, the ruling was indicated by diluted ink.

. Almost all Qumran and Masada texts written on leather in the square
script had ruled horizontal lines in accordance with the practice for
most literary texts written on parchment in Semitic languages and in
Greek. On the other hand, texts written on papyrus were not ruled. The
horizontal and vertical fibers of the papyrus probably provided some
form of guidance for the writing.

. The ruling was sometimes applied with the aid of guide dots/strokes,
or with a grid-like device, while in other instances no device was used.
These guide dots (“points jalons”), or sometimes strokes, were drawn
in order to guide the drawing of dry lines. The ruling might have been
executed by the scribes, but it is more likely that it was applied by the
scroll manufacturers without reference to the text to be inscribed, as

73 For parallels in rabbinic literature, see y. Meg. .d: “One writes on the hairy side
of the skin” (cf.Massekhet Sefer Torah .).
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indicated by several discrepancies between the inscribed text and the
ruled lines, such as a larger number of ruled lines than inscribed text
(see QDeutn).

. The preparation of the material for writing included not just the
ruling, but also the preparation of the surface for writing in columns.
The number of columns per sheet and their sizes differed from scroll to
scroll, sometimes from sheet to sheet, and they depended much on the
size of the sheets and the scroll.

. The size of the scroll depended on the dimensions of the sheets. At
Qumran, the length of most leather sheets varied between  and cm,
usually –cm.74 The natural limitations of the sizes of animal hides
determined the different lengths of these sheets, which varied more in
some scrolls than in others.

. The sizes of the hides derived from the different animals differ, but
the animals that have been identified (calf, sheep, ibex, goat) would not
yield more than one hide of ×cm or two or three short ones. In
some cases, more than one composition could be written on the material
provided by a single animal, while in other cases several animals would be
needed for a long composition, such as QTa and the large Isaiah scroll.

. There is a positive correlation between the length and width of col-
umns: as a rule the higher the column, the wider the lines, and the longer
the scroll.

. The sizes of the columns differ in accordance with the number of
columns per sheet, the scope of the sheets, and the conventions devel-
oped by the scroll manufacturers. The different parameters of the col-
umns pertain to their width and length as well as to the top, bottom, and
intercolumnar margins. In some Qumran scrolls, the height and width
of the columns are fairly consistent, while in most scrolls these parame-
ters varied from sheet to sheet as well as within each sheet, in accordance
with the measurements of the sheets. The average number of lines per

74 For example, QIsaa consists of seventeen sheets (ten sheets measuring –.cm,
five .–.cm, and two .–.cm). QTa is composed of nineteen sheets (eight
measuring –cm, ten –cm, and the final sheet measuring cm). For additional
details, see my Scribal Practices, –.
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column in Qumran scrolls is probably , with a height of approximately
–cm (including the top and bottom margins). Larger scrolls con-
tained columns with between  and as many as  lines. Scrolls of the
smallest dimensions contained merely – lines and their height was
similarly small. Among the scrolls with a large writing block, one finds
many texts from Qumran, as well as all the scrolls from Masada, Na .hal
.Hever, Sdeir, and Murabba#at that can be measured. The same compo-
sitions were often written on scrolls of differing sizes, although in some
cases a degree of regularity is visible.

. All biblical texts were inscribed on one side only, while several
nonbiblical texts were inscribed on both sides (opisthographs).

. With one possible exception, all compositions were written on sepa-
rate scrolls. Some biblical scrolls contain more than one book (the Torah,
Minor Prophets).

. Some, mainly long, manuscripts were written by more than one
scribe.

. Aid from the Sciences for the Reconstruction of
Ancient Scrolls: Possibilities and Impossibilities

In previous examinations, the reconstruction of the missing parts of the
ancient scrolls was based mainly on content. In the case of biblical scrolls
or other known compositions, content is our main guide, but even in
these compositions small fragments with partial or frequently occurring
words cannot be identified easily. In other cases, with fragmentary con-
tents and the fertile minds of scholars, there are many possibilities and
therefore it would be good to be aided by additional methods. Such aid
may come from an exact or almost exact physical join, but such joins are
rare. Some fragments of similar shape reflect subsequent layers or revo-
lutions of a scroll (see n. ), but such cases are also rare. In many cases,
we would like to look to the sciences for help. Our main interest would
be in proving or disproving a link already made between two fragments
or in searching for a scroll to which a given fragment may have belonged.
In such cases, we would like to resort to the sciences for objective crite-
ria. The sciences have been invoked often, with high expectations, so it is
time to be a little realistic.
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It would not be feasible to send all the fragments to C- analy-
sis only in order to know if their C- dates match. Ink analysis, if
advanced sufficiently, would be easier and may be very relevant. In my
view, the so-called elemental composition analysis sounds promising,
and it is non-destructive, but we wait for the verdict of scientists. DNA
will provide some answers, as will the follicle research on leather, and
fiber research on papyri. It should be remembered that the maximum
results we would receive refer to the identity of the complete sheet(s)
from which the fragments derived, and not to the placing of individual
fragments. These sheets were  to cm long at Qumran, mostly –
cm, and the placing of a fragment in such a large space would leave
many options open. Most animals would not yield more than one hide
of ×cm.

On the other hand, in the descriptions of the DNA method, especially
that of Woodward,75 the expectations for DNA analysis have been very
high. This scholar, who together with Kahila Bar-Gal was able to derive
aDNA from ancient objects, was not sufficiently aware of the limitations
of DNA in the case of the scrolls. In a programmatic paper published
in , he lists five questions for which DNA was supposed to provide
answers.

. “How many different manuscripts are represented in the collection of
fragments at the Rockefeller and Israel Museums? . . . Obtaining DNA
signatures unique to each manuscript will make it possible to sort out the
physical relationships of scroll fragments.” At most, however, we would
be able to list the individual animals, from whose skins the hides were
derived. When naming these animals “animal ,” “animal ,” etc., we
would have an important summary list, but that list would provide only a
few clues for researchers. Thus, if two different compositions were written
on the hide of animal , DNA alone would not suffice to distinguish
between them. Further, multi-sheet compositions required more than
one animal, sometimes ten or more, so that DNA signatures alone would
not be able to distinguish between Qumran manuscripts.

. “Which pieces can be grouped together as originating from the same
scroll because they are from identical or related manuscripts? . . . This
should assist both in the reconstruction of manuscripts and in the

75 Woodward, “New Technological Advances.”
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verification of assemblies that were previously already made.” It seems to
me that all these are idle hopes as explained in my reply to item .

. “Did more than one scribe work on a single document, or did different
scribes use parchment that originated from the same source for different
manuscripts?” In my view, neither question can be answered with DNA.

. “Is the parchment for the patch from the same herd as the original
manuscript? Does the patch represent a herd from a different region,
reflecting mobility of either the original scroll or the herd?” These sug-
gestions are helpful,76 but impractical. Most importantly, the number of
patches in the scrolls can be counted on one hand.

. “Does the collection represent a library from a single locality, or is it a
collection representing contributions from a wide region?” In general it is
true that DNA analysis will help us to know more about the provenance of
the hides, if only the connections between hides and bones can be made.

The expectations expressed in the Introduction to the Qumran scrolls
by VanderKam and Flint, which run parallel to those of Woodward, are
equally as utopian.77

. Conclusions

Summarizing the various types of expectations for scroll research, we
note that they may help us with regard to some issues.

a. C- examinations should be continued as a useful tool for dating
in spite of the uncertainty regarding the contamination of castor oil.

b. If performed on a large scale, C- examinations could also help
us understand the relationship between many individual fragments.
For example, two or more fragments assigned to the same column
or sheet should not have different C- dates.

76 The patch in Q and its main text were dated to different periods with C-
analysis, see Jull et al., “Radiocarbon Dating,” .

77 VanderKam and Flint, The Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls, – (–). .
“Assembling scrolls in the Rockefeller and Israel Museums.” . “Making new reconstruc-
tions and assembling earlier ones.” . “Parchment used for patches.” . “Scrolls made from
more than one animal.” . “The species of animals used for production.” . “Assembling
the scope of the collection.” “Does the collection found at Qumran represent a library
from one location or from a wider region?”
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c. Ink research, research of leather follicles and papyrus fibers, and ele-
mental composition analysis such as the chlorium/bromium ratio
should be encouraged as non-destructive examinations that may
help us understand the relation between individual fragments. The
merits of these examinations should be reviewed by scientists, since
we humanists lack the means to review the methods used.

d. The infrared color photographing of all the fragments with new
techniques should be encouraged.

At the same time, expectations from these techniques should be realistic,
taking into consideration the realia of scroll production such as described
above, in particular the fact that the sheet and not the fragment is the unit
of reference.

In an ideal world, we would have access to a database providing infor-
mation of all the types described above about all the scroll fragments.
Undoubtedly, this information would help us to solve some questions
that face researchers. For example, by examining the technical data about
the scrolls, we may be able to create clusters78 of scrolls of a certain nature,
such as Qumran scrolls as opposed to non-Qumran scrolls (based on ele-
mental composition analysis). We may be able to find that scrolls written
on a specific type of leather (DNA analysis) or with a specific type of ink
have something in common, or that the Hebrew scrolls somehow differ
from those written in Aramaic.

In the analysis of individual fragments, this database would help espe-
cially in negative aspects, namely the suggestion that two fragments that
were joined in the past should not be ascribed to the same manuscript,
as in the case of Q and Qa discussed above.

In an ideal world we should have access to a database like this, but we
are also realistic enough to realize that the keepers of the scrolls would
have to agree to all these procedures, some of which are destructive. We
keep our fingers crossed.

78 The idea was expressed already by K. Bar-Gal, “Genetic Change,” : “These findings
show the ability of the aDNA method to contribute in matching and grouping together
scroll fragments. These results also stress the possibility to solve the problem of the ,
unmatched fragments using genetic analysis.”





CREATING NEW CONTEXTS:
ON THE POSSIBILITIES OF

BIBLICAL STUDIES IN CONTEXTS
GENERATED BY THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS

James Alfred Loader
University of Vienna

A. Introduction

The overall theme of this volume, “The Dead Sea Scrolls in Context: Inte-
grating the Dead Sea Scrolls in the Study of Ancient Texts, Languages and
Cultures,” with its title and subtitle, assumes at least two levels of mean-
ing when referring to “context.” First, we can obviously understand the
main title by itself to mean that the Dead Sea Scrolls can and should be
seen in their own historical context, that is, in the context of the time in
which they were written, the community within which they originated
and the religious framework which gave rise to them. Nothing can fault
this time-honoured and established aspect of context, since the achieve-
ment of sixty years of scholarship has demonstrated it impressively. But
the subtitle of the conference significantly extends the scope of the “con-
text” notion to the situation in which we who study them find ourselves.
Studying the various aspects of the Scrolls in our scholarly context means
that we and our disciplines now become involved with them. I would
like to develop this notion to show that the Scrolls not only “have” their
ancient contexts, but that they become part of “our” context and at the
same time provide us with a new context by drawing us into theirs. This
reciprocity between the Scrolls and the contexts in which they become
involved, entails that they create new contexts for biblical Studies. By the
same token, they demand creativity from all who wish to come to terms
with them. This demand can be addressed by means of the concept of
intertextuality.

I therefore propose to devote this paper to the perspective invoked
by the conference subtitle. I shall focus on contexts generated by the
literary character of the Dead Sea Scrolls as a text group of translucent
intertextual disposition. In my view this applies in both the so-called
“narrow” and “broad” senses of the concept of intertextuality.
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The “narrow” concept of intertextuality can even be called a dominant
feature of Qumran studies, whether the word itself is used or not. The
well-known phenomenon that texts themselves influence other texts is
usually understood in a direct sense, that is, when a text is influenced
by another or several others as it is created. But the biblical texts and
the texts from the Dead Sea area also influence each other indirectly.
As with all texts, this happens to the texts of interest to us through the
reading subject who receives both sets of texts. When read, all texts are
intertextual in this sense because they border on one another in the
consciousness of the reader. The reader has a literary competence, a frame
of reference that cannot be disabled or otherwise ignored. Any biblical
scholar who reads the Dead Sea Scrolls has no choice but to read them
in the context of the Bible. And any Qumran scholar reading the Bible
must read it in the context of the Dead Sea Scrolls. In both cases texts
echo other texts and are echoed in other texts. How seriously biblical
influence on the Dead Sea Scrolls has been taken since their discovery
is patently obvious in the self-evident orientation of scholarship towards
the direction of the impact “Bible→ Scrolls.” But the other side of the coin
should be taken equally seriously—intertextuality is not merely a matter
of one-way influence. It should also be taken into consideration that the
Bible is likewise influenced by these texts. The “inter” in intertextuality is
a reciprocal relationship because the biblical text, its reading and the way
it is understood are bordered by the Dead Sea Scrolls.

B. Intertextuality

In order to clarify the concepts and terminology that I employ in this
paper, let us briefly consider the fundamental ways in which the nouns
“intertext” and “intertextuality” and the adjective “intertextual” are used
in contemporary literary criticism.

The first to be mentioned is the radical and highly provocative mean-
ing of the concept, in order to make clear what I shall not pursue further
in this paper: The concept, which was coined together with the terminol-
ogy by Julia Kristeva, is that “every text is made up as a mosaic of cita-
tions, every text is the absorption and transformation of another text.”1

1 J. Kristeva, Semeiotikè: Recherches pour une Sémanalyse (Paris: Seuil, ), .
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The radical nature of this sweeping understanding has sometimes been
heightened (e.g. by Harold Bloom2) and sometimes curbed (e.g. by Ulrich
Broich3). Although the effect of texts as perpetual echoes, the meaning of
which is continually deferred, is in itself an intriguing topic, it will not be
pursued further in this paper. To be sure, there is some resemblance to
my own metaphor of texts bordering on each other, but for the purposes
of elucidating the contribution of the concept of intertextuality to our
theme of the Dead Sea Scrolls in Context, I shall not here come back to
it.

Second, an outline of the concept as it will be used here: Where a text
can be demonstrated to refer or relate to another text or group of texts4

or to a genre,5 it can be said to have a direct intertextual relationship to
that text or text type. This is usually called “influence,” but the reciprocal
relationship referred to above should also be borne in mind. This model
entails the presence of a pre-text from which the influence stems, and
a post-text that is influenced. There are different degrees of intertextual
intensity (“Dichte” in German jargon), and—as intimated above—in the
case of the Dead Sea Scrolls this is very high.

What interests us now is the various types of this kind of intertextu-
ality, since they are not only all found in the Dead Sea Scrolls, but the
intensity of their presence is such that they often defy endeavours to
classify and pigeonhole them in terms of the usual literary categories.
Apart from the Dead Sea biblical manuscripts themselves, the scrolls con-
tain many writings that must be called both innovative in terms of their
inventive ideas and epigonic in terms of their intertextual dependence
on other texts, especially the Hebrew Bible. The usual types identified
for this kind of intertextuality are hypertextual (imitative), metatextual
(commenting), or palintextual (repetitive) relationships.

2 H. Bloom, Poetry and Repression: Revisionism from Blake to Stevens (New Haven:
Yale University Press, ), .

3 U. Broich, “Intertextuality,” in International Postmodernism: Theory and Practice
(ed. H. Bertens and D. Fokkema; A Comparative History of Literatures in European
Languages ; Amsterdam: Benjamins, ), –.

4 U. Broich, “Intertextualität,” Reallexikon der deutschen Literaturwissenschaft (ed.
H. Fricke et al.;  vols.; Berlin: de Gruyter, ), :–, .

5 M. Pfister, “Konzepte der Intertextualität,” in Intertextualität: Formen, Funktionen,
anglistische Fallstudien (ed. U. Broich and M. Pfister; Konzepte der Sprach- und Li-
teraturwissenschaft ; Tübingen: Niemeyer, ), –; idem, “Zur Systemreferenz,”
in Intertextualität (ed. Broich and Pfister), –.
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In the light of these considerations I would now like to submit the
threefold thesis to be argued on the basis of representative texts:

a. The Dead Sea Scrolls provide highly fruitful terrain for the literary
study of intertextuality,

b. while at the same time resisting attempts at the application of clear-
cut intertextual categories in literary criticism.

c. Their intertextuality enables us to develop the integration of this
research into the broader study of texts and cultures in several
directions.

C. Types of Intertextuality in the Dead Sea Scrolls

We shall now consider cases of hypertexts, metatexts and palintexts in
the Dead Sea Scrolls.6

. Hypertexts

The term “hypertext,” as first introduced by Gerard Genette and now
coined to refer the non-linear association of texts by electronic means,7
can also be applied generally to denote an intertextuality where interre-
lationships exist between texts on a par with each other. It does appear,
however, at least in biblical studies, that a linear relationship between the
texts involved is difficult to avoid. Thus, in the often applied definition
of Stocker,8 a hypertext is a text that imitates another. It is therefore a
transformation of the pre-text without explicit comment. Accordingly,
the imitated text is the pre-text, whereas the intertextuality of the hyper-
text consists of its being modelled on the pre-text. It is perhaps more neu-
tral to speak of the “modelling” of texts on others than of imitation, since

6 I use the terminology as developed by P. Stocker,Theorie der intertextuellen Lektüre:
Modelle und Fallstudien (Paderborn: Schöningh, ) and applied in biblical studies (e.g.
O. Wischmeyer, Hermeneutik des Neuen Testaments [Tübingen: Francke, ]), which
had been influenced by the proposals of Gerard Genette dating from . Genette did
influence German theories in the early nineties, but the concepts and terminology have
not remained static, certainly not in biblical studies (cf. G. Genette, Palimpseste: Die
Literatur auf zweiter Stufe [Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, ], – on meta- and
hypertextuality and the use of the concepts involved in the following paragraphs).

7 Cf. R.S. Kamzelak, “Hypertext,”Reallexikon der deutschen Literaturwissenschaft (ed.
Fricke et al.) :–.

8 Stocker,Theorie, ; cf. Wischmeyer, Hermeneutik, .
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the latter term suggests pedantry or a derogatory value judgement, which
does not necessarily have to apply at all, especially where the pre-text is
a group or type of texts.9 Moreover, the important aspect of this kind of
relationship is that the very existence of a pre- and a hypertext involves a
reciprocal relationship from the vantage point of the reader. The post-text
presents the pre-text in a new light and therefore both augments it and
accepts the pretext—somewhat with the same logic as the claim of Jesus
to accept and confirm the Torah by presenting it in a new light. There are
many clear cases of hypertextuality in this sense to be found in the Dead
Sea Scrolls, which can be illustrated by some representative cases.

..

An obvious instance would be the Hodayot, or the Thanksgiving Hymns
in QHa. Leaving aside both the question of who the first person singular
speaker was and the question of their liturgical or private use, the literary
status of their intertextuality by itself is interesting enough. Consider the
Fourth Hodayah at QHa II:–, which I use as a representative case:

I thank you, O Lord,
for your eye s[tood watching] over my soul

and you rescued me from the jealousy of liars.
From the congregation of those who seek the smooth way

you saved the soul of the poor they planned to destroy
by spilling his blood because of his service to you.

Only, they did not know that my steps come from you,
and they made me to scorn and ridicule

the mouth of those who seek deception.

But you, my God, helped the soul of the poor and the weak
from the hand of those who were stronger that him.

You redeemed my soul from the hand of the powerful
and by their taunts you did not let me lose heart

so as to give up your service through fear of the wicked . . . 10

This is clearly modelled on the individual thanksgiving hymns of the
biblical Psalter. Apart from linguistic affinities, several typical features
are well represented in these biblical psalms:

9 Cf. Pfister, “Zur Systemreferenz,” –.
10 Own translation. The last half of line  and the following fragmented lines until

the end of the column are left untranslated.
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– An opening with a declaration of thanks addressed to God,
– the use of [�]	� as link to a series of statements on God’s interven-

tion,
– the extended reference to a crisis,
– the character of God’s intervention as help and salvation,
– the presentation of God’s help as substantiation for the praise,
– the identification of the speaker’s enemies with the wicked,
– the self-identification of the speaker as the servant of God,
– the characterisation of the enemies as strong and
– the speaker as weak and poor (��	��),
– the motifs of spilling the speaker’s blood and
– of derision and ridicule for the pious,
– the association of thanksgiving and lamenting motifs,
– the use of parallelism and stichs (although written continuously).

If we now compare this to typical individual thanksgiving songs in the
biblical Psalter, we find practically all of them in this genre. For practical
reasons I use Ps  as a basis for presenting the picture:

Hodayah  Psalm 
Similarities Similarities
Opening with ��	 Opening with ��	 (v. )
Substantiation linked by �	� Substantiation linked by 	� (v. )
Extended reference to a crisis

(passim)
Extended reference to a crisis

(passim)
Detailed account of God’s

intervention (passim)
Detailed account of God’s

intervention (passim)
Polarisation with enemies (plural)

(passim)
Polarisation with enemies (plural)

(passim)
Enemies called ��� Enemies called ��� (vv. , )
Enemies aggressive and strong Enemies aggressive, should not

become stronger (v. )
Speaker weak (��, 	��) Speaker weak (��	��) (vv. , , )
Saved from “spilling of blood” Saved from the “gates of death” (v. )
Piety expressly mentioned (�����) Piety expressly mentioned (���, ���)

(v. )
Individual speaker associated with

group (line )
Individual speaker associated with

group (vv. –, )
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Hodayah  Psalm 
Absent in Hodayah II . . . . . . but prominent in Ps 
Zion absent Zion prominent (vv. , )
Lament-type supplications absent Lament-supplications combined with

praise (passim)
Motif of God’s name absent Motif of God’s name prominent

(vv. , )
Motif of “own pit” absent Motif of “own pit” prominent

(vv. ab, b)
Prominent in Hodayah II . . . . . . but absent in Ps 
Motif of lies prominent Motif of lies absent
Scorn motif prominent Scorn motif absent
Structural difference Structural difference
Single praise motif with �	�

substantiation
Duplicated praise motif with 	�

substantiation (vv. , )

This kind of relationship can be recognised between the Hodayah and
other so-called individual songs of thanksgiving in the Psalter, as well as
between this biblical group and the other Hodayot in QHa.11 Nowhere
do we find a direct quotation from Ps , neither is the Psalm or any other
among the individual thanksgiving songs copied or blandly plagiarised.
On the contrary, the Fourth Hodayah is clearly an autonomous compo-
sition that can be understood very well in the context of the Dead Sea
Scrolls and what we know from them—whether the speaking first per-
son singular is understood as the Teacher of Righteousness or not.12 But
this autonomy is not absolute. The individual thanksgiving songs in the
Bible, being as they are contained in the Holy Scriptures of the commu-
nity, provide a pre-text on which the author could model his post-text as

11 The Psalms in question are ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ;
; ; ; ; ; . Cf. also J. Maier and K. Schubert,Die Qumran-Essener: Texte
der Schriftrollen und Lebensbild der Gemeinde (rd ed.; UTB ; München: Reinhardt,
), .

12 Cf. J.J. Collins, “Amazing Grace: The Transformation of the Thanksgiving Hymn at
Qumran,” in Psalms in Community: Jewish and Christian Textual, Liturgical and Artistic
Traditions (ed. H.W. Attridge and M.E. Fassler; SBLSymS ; Atlanta: SBL, ), –
, –, who points out that the answer—whether positive or not—to the question
of authorship by the Teacher has no impact on issues such as “the relationship between
psalms that bear the strong imprint of an individual and communal liturgical usage.”
Similarly, I argue that this issue does not impact on the hypertextual relationship between
the Hodayot and their biblical antecedents.
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an expression of his understanding of the conflict and the experience of
vindication as well as the faith on which he based it. So here we have an
instance of the relationship of a text with a whole genre or textual type,
including its typical thought pattern, rhetorical character and style, that
is, what is often called “system reference.”13 The imitation is there, but
it is not pedantic. Therefore it is not plausible to call the hypertexts of
the Hodayot “imitations” without qualifying the statement, so that the
presence of the hypertextual element can be neither denied nor found to
describe the intertextuality adequately.14

..

My second example comes from a completely different type of text,
namely a prose narrative from Qumran Cave  about the prophet Jere-
miah, edited by Devorah Dimant15 and to which she had earlier also
devoted a paper.16 In her edition she reconstructs the whole Apocryphon
of Jeremiah C from the fragments:17

13 Cf. Pfister, “Konzepte der Intertextualität,” –, idem, “Zur Systemreferenz,” –
.

14 Collins, “Amazing Grace,” , though not discussing hypertextuality as a literary
phenomenon, seems to suggest a similar situation when he points out the different
nuances and unique characteristics of the Hodayot over against the biblical Psalms, e.g.,
the rare call to worship in the Hodayot and its typical use in what I have called the pre-
text. That is, they do not simply imitate the biblical thanksgiving psalms, but are modeled
on them. This principle had already been noted and shown in detail by G. Morawe,
“Vergleich des Aufbaus der Danklieder und hymnischen Bekenntnislieder (QH) von
Qumran mit dem Aufbau der Psalmen im Alten Testament und im Spätjudentum,”
RevQ  (–): –, viz. that, apart from the clear quotations and references
to the biblical psalms as well as the imitation of the structure of hymns found in the
pre-text, there are also clear differences, e.g. formulary diction, less rejoicing and more
reflection; cf. his summary ibid.,  and his still earlier dissertation of  (Aufbau und
Abgrenzung der Loblieder von Qumran: Studien zur gattungsgeschichtlichen Einordnung
der Hodajôth [Theologische Arbeiten ; Berlin: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, ], –
). A fortiori, the imitating feature has therefore to be qualified.

15 D. Dimant in DJD XXX (): –. Here the text has a new identification, viz.
Qa , i.e., the last fragment of the reconstructed Apocryphon of Jeremiah C.

16 D. Dimant, “An Apocryphon of Jeremiah from Cave  (QB = Q ),”
in New Qumran Texts and Studies: Proceedings of the First Meeting of the International
Organization for Qumran Studies, Paris  (ed. G.J. Brooke and F. García Martínez;
STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.

17 Dimant inDJD XXX (): –, where she identifies the relevant fragments as
she pieces together the Apocryphon text.



creating new contexts 

Introduction:
An account of world history sent by Jeremiah from Egypt is read by Jews
in Babylonia

Review:
The Biblical Period in the past tense
Israel’s journeys in the desert, taking possession of Canaan, the begin-
ning of the monarchy, the times of David and Solomon and the sins of
the period are reviewed

The Second Temple Period in the future tense
The termination of the monarchy, the increasing sins of Israel, further
punishment and destruction of the land by enemies, corruption of the
priests, disregard for God’s laws and inner division of Israel are foretold

The Eschatological Era in the future tense, revealed to Jeremiah by God18

The downfall of Greek and Egyptian powers, the coming of bliss and
the effect of the Tree of Life are foretold

Conclusion:
Jeremiah’s activities after the fall of Jerusalem.

As the title of the DJD edition (“Parabiblical Texts”) suggests, all of this
material would qualify to study our topic of intertextuality, but—again
for practical reasons—we shall concentrate on the conclusion in Qapo-
crJer Ca (Qa) , since here we have a clear instance of a hypertext
that again offers more than mere imitation. The text is continuous enough
to enable a clear reading, but also fragmentary enough to warrant a
paraphrase for our purposes:

Column i: After the destruction of Jerusalem Jeremiah goes to Babylon
with the Jewish captives in order to teach them what to do so that, in
contradistinction to what they had done in their own land, they could keep
the covenant (�	��) while in Babylon.

Column ii: Jeremiah is in Tahpanes in Egypt (cf. Jer :), where the Jews
as well as God want him to inquire of God. He receives divine instruction
to tell the children of Judah and Benjamin to keep his commandments and
to refrain from idolatry.

In the main body of the reconstructed Apocryphon, the sweeping review
of Israel’s history since the exodus is especially dependent on the books
of Deuteronomy and Jeremiah, although also affinities with Baruch and
the Epistle of Jeremiah can be detected. But the thrust of the quasi-
historical review is encompassing and therefore involves an intertextual

18 According to Dimant in DJD XXX (): , the most probable understanding of
the receiver of the revelation is Jeremiah himself.
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relationship with large sections of the Hebrew Bible—from the stories of
Israel’s wandering in the desert through the Former Prophets down to
the sack of Jerusalem.

How should we typify this relationship? It can be called a hypertextual
relationship, since the post-text can be said to imitate the extended
narrative line of Israel’s journey through the desert, the occupation of
the Promised Land, the institution and early stages of the monarchy as
these are narrated in the books of Samuel, and the rest of its history
as recounted in the books of Kings. But on the other hand “imitation”
sits uncomfortably as a qualification, since the post-text has its own
scope and tendency. Moreover, it is a repetition of sorts, since it offers
a reiteration of mainly the same story line as that of the pre-text. But
then it is not a replication of a relatively extended text such as the two
Decalogues in Exod  and Deut  or the poems in Pss  and , so that
it cannot be called a palintext. Therefore Timothy Lim is to be agreed
with when, in speaking of the “dependence” of theApocryphon on biblical
books, he at the same time judges that

it [the Jeremiah Apocryphon] did not simply adopt the biblical narrative
wholesale but wove a new compositional garment from the diverse strands
of the biblical sources.19

This cannot be said of “dependence” in the sense of a repetition or an
imitation. To be sure, his type of intertextuality contains elements of both
imitation and repetition, but its character is more accurately described as
amplificatory. What determines the relationship of the post-text with its
pre-text is the fact that the features of running over the same terrain and
emulating the same critical narrative of the pre-text are taken further in
that the pre-text is amplified, that is, a new dimension is created by means
of the repetitive imitation. For instance, there are motifs in the post-text
that pick up one strand in the pre-text and strengthen it. The pre-text
offers the explanation of Israel’s exile in terms of the deed-consequence
nexus, that is, as the punishment for her sins. The post-text expands
this to show that not only did Israel sin and receive punishment, but
she continued sinning and became worse so that also the punishment
is aggravated. In addition to their state they now also lose their identity
as a people, the land itself is chastised by further punishment due to the
“Angels of Mastemot.”

19 T. Lim, review of DJD XXX, JBL  (): –, .
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The conclusion further contributes to the augmentation of the biblical
pre-text. The Bible is not quoted, but the language is given a biblical
flavour. In col. i there are allusions to Kgs :–, , Jer :; :, ,
; :; :; :; :–,  and several parallels in Chronicles,
whereas the “underlying biblical model” of col. ii is Jer –, with echoes
of the admonition by Jeremiah in Jer –.20

Here too the biblical pre-text is amplified. Jeremiah is not only associ-
ated with the conquered Jews, but, whereas the biblical text has Jeremiah
remain in the land (Jer :–), in the Apocryphon he actually accom-
panies them to Babylonia. He returns in time for the following events,
according to which he is forced to accompany the Jews who went to Egypt
(Jer ). The Apocryphon can therefore use the tradition of a letter by
Jeremiah to the Babylonian exiles (cf. Jer ) to enable him to accompany
and instruct both communities. From the conclusion of the Apocryphon

Jeremiah emerges as the national religious leader and teacher, whose moral
and intellectual stature invested him with the authority necessary to lead
his people at that crucial hour and to lay the foundations for the future.21

In Qa  i – Jeremiah is portrayed as invested with the same
kind of authority that Moses has in Exod :.22 The broad strokes of
the historical review in this way do confirm the main thrust of the large
biblical pre-text, but the threads taken from it are woven into a new
garment (in Lim’s metaphor) in which Jeremiah assumes Mosaic features
so that it could be explained how Israel in the end did survive not only
the initial catastrophe, but also the worsening of its situation during the
exile, so that hope for an eschatological paradise could be kept alive.

All of this is achieved with a perspectival skill, since the review of
events that predated Jeremiah are formulated in the past tense, whereas
the events which were known to the author but happened after Jeremiah,
are formulated in the future tense so that they could be revealed before-
hand and therefore attain stature.

The biblical pre-text is therefore affirmed, even where it is altered for
the purpose of highlighting the Mosaic function and status of Jeremiah.
Far from rejecting the pre-text or presenting it against its own grain,
the pre-text is enhanced and strengthened. The form of intertextuality
that we have here, I would submit, is neither bland imitation nor repe-
tition, but rather amplification. If we need to swim with the stream of

20 So Dimant in her earlier article (“An Apocryphon of Jeremiah from Cave ,” , ).
21 Ibid., .
22 Ibid., .
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neologisms in scholarly jargon, I would submit the label amplitext instead
of hypertext or palintext for this kind of intertextuality. My example only
gives one instance, but this kind of intertextuality is common in the Dead
Sea Scrolls and in other “parabiblical” texts, which seem to exist for this
very reason.

..

As a last case of evidence for the polyvalent character of intertextual
relationships between the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Hebrew Bible, I refer
to the well-known imitation of the Priestly Blessing from Num :–
in theCommunity Rule (QS II:–), where the biblical blessing is used in
an extensive way. Whereas in our first two cases we have several texts in a
collection intertextually related to several texts in another collection and
(assuming the reconstruction of Dimant to be correct) a large connected
text intertextually related to another large connected text, we here have
a specific relationship of one coherent unit within a larger body of text
with one other coherent unit within another totally different text (albeit
with a further development based on a structural model from yet another
pre-text).

The intertextuality operates on three levels: First, the biblical text from
Numbers is quoted; second, it is then turned on its head by means of par-
ody; third, the parody follows the structural example of another blessing
and a curse in Deuteronomy :– and :–.23 It is obvious that
the biblical texts are together used as models for the text in the Com-
munity Rule. Here too it is insufficient to merely declare the adapted use
of the pre-texts for the admission ceremony to constitute a hypertextual
imitation, or to register the words quoted from the biblical texts as a sim-
ple repetition (since verb forms are changed etc.). Neither is the inter-
pretative amplification of the concomitant curse formulae adequate to
declare the use of the passages from both Numbers and Deuteronomy a
metatextual commentary on the meaning of the biblical passages. It is all
of this simultaneously: Not only the Priestly Blessing, but a whole group
of texts together become pre-texts and as such serve several purposes,
notably asmodels for new applications, as material from which substan-
tial portions can be repeated, and as objects of interpretation so that the

23 I only briefly refer to this case, as I have already discussed it in more detail elsewhere;
cf. J.A. Loader, “Qumran, Text and Intertext: On the Significance of the Dead Sea Scrolls
for Theologians Reading the Old Testament,” OTE  (): –, –.
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whole section can be read as comment on the meaning of the pre-texts. So
the literary-theoretical categories of hypertextuality, palintextuality and
metatextuality are simultaneously present and at work.

.Metatexts

When intertextuality entails explicit comment on other texts without
being transformations of the pre-texts, they are called “metatexts.”24 They
explain, expound and claim to lead to the meaning of or the sense made
by the text. It stands to reason that the pre-text or portions from it will
often be cited or appear as quotations in the metatext. But the definitive
aspect is that the pronouncements made on the pre-text intend to reveal
the sense it makes. In biblical studies this would of course be a very
prominent phenomenon, because commentaries on biblical texts and
other interpretative literature would relate to the biblical pre-text(s) in
this way.

Of course here too the relationship is by nature one of reciprocity. The
comments totally depend on the pre-text, since they are only made for
the sake of understanding the pre-text. But the pre-text is also influenced
by its metatextual post-text, since the way it is read and understood is
affected—and may even be decisively determined—by the post-text.

Also this form of intertextuality is typical of the Dead Sea Scrolls, the
most obvious manifestation being the Pesharim. By nature they explic-
itly take up one text and create another one around it. The biblical com-
mentaries therefore have a clear intertextual character. They quote the
pre-text quite extensively, and in this regard do not sit comfortably with
Stocker’s contention that quotations are only an incidental characteris-
tic of metatexts (as opposed to palintexts, where he finds them essen-
tial). In the Dead Sea commentaries, the quotation of the texts to be
expounded are very important and even constitutive for the structure and
introductory formulae of the distinct expositions. After a quotation of the
pre-text, the post-text would follow an introductory formula (“its com-
mentary [���] is”). So the distinction between the two is quite clear
and consistently present in the extended commentaries on Habakkuk
(QpHab) and Nahum (QpNah [Q]).

We also have a text type which further illustrates the difficulty of
keeping the different literary categories separated. This is the case in

24 Stocker,Theorie, ; Wischmeyer, Hermeneutik, .
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the Florilegium from Cave  (QFlor [Q]).25 Here texts from Sam
:–, Ps :, and Ps :– are quoted and amplified with shorter
quotations from other passages in the Hebrew Bible. Then they are
commented upon in the same style as the Pesharim in an exposition
relating them all to the eschatological expectations of the community.
Brought together from different pre-texts, they are recontextualised in a
new post-text and then commented upon by a metatext. So here we have
a type of intertextuality halfway between typical metatexts and typical
palintexts.

. Palintexts

A palintext is the repetition of another text or other texts so as to form
yet another text.26 This phenomenon should not be confused with the
regular scribal task of copying manuscripts. Especially the testimonia and
florilegia, or testimonies and anthologies, among the Dead Sea Scrolls
are obvious cases. As an example, I take the compendium of messianic
texts from the Fourth Cave (QTest [Q]).27 In this text a number
of passages from the Hebrew Bible are arranged in a specific order and
rounded off with a quotation from another Qumran text, theApocryphon
of Joshua (Q; olim Psalms of Joshua).28 This organization reveals
several levels of intertextual relationships:

– A text from Exodus is repeated in a new document (Q).
– It is related to the repetition of a passage from the book of Numbers.

25 Also called “QMidrEschat” in view of its eschatological orientation. In her edi-
tion and interpretation of the relationship of two fragmentary midrashic manuscripts,
notably Q and Q, A. Steudel (Der Midrasch zur Eschatologie aus der Qum-
rangemeinde [QMidrEschata.b]:Materielle Rekonstruktion, Textbestand, Gattung und tra-
ditionsgeschichtliche Einordnung des durch Q [“Florilegium”] und Q [“Catena A”]
repräsentierten Werkes aus den Qumranfunden [STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ], – and
–) brings them together as “QMidrEschata, b” and defines the literary type as a the-
matic midrash parallel to early pesharim (ibid., –). This categorization does not
directly affect my discussion of intertextuality in general, but it does seem to confirm the
view of the metatextual phenomenon presented here.

26 Cf. Stocker,Theorie, –.
27 First published by J.M. Allegro and A.A. Anderson in DJD V (): –; dis-

cussed more extensively in Loader, “Qumran, Text and Intertext,” –.
28 For this text cf., e.g., E. Tov, “The Rewritten Book of Joshua,” in Biblical Perspectives:

Early Use and Interpretation of the Bible in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Proceedings of
the First International Symposium of the Orion Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls
and Associated Literature, – May,  (ed. M.E. Stone and E.G. Chazon; STDJ ;
Leiden: Brill, ), –.
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– This is related to a further passage copied from Deuteronomy.
– Finally, all of these palintexts are grafted onto the Apocryphon of
Joshua,

– which itself is an intertextual fabric of psalm-material and the book
of Joshua.

The Testimonia (Q) is a short document from Cave  dated to the
early first century b.c.e. and consists of four sections built around four
quotations or repetitions of biblical texts from a pre-text of the Samaritan
type (not from the tradition handed on in the Masoretic line, but in
line with the Samaritan Pentateuch’s version of Exod ).29 The last
quotation, from Josh :, is followed by an extended contextualisation
of yet another intertextual relationship, namely from the book of Joshua
as the pre-text of the Apocryphon of Joshua.

– The first section consists of a quotation from Exod : or 30

referring to a prophet similar to Moses.
– The second is from a prophecy of Balaam about a future royal figure

(Num :–). This prophecy predicts that “a star shall stride
forth from Jacob, and a sceptre shall rise out of Israel; he shall
crush the borderlands of Moab, and destroy all the sons of Sheth,”
which is usually interpreted as a prophecy of the coming of the royal
messiah.31

– The third section is a blessing for Levi, and implicitly for the priestly
messiah (Deut :–).

– The last section opens with a verse from Joshua (:), which is then
expounded by means of a quotation from the sectarianApocryphon
of Joshua (cf. Q).

29 Note Deut :– plus :–, Exod :, where the Deuteronomy verses occur
together (cf. D.W. Parry and E. Tov, eds.,TheDead Sea Scrolls Reader [ vols.; Leiden: Brill,
–], :), :/ (London Polyglot; P.W. Skehan, “The Period of the Biblical
Texts from Khirbet Qumran,” CBQ  []: –, ; cf. Allegro inDJDV []:
, who also refers to the Samaritan text, but makes no further use of the fact); at its end
this verse also has a marking similar to the division sign at the endings of lines ,  and
 in Q.

30 It is often taken for granted that we here have four sections built on five quotations
(or palintexts), e.g. Allegro in DJD V []: ; G. Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls:
Qumran in Perspective (London: Collins, ), ; cf. J. Lübbe, “A Reinterpretation of
Q Testimonia,” RevQ  (): –, , who speaks of a “conflation of the biblical
texts forming the first section of this document, viz Dt :– and :–.”

31 Cf. J.J. Collins, The Scepter and the Star: The Messiahs of the Dead Sea Scrolls and
Other Ancient Literature (ABRL; New York: Doubleday, ) and below, n. .
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The prophet from the Exodus quotation is obviously singular and
is distinguished from “among their own people.” The expectation of a
prophet to herald the coming of the two messiahs is well known in
Qumran,32 so that it is natural to expect the quotations that follow to
have something to do with this.

The star and sceptre of the Numbers quotation33 similarly signify one
person, since the verbs following to describe his actions are singular. In
its contextual relationship to the Exodus quotation, the Numbers passage
is flanked by the obviously singular prophetic figure and the singular
priestly figure in the blessing invoked on Levi (Deut :, ). Their
intertextual relationship rules out any identification with the collective
community in a prophetic role.

The Deuteronomy quotation refers to an “eschatological priest” from
Levi, who is obviously the priestly messiah.34 After the clearly messianic
Numbers quotation, this must also be messianic, for which the figure of
the priestly messiah in Qumran is the evident candidate.

The last section concerns the curse of Joshua on the rebuilding of the
city of Jericho, intertextually made to refer to Jerusalem and the escha-
tological conflict, which can certainly be associated with the messiah.35

The passage does refer to the eschatological struggle, as Albl claims, but
this is also a messianic matter.

For these reasons the text before us is not just a “conflation,” but
a palintextual interpretation of different aspects of the eschatological

32 E.g. QS IX:–, QpHab VII:–; cf. also Mal :–.
33 The Numbers passage is so often used with messianic reference in the Dead Sea

Scrolls (and the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) that Maier and Schubert, Qumran-
Essener,  call it the very basis for the Qumran teaching of two messiahs. Cf. also
A.S. van der Woude,Die messianischen Vorstellungen der Gemeinde von Qumran (Assen:
Van Gorcum, ), passim, with a summary and list of references in the Dead Sea
Scrolls, as well as the more recent study of the whole issue of the two messiahs under
the significant titleThe Scepter and the Star by Collins ().

34 That is, the messiah clearly juxtaposed to the royal messiah in QS IX:–: “ . . .
until the coming of the prophet and the messiahs from Aaron and Israel.”

35 M.C. Albl, The Form and Function of the Early Christian Testimonia Collections
(SNT ; Leiden: Brill, ), , suggests that the last quotation cannot be squared
messianic, but the Dead Sea Scrolls contain no rounded-off messianic theology, so that
it is difficult to bracket out the last section of the Testimony for not fitting into “the”
messianic picture of Qumran. On the sceptre, cf. Gen : and QCommGen A (Q)
V; CD :– and G.J. Brooke, “Isaiah : and the Wilderness Community,” in New
Qumran Texts and Studies (ed. idem and García Martínez), –, –; further
QSa II:–, where the royal messiah sits with his military officers in a subordinate
position to the priestly messiah and the priests; cf. Maier and Schubert,Qumran-Essener,
. Cf. further Loader, “Qumran, Text and Intertext,” –.
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future expected by the community.36 The verses taken from the Bible thus
exemplify the interest of the Qumran community in the Old Testament
prophecies expected to be fulfilled in their own day, which was experi-
enced as eschatological time. In any event, the intertextuality of our texts
provides details about the motif. The messianic expectation comprised
persons representing three facets: prophetic, royal and priestly. In accor-
dance with QS IX:–, the Testimony documents this construct from
the Scriptures by means of a palintextual network from the perspective of
the faith of the community (for which reason the term “Testimony” for
this genre of texts from the Fourth Qumran Cave is quite appropriate).

As far as I can see, the relevance of the concept of intertextuality
is rarely noticed with reference to these texts.37 What becomes appar-
ent here is that there is a mutual relationship in the repetition of bib-
lical texts, but these together form a palintext to several pre-texts at
once. Thereby they reciprocally contribute to each other’s significance
by limiting, extending, focusing and emending what they would mean
in isolation—even within the canon of the same community. The inter-
textuality affords the text meanings that are not otherwise present in the
same words. Since the genre of the Testimony is present in Classical liter-
ature, the New Testament and in Patristic texts, its presence in Qumran
becomes very interesting.

It seems to me that this extensive and intensive use of the biblical tradi-
tion works both ways in a highly creative manner. First, central aspects of

36 So G.J. Brooke, Exegesis at Qumran: Florilegium in its Jewish Context (JSOTSup
; Sheffield: JSOT Press, ), –, Albl, Form and Function, –, who see the
figure of the royal messiah represented here, and Steudel, who regards all three figures
as messianic (“Testimonia,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls [ed. L.H. Schiffman and
J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ], :–, ). The
latter also makes the following important observation: “Interestingly, all three eschato-
logical figures, prophet, king, and high priest, are also and exclusively in the Qumran lit-
erature found in QRule of the Community (QS ix.), in a manuscript that was copied
by the same scribe who also wrote Testimonia (the passage represented by QS ix. is
missing in earlier stages of the Rule of the Community redaction; see Rule of the Com-
munitye [Q]).” Cf. also CD :–; :; :–; :).

37 Cf., however, Collins,The Scepter and the Star, ; G.J. Brooke, “Shared Intertextual
Interpretations in the Dead Sea Scrolls and the New Testament,” in Biblical Perspectives
(ed. Stone and Chazon), – (on Old Testament texts in Qumran and in the New
Testament); R.B. Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul (New Haven: Yale
University Press, ) (on the New Testament); B. Embry, “The ‘Psalms of Solomon’
and the New Testament: Intertextuality and the Need for a Re-evaluation,” JSP  ():
– (on pseudepigrapha); and M.A. Sweeny, Form and Intertextuality in Prophetic and
Apocalyptic Literature (FAT ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ) (on apocalyptic).
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the community’s theology are obviously given a biblical base.38 Remind-
ing ourselves again of the hypertextual use of the Priestly Blessing, the
doctrine of the dualism between light and darkness, good and evil, is
expressed in terms of Num  through the lens of Deut  and . But
by the same token the community’s self-understanding is established on
the same biblical foundation, since its self-understanding is the social
expression of the principle of light. By virtue of its exclusivity, those out-
side the community must be the expression of the principle of darkness,
that is, evil in the flesh. To achieve this type of effect, which is found all
over the Scrolls, a large measure of creativity, and the courage and will to
put it to practice are necessary aspects of the interpreter’s approach to his
material.

D. New Contexts

The Dead Sea Scrolls perhaps afford one of the best instances of the
meaning of the concept of intertextuality in biblical studies. They have
a special relevance for scholarship interested in the literary study of
these texts because by their very nature they lend a striking topicality
to the concept of intertextuality. This is in evidence all over the Dead Sea
Scrolls and—since mainly biblical texts are concerned in this respect—
biblical scholarship cannot but pay more attention to the phenomenon
of intertextuality as it is exemplified in these texts.

The Dead Sea Scrolls create new contexts for reading the texts of the
Hebrew Bible. They do so because they are texts the origin of which was
determined by a particular understanding of the pre-existing Hebrew
Bible texts. Therefore, there is a reciprocal relationship between the Dead
Sea Scrolls and the Hebrew Bible: Having come about under the impact
of the Hebrew Bible, the Dead Sea Scrolls in turn impact on the Hebrew
Bible by virtue of impacting on its reception. The interactivity between
texts is not just a constitutive element of electronic hypertexts, but of
all intertextual relationships—consisting as they do of pre-texts that are
by definition integrated into new contexts. In the case of the Dead Sea
Scrolls, it means that they have not only originated in the context of the
Hebrew Bible, but have in turn created contexts for the reading of the

38 R. Kugler, “Making all Experience Religious: The Hegemony of Ritual at Qumran,”
JSJ  (): –, argues for scriptural exegesis at Qumran as the basis of its ritual
practices generally.
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Hebrew Bible that were not there before the Dead Sea Scrolls. The pre-
texts do not remain unaffected by their post-texts.

There are several forms of intertextuality which the extensive and con-
centrated presence of the phenomenon in the Dead Sea Scrolls suggests.
On the literary and theological levels they offer us much more than mate-
rials for religio-historial comparison. Having undergone the influence of
earlier biblical texts, they have also reciprocated this influence:

– Our example of hypertextuality suggests that rash judgements as
to epigonism are to be avoided, since dependence on pre-texts
may yield extremely creative post-texts in their own right. Even
Shakespeare was, after all, dependent on pre-existing poetic forms
on which he modelled his sonnets.

– Our example of palintextuality showed how rich the contextuali-
sation of repetitions can be in terms of meaning. Far from being
“mere” repetitions or conflations, texts are made to border on each
other, therefore limit each other’s possibilities to mean some things
and extend their possibilities to mean others.

– Since it is so simple, our metatextual example is perhaps the least
intriguing in this regard. The pre-text quoted and its meaning being
provided in the new formulation of the metatext is straightforward
and in principle no different from what we do when we write our
commentaries on these texts and/or their biblical pre-texts. But
they also show to what degree the expounding of pre-texts share
characteristics with other forms of intertextual relationships.

– All forms of intertextuality involve the power of creativity, In the
case of the Dead Sea Scrolls specifically, this creativity is a matter of
relating to the Holy Scriptures of faith communities. The reciprocity
involved in the use of texts in other texts becomes a major issue
when texts are projected through the prism of faith.

– Although the community from which the Dead Sea Scrolls sprang
probably themselves believed the contrary, their way of expressing
this faith by means of intertextual use of the Scriptures illustrates
that truth is not encoded in the biblical text waiting to be decoded,
but that the faith of the reader is the prism through which both their
and our texts respond to biblical pre-texts.





CURSES AND BLESSINGS: SOCIAL CONTROL
AND SELF DEFINITION IN THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS

Jeff S. Anderson
Wayland Baptist University

Nearly fifty years ago, J.L. Austin’s How To Do Things with Words devel-
oped the notion of performative utterances that do not merely describe
or report events, but are simultaneously a verbal utterance and a deed
performed.1 With these illocutions, to say something is literally to do
something. For Austin, performatives become effective to the extent that
they are uttered in appropriate ways and in appropriate social circum-
stances.2 As it pertains to ritual speech acts of blessings and curses,
Austin’s work has tended to shift the discussion away from a Frazerian
dichotomy between magic and religion, as well as away from the magi-
cal power of words or notions of power of the soul. Social anthropolo-
gists have widely applied Austin’s theory of performative utterances and
illocutionary speech actsto functional models of societal social control
and self definition.3 Performative language thus enables one to approach

1 J.L. Austin, How to Do Things with Words (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
). Austin’s distinction between words that describe things and words that do some-
thing proved insufficient and the theory was modified by John Searle, Speech Acts: An
Essay on the Philosophy of Language (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ).

2 Austin posits four conditions for effective performatives: There must be an accepted
conventional procedure having a certain conventional effect. Second, the particular
personas and circumstances in a given case must be appropriate for the invocation of
the particular procedure. Third, the procedure must be executed by all participants, both
correctly and completely. Finally, if a procedure is designed for use by persons having
certain thoughts and feelings, then the person participating in so invoking the procedure
must in fact have those thoughts and feelings (Austin, How to Do Things with Words,
–).

3 See R. Finnegan, “How to Do Things with Words: Performative Utterances among
the Limba of Sierra Leone,”Man  (): –; B. Ray, “Performative Utterances in
African Rituals,” HR  (): –; S.G.A. Onibere, “Potent Utterance: An Essay on
the Bini View of a Curse,” East Asia Journal of Theology  (): –; S.J. Tambiah,
“Form and Meaning of Magical Acts: A Point of View,” in Modes of Thought: Essays on
Thinking in Western and non-Western Societies (ed. R. Horton and R. Finnegan; London:
Faber & Faber, ), –; C.A. Kratz, “Genres of Power: A Comparative Analysis
of Okiek Blessings, Curses, and Oaths,”Man  (): –.
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ritual words from the fundamental linguistic level to see how words
actually can accomplish certain ends, apart from magical or symbolic
notions alone.4

Biblical scholars have applied the notion of speech acts to blessings and
curses, viewing them as illocutionary utterances whose power lies in the
nature of human language uttered under appropriate circumstances by
appropriate individuals.5 The words of blessing and curse are not magi-
cally self-fulfilling yet are nevertheless incredibly potent in proper social
contexts. These performatives can at once both maintain and challenge
social structures, serving as social propagandists and iconoclasts alike.
When associated with legal collections, these illocutions can coerce the
community to conform to a rigid set of social norms at the same time
as they maintain the distinct social solidarity and identity of that com-
munity. Blessings and curses often employ stereotypical language com-
bined with vividly enacted intramural rituals that evoke the powers of
the blessing or curse.6 While no destructive ritual acts typically accom-
panied these biblical utterances, they were nonetheless powerful. When
paired together, the typically lopsided sanctions of the curses evoke effec-
tive social functions of these rituals.

The covenant community at Qumran employed ritual blessings and
curses widely in ways consistent with the witness of the Hebrew Bible,
acting out biblical traditions, but also modifying them significantly ac-
cording to the Ya .had’s own halakhah. Consistent with their use of other
traditions of the Bible, the community acted out biblical rituals, conflated

4 Austin discusses three categories of fallacies which render speech acts impotent:
misinvocations, misapplications, and misexecutions (How to DoThings with Words, –
).

5 A. Thiselton, “The Supposed Power of Words in Biblical Writings,” JTS  ():
–; C.W. Mitchell.TheMeaning of BRK “to Bless” in the Old Testament (SBLDS ;
Atlanta: Scholars Press, ); J.S. Anderson, “The Social Function of Curses in the
Hebrew Bible,” ZAW  (): –. Thiselton has applied speech act theory to the
study of hermeneutics in New Horizons in Hermeneutics (Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
), –.

6 M. Weinfeld mentions a number of dramatic acts that typically accompany curses
in ancient treaties including burning wax figurines, breaking bows and arrows, scattering
salt, cutting up animals, and covenantal sacrifices, “The Loyalty Oath in the Ancient Near
East,”UF (): –. See also C.A. Faraone, “Molten Wax, Spilt Wine, and Mutilated
Animals: Sympathetic Magic in Near Eastern and Early Greek Oath Ceremonies,” JHS 
(): –.
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texts from multiple contexts, reused and rewrote familiar biblical texts
and literary forms at will.7

Robert Kugler has recently argued that the study of ritual density and
change at Qumran has received sparing attention, in spite of overwhelm-
ing textual and artifactual evidence of ritual practice there.8 Following
designations of Catherine Bell,9 Kugler presents a preliminary inventory
of six types of Qumran ritual: rites of passage, calendrical rites, rites of
exchange and consequence, rites of affliction, feasting and fasting rites,
and political rites. In Kugler’s inventory, blessings and curses are present
in nearly every category.10

Ritually enacted blessings and curses are present at Qumran in two
broad public contexts with highly stylized rituals: rites of initiation and
expulsion ( QS II:–; QCurses [Q]; CD :–; QDa [Q])
and battle liturgies (QM [Q] XIII:–, QShira–b [Q–]).
Additionally, like the biblical blessings and curses in Leviticus and Deu-
teronomy that follow immediately after legal collections, QMMT, the
Damascus Document and the Temple Scroll contain examples of blessings
and curses immediately following legislation that were likely to have been
performed in public contexts (QDa [Q] also follows halakhic mate-
rial). Associating blessings and curses with these three social contexts is
not unusual when compared to other cultures in the Ancient Near East
and Israel’s own culture in the biblical tradition, yet the community’s own
adaptation and modification of blessings and curses is consistent with the
community of the renewed covenant.

7 This methodology of interpretation birthed a community that had affinities to both
Essenes and Sadducees. In terms of the community’s self perception, however, they were
nothing less than biblical Israel, and consequently a socio-religious phenomenon sui
generis among the Judaisms of the Second Temple period. S. Talmon, “The Community
of the Renewed Covenant: Between Judaism and Christianity,” inThe Community of the
Renewed Covenant: The Notre Dame Symposium on the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. E. Ulrich
and J. VanderKam; Christianity and Judaism in Antiquity ; Notre Dame: University of
Notre Dame Press, ), –.

8 R. Kugler, “Making all Experience Religious: The Hegemony of Ritual at Qumran,”
JSJ  (): –.

9 C. Bell, Ritual Theory, Ritual Practice (Oxford: Oxford University Press, ).
10 I follow Mary Douglas’ definition of ritual as “symbolic action concerning the

sacred.” M. Douglas, Purity and Danger: An Analysis of Concept of Pollution and Taboo
(London: Routledge, ), .
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Rites of Initiation and Expulsion ( QS II:–; QCurses
[Q]; QBera–d [Q–]; QDa [Q])

About the same time as the Dead Sea Scrolls were discovered, biblical
scholars were beginning to examine the influence of suzerainty and par-
ity treaties on the biblical covenant tradition in the Decalogue, Deuteron-
omy, and the covenant renewal ceremony of Josh .11 As texts were pub-
lished from Qumran, insights from these studies on covenant treaties
informed work on the scrolls themselves.12 The blessings and curses
in the covenant renewal ceremony of QS II, QCurses (Q), and
QBera–d (Q–) reflect rich intertextuality with various traditions
of the Hebrew Bible, including the priestly blessing in Numbers, the
blessings and curses of Leviticus and Deuteronomy, and the covenant
renewal ceremony in Josh . These blessings and curses are uttered
within a theatrical ritual with clearly defined elements of a processional,
stylized recitation of the blessing and curse by proper leaders of the rit-
ual, and an affirmation of acceptance by the participants by means of a
self-curse, or oath.13 This intramural event was repeated every year, prob-
ably the day of or before Shavu#ot, “all the days of Belial’s dominion,” for

11 G. Mendenhall, Law and Covenant in Israel and the Ancient Near East (Pittsburgh:
The Biblical Colloquium, ); D.J. Wiseman, “The Vassal-Treaties of Esarhaddon,”
Iraq  (): –; S. Gevirtz, “West Semitic Curses and the Problem of the Origins
of Hebrew Law,” VT (): –; F.C. Fensham, “Malediction and Benediction in
Ancient Near Eastern Vassal-Treaties and the Old Testament,” ZAW  (): –;
J.A. Fitzmyer,TheAramaic Inscriptions of Sefire (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, );
D. Hillers, Treaty Curses and Old Testament Prophets (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute,
).

12 K. Baltzer, e.g., argued that of all the elements of these ancient treaties, the blessings
and curses underwent the most far-reaching transformation in Israel. He maintained
that the blessings or curses were originally presented as two equal possibilities which
were historicized over time. Early on in the history of Israel, the blessing constituted
present experience and the curse threatened the future. After the destruction by Babylon,
the blessing represented the promise of the future and the curse constituted the present
experience of Israel. Baltzer also contended that the texts of covenant renewal at Qumran
portrayed curses and blessings eschatalogically. K. Baltzer, The Covenant Formulary in
Old Testament, Jewish, and Early. Christian Writings (trans. D.E. Green; Philadelphia:
Fortress, ), –, –.

13 Contrast M. Weinfeld who argues that the ceremony of the Qumran community is
freed altogether of ritual action and left only with the fealty oath sworn by the participants
of the covenant, “The Covenant in Qumran,” in The Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls: The
Second Princeton Symposium on Judaism and Christian Origins, vol. : The Dead Sea
Scrolls and the Qumran Community (ed. J.H. Charlesworth; Waco: Baylor University
Press, ), –, .
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veterans and new initiates alike.14 While the ceremony is patterned after
the one at Gerizim and Ebal, the community adapted both content and
form of blessings and curses to its own needs.15 Like the blessings and
curses of Deut , there is no mention of blood or sacrifice, a common
element in many ancient treaties. The context is clearly one of covenant
renewal, as language in QS I: – employs a stock phrase to establish
a covenant (�	��� �	�����) from Deut : and :.

The initial blessing (QS II:–a) is uttered by the priests upon all
the men of God’s lot who walk unblemished in all his paths. Since
there is no mention of blessing in Deut  this blessing adapts the
only priestly blessing that the Ya .had had to draw from, the Aaronic
blessing of Num . The Community Rule follows the Aaronic blessing
narrowly. The themes of protection, illumination, and peace highlight
the blessing, but with an eschatological connotation: the peace that is
to be obtained is an eternal peace (�	�
�� ��
�
). The single blessing is
followed by a double curse (QS II:b–, –), first uttered by the
Levites alone against the men of the lot of Belial followed by a curse
uttered by both priests and Levites against those who might seek to enter
the covenant but hide an unregenerate heart. The threefold theme of
no mercy, no forgiveness, no peace, also present in QCurses (Q)
below, is reminiscent of the prologue and epistles of Enoch and is directed
against outsiders.16

Bilhah Nitzan argues that Q also belongs to the annual covenant
renewal ceremony and notes parallels with QS II:–, – that deal
with members of the Ya .had who did not keep the covenant.17 The order
of QS is interrupted with the Melki-resha curse, the same pattern of
cursing Melki-resha that theWar Scroll andBerakhot (Q–) adopt
toward Belial. Because the liturgical form of Q is less developed than
QS, Nitzan suggests that this curse probably represents an earlier stage
of the ceremony.

In the Community Rule, both curse and blessing are combined with an
oath in which adherents affirm maledictions against themselves with a

14 The association with Shavu#ot may be a play on ����.
15 B. Nitzan,Quman Prayer and Religious Poetry (trans. J. Chapman; STDJ ; Leiden:

Brill, ), –.
16 J.S. Anderson, “Two-Way Instruction and Covenantal Theology in the Epistle of

Enoch,” Hen  (): –.
17 B. Nitzan, “Blessings and Curses,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L.H.

Schiffman and J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), :–
.
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double amen (QS II:, ). In essence the ritual introduces a modified
single blessing, a double curse, double invokers of the curse, and a
double amen. Like the blessing of eternal peace, the curse is also viewed
eschatologically, �	�
�� 	���� (QS II:).18

What social function do these curses and blessings of the Commu-
nity Rule and Q convey? The first and perhaps most obvious is the
delineation of socio-religious boundaries. This is nothing new. Pedersen
argued a century ago that the qal passive participle of ��� denoted sep-
aration of the one who utters the curse from its object as well as a sepa-
ration of the object from the community.19 Scharbert depicted the curse
formula as the “most severe means of separating the community from
the evildoer.”20 One can point to a host of texts in and outside the Hebrew
Bible where the purpose of curses and blessings was to define social and
ethnic boundaries by the exclusion or humiliation of the individual or
group under the curse.21 In the first curse, the expression ��� ���� is
uttered against the lot of Belial.22 Additionally, the language employed in
this ceremony, “to cross over,” is clearly boundary language. Unlike the
ceremony in Deut  where the nation of Israel is given the possibility of
both blessing and curse, here the notion is noticeably intramural. The
outgroup-ingroup, ingroup-innergroup boundaries are clearly defined
by curses and blessings. Whether the sons of Belial represent individuals
outside the community or backslidden members of the community, the
result is the same. The curses not only made explicit a known division
between competing communities but actually enacted that relationship

18 For the eternal curse, see also  En. :–; :.
19 J. Pedersen expresses the curse as “Ausstoßung aus der Gesellschaft, Beraubung des

Glückes und der Ehre, Bann und Besessenheit.” J. Pedersen, Der Eid bei den Semiten
in seinem Verhältnis zu verwandten Erscheinungen sowie die Stellung des Eides im Islam
(Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur des islamischen Orients ; Strassbourg: Trübner,
), .

20 J. Scharbert, “Fluchen und Segnen im Alten Testament,” Bib  (): –; idem,
Solidarität in Segen und Fluch im Alten Testament und in seiner Umwelt, vol. : Väterfluch
und Vätersegen (BBB ; Bonn: Hanstein, ).

21 Curses against, Cain, Canaan, Esau, Simeon, Levi in the ancestral narratives; Moab,
Edom, and several other groups in the Balaam narrative, and the curses against the
Gibeonites, and Shechemites in the Deuteronomistic History are some examples.

22 Similar language is used in QCurses (Q) against Melki-resha, “[ . . . Accur]sed
are you, Melki-resha, in all the pla[ns of your blameworthy inclination. May] God not be
merciful . . . May there be no peace for you by the mouth of those who intercede” (Q
 –, according to F. García Martínez and E.J.C. Tigchelaar, The Dead Sea Scrolls Study
Edition [ vols.; Leiden: Brill, –], :).
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each time the ritual was performed.23 In QCurses (Q), this ritu-
alized curse separated the object (Melki-resha) from the Sons of Light.
Such projection of threat onto an Outgroup served as a back-handed
blessing to the Ingroup which uttered the curse and as a force to deny
others participation in that community.

Second, in cultures of the ancient Near East, blessings and curses were
often a private law of the vulnerable when the enforcing arm of the
law was limited. Boundary inscriptions were a common Ancient Near
Eastern example of this use of curses, a metaphor alluded to often in
the scrolls, not only here, but also in the War Scroll and the Damascus
Document. As such, curses were a last resort of the weak based on a
transcendental principle of justice which covered the limited arm of the
legal system. As Weber retorts, “the curse of the poor is the weapon
of democracy.”24 Such denouncement rhetoric promoted egalitarianism
and had a leveling effect to broader society. It may be that the Ya .had
viewed itself as oppressed with limited resources for justice.

Finally, the ceremony functioned as a tool of social control and a way
to convey social values. According to some social control models, people
are more willing to conform to social norms of a community because of
a latent fear of retaliation. Due to the theological nature of this renewal
text, fear of divine retribution is a strong deterrent to antisocial behavior.
Note the divine force behind a three fold blessing and seven fold curse:
May he bless you with everything, may he illuminate your heart, may he
lift upon you his countenance—followed by—may God hand you over
to terror, may he bring upon you destruction, may God not be merciful,
may he not forgive, may he lift up the countenance of his anger, may God’s
anger and wrath consume him, may God separate him for evil.25

The community’s double affirmation (��� ���) is telling. Speech act
theorists have argued that virtually all illocutionary speech acts are con-
ditional. They must be uttered in appropriate contexts by appropriate

23 Mowinckel organizes his discussion by examining curses directed against those
outside the community versus curses directed against those inside the community (S. Mo-
winckel, Psalmenstudien, vol. V: Segen und Fluch in Israels Kult und Psalmdichtung [;
repr. Amsterdam: Schippers, ], ).

24 M. Weber,Ancient Judaism (trans. D. Martindale; New York: Free Press, ), –
.

25 R. Werline argues that God’s refusal to listen to the prayers of the condemned in
the moment of punishment constitute the curses’ vitality, “The Curses of the Covenant
Renewal Ceremony in QS .–.,” in For a Later Generation: The Transformation
of Tradition in Israel, Early Judaism and Early Christianity (ed. R. Argall, B. Bow, and
R. Werline; Harrisburg: Trinity, ), –.
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individuals or they will ultimately be unsuccessful. James Harris called
this the “cornerstone of speech act analysis.”26 The procedure must be
executed by all participants correctly and completely. While curses can
at times be uttered in secret without the knowledge of their object, the
curse within the contexts of an oath must be acknowledged in some way
by the individual who agrees to the oath. With a reenactment every year,
the double curse invoked by double personas, and a double affirmation
strengthen the viability of that oath.

War Prayers (QM XIII:–, QShira–b [Q–])

In Sam  Goliath cursed David by his gods prior to their infamous
battle at Socoh and in Num – Balak summoned Balaam to curse
Israel in a verbal buildup to an actual war. Many ancient texts supply
examples of gathering omens before battle to ascertain the will of the
gods, employing professional sorcerers to curse the enemy, and gathering
an entire army in public contexts to swear an oath of military allegiance.27

TheWar Scroll (QM) offers detailed ritual instructions for the final battle
betweens the Sons of Light and the Sons of Darkness. The Sons of Light
were to prepare as if they were taking part in a holy ritual. Yet the outcome
of the war had already been predetermined and that victorious outcome
was specifically foreshadowed in the text. In the heart of the War Scroll
(cols. X–XIV) are a series of varied liturgical pieces in the context of
warfare. The prayers of this section are not necessarily homogenous but
reflect parallels with other ritualized texts, most notably the covenant
renewal ceremony.28

The context of reciting this text occurs at the time of the eschatological
war between the Sons of Light and the Sons of Darkness, but Nitzan
observes that it is unclear at what stage of the war the recitation was
to be uttered.29 For example, in col. XIV the blessings and curses are
recited near the corpses of slain enemies, presumably after the actual

26 J. Harris, “Speech Acts and God Talk,” International Journal for the Philosophy of
Religion  (): –, .

27 C.A. Faraone, “Curses and Blessings in Ancient Greek Oaths,” Journal of Ancient
Near Eastern Religion  (): –.

28 P.R. Davies, “War of the Sons of Light Against the Sons of Darkness,” Encyclopedia
of the Dead Sea Scrolls :–, .

29 Nitzan, Qumran Prayer, .
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battle is over.30 Assuming that the War Scroll entails preparation for a
physical battle, if the blessings and curses are uttered prior to the battle
they are employed similarly to other war curses. If they are employed after
the battle, these performatives still draw important lines of demarcation
between God, Belial, and their respective lots.

While not expressed in covenantal language, many of the same stylized
ceremonial elements in the Community Rule are presented here in the
War Scroll as a liturgical ceremony. There is a processional, or at the
least, a clearly defined order of priests, levites and elders. The invokers
are the priests, levites, and elders who bless the God of Israel and damn
(���) Belial and all the spirits of his lot. God is blessed for his holy
plan, Belial cursed for his hostile plan and the spirits of his lot are
cursed for their wicked plan. The use of ��� is similar here to the
reconstructed text of QCurses (Q), where Melki-resha is cursed
for the plans of his blameworthy inclination. In QM the ���� formula
is employed against these foes. The word “lot” (
��!), is referential to
the boundary of allotment, evoking curses associated with the violation
of boundaries, like the covenant renewal texts. But unlike the covenant
renewal ceremony, words of curse written first, the ritual ends with a
blessing.

Sometimes blessings and curses served as a substitute for political
action. When there were no available channels through which an indi-
vidual or group could seek justice, curses often were a means of seek-
ing revenge. In the context of warfare, rather than a literal confronta-
tion in which one was sure to be defeated, the curse often substituted for
an actual battle.31 This not only provided a socially sanctioned outlet for

30 J. Duhaime outlines the War Prayers this way: Prayers at the camp (cols. IX–XII),
prayers on the battlefield (col. XII–XIV:), prayers after the victory (col. XIV:–end).
J. Duhaime, “War Scroll,” inThe Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew Aramaic, and Greek Texts with
English Translations, vol. :Damascus Document, War Scroll, and Related Documents (ed.
J.H. Charlesworth et al.; The Princeton Theological Seminary Dead Sea Scrolls Project;
Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –, . See also Y. Yadin,The Scroll of theWar of the
Sons of Light against the Sons of Darkness (Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), .

31 Ya"ari and Friedman argue that in Arab societies warfare has actually been averted
when antagonists vent their frustrations by cursing the enemy: “While the curse-and-
bless prelude was originally designed to gear enemies up for an armed clash, it has also
had the effect of substituting for physical combat.” E. Ya"ari and I. Friedman, “Curses in
Verses,”The Atlantic (Feb. ): . Additionally, note the revealing quote: “They curse
us because they cannot kill us.” K. Thomas, Religion and the Decline of Magic: Studies in
Popular Belief in Sixteenth and Seventeenth Century England (New York: Scribner, ),
.



 jeff s. anderson

aggressive impulses, but was also a powerful means of effecting revenge.32

Regardless, these blessings and curses strengthened the resolve of those
who participated in the ritual.

The language of blessing and curse is also employed in QShira–b

(Q–). In framework similar to the War Scroll, the text portrays
the struggle between the forces of light and darkness. These songs indi-
cate that the one reciting the text is declaring the glories of God to
frighten the spirits of the ravaging angels and demons.33 Although the
manuscripts are severely damaged, the associated text in Q demon-
strates the tension of blessing and curse. The text is highly fragmented,
but essentially reflects a ritual that opens the same way that QM does,
praising God who is the source of both blessings and curses. This text
expresses the dualistic and deterministic position that God is the irre-
sistible source of both blessing and curse. Nitzan states, “the blessing and
corresponding curse serve as a kind of magical weapon intended to pro-
tect the children of light from the spirits of Belial in warring activities
. . . ”34 For Nitzan, while the blessing and curse of covenantal ceremony
was a means if identifying and separating from the lot of Belial, the use
in this context resembles the practice of using recitations which carry
magical powers.35 Rather than magical recitations, perhaps instead both
the covenant renewal ceremonies and the battle curses combine speech
and ritual act as performative utterances. In both contexts the effect of
blessings and curses is the same. They fortify the self identity of the com-
munity, coerce behavior, and define actions that are sanctioned by the
community.

Hortatory Exhortations Following
Legal Materials (QMMT, Q, QT)

QMMT, the Damascus Document, and the Temple Scroll all contain
curses and blessings which follow legal or halakhic instruction, thus rein-

32 Duhaime, “War Scroll,” .
33 See A. Lange, “The Essene Position on Magic and Divination,” in Legal Texts and

Legal Issues: Proceedings of the Second Meeting of the International Organization for
Qumran Studies, Cambridge  (ed. M. Bernstein, F. García Martínez, and J. Kampen;
STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.

34 Nitzan, Qumran Prayer, .
35 Ibid., .
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forcing legal sanctions.36 While there is probably no literary relationship
between these three documents, their content is remarkably similar.37

The reconstructed text of QMMT as it is presented in the composite text
and translation by Strugnell and Qimron contains three sections: a calen-
dar at the beginning (A), a list of laws (B), and a hortatory conclusion (C).
It is the conclusion that alludes to the blessings and curses. The blessings
and curses of the text above are replete with biblical allusions from Deut
:; :–; :; and possibly Deuteronomic language in Hos :–.38

Deuteronomy :– states that after the time of blessings and curses
has run its course, Israel will return to God with all their heart and soul.
An allusion to Deut : or : anchors the time of this return to the
end of days. The expressions (�	�	� �	����), (��� �	����), and (�	���
�	�	�) are significant. The phrase is probably not used eschatologically
as QMMT C  expressly states, “this is the last days.” The Torah uses
the expression, “the last days” in only two occasions; both are in the con-
text of blessings and curses. In Gen :, Jacob asks his sons to “gather
around, so I can tell you what will happen at the end of days.” The con-
text here is a blessing on most of his sons and the curses on Simeon and
Levi. In Num :, just prior to Balaam’s fourth and unsolicited oracle,
Balaam says to Balak, “let me warn you what this people will do to your
people at the end of days.” In context, the fourth oracle turns out to be
nothing less that a curse on Moab. Both of these texts in the Torah are not
eschatological. Collins notes that one of the supplements to QS, QSa
(Qa), states, “the rule for all the congregation of Israel at the end of
days.”39 Unlike the blessings and curses of QS and theWar Scroll, there
is probably no eschatological connotation in QMMT.

But to what extent is the language of QMMT part of a ritual? Fraade
suggests that there is an unmistakable link to the covenantal ceremo-
ny enacted after crossing the Jordan.40 Wise, Abegg, and Cook nicely

36 J.P. Meier argues that the noun halakhah is used only in a general sense at Qumran
(QS III:). J.P. Meier, “Is thereHalaka (the Noun) at Qumran?” JBL  (): –.

37 L.H. Schiffman, “Miq.sat Ma#aśe Ha-Torah and the Temple Scroll,” RevQ  (–
): –.

38 M. Bernstein states that the language becomes more biblical in the hortatory section
of QMMT. M. Bernstein, “The Employment and Interpretation of Scripture in QMMT:
Preliminary Observations,” in Reading QMMT: New Perspectives on Qumran Law and
History (ed. J. Kampen and M. Bernstein; SBLSymS ; Atlanta: Scholars Press, ), –
, .

39 J.J. Collins, “Eschatology,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls :–, .
40 S.D. Fraade, “Rhetoric and Hermeneutics in Miq.sat Ma#aśe Ha-Torah (QMMT):

The Case of the Blessings and Curses,” DSD  (): –, .
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organize the material into two units that each contain a warning, exhor-
tation, and illustration. Such a construction could, but does not necessar-
ily have to lend itself to a ritualized setting.41 Multiple copies of QMMT
suggest that the treatise functioned intramurally and was likely used to
instruct new members and to reaffirm the unique halakhic perspectives
to veterans of the community. The message seems clear: obey this set of
laws and blessing will return.42

The rite of expulsion in QDa (Q)  –, a fragmentary copy
of the Damascus Document without parallel in the Cairo Genizah, also
contains blessings and curses which follow halakhic instruction.43 With
the eight MSS from Cave  taken into account, over two-thirds of the
Damascus Document contains halakhic instruction.44 The rite of expul-
sion apparently follows CD :–. The timing of this expulsion cer-
emony is significant as it also coincides with Shavu#ot and is probably
part of a covenant renewal ceremony. The expulsion applies to everyone
who despises the regulations in accordance with all the statutes that are
found in the Law of Moses. The ritual includes a community assembly, a
prayer uttered by a priest who is appointed over the Many, and a written
verdict. Even those associated with the expelled man were to leave with
him. Again, as seen above, the language of border violations is reminis-
cent of the curse. The author uses covenantal language of “crossing over,”
yet with a twist. The expelled has crossed over the boundaries set by God.

Last, another parallel to QMMT is the Law of the King in the Temple
Scroll (QTa LIX:–). Like QMMT, it concludes a section of halakhic
materials by invoking a relatively long list of curses against those who
might not keep the covenant, presumably due to the disobedience of the
king. The Temple Scroll alludes to the covenant blessings and curses of
Deut ; ; ; and Lev  by describing the scattering and disgrace
of the people, destruction of cities, and the humiliation of exile. Like
QMMT, once the curses have run their course, a return follows, “after-
wards they shall come back to me with all their heart and with all their
soul, in agreement with all the words of this law.” Thus the period of curse

41 M. Wise, M. Abegg, and E. Cook, The Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translation (San
Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, ), –.

42 G.W.E. Nickelsburg, Ancient Judaism and Christian Origins: Diversity, Continuity,
and Transformation (Minneapolis: Fortress, ), .

43 J.C. VanderKam, “Covenant,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls :–, .
44 J.M. Baumgarten and M.T. Davis, “Cave IV, V, VI Fragments Related to the Dam-

ascus Document (Q– = QDa–h, Q = QD, Q = QD),” in The Dead Sea
Scrolls (ed. Charlesworth et al.), :–, .
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is followed by a time of blessing. The implication is remarkably similar to
QMMT C –, which implies that obedience to a certain interpreta-
tion of the Torah will spare the ruler from the misfortunes of the curse.45

Conclusion

The counterposing of blessings and curses played a central role in the rit-
ual life of the Qumran community in ceremonies and literary composi-
tions. Such ritual density was intramural, public, and consensual. Exam-
ples from three arenas—covenant renewals and expulsions, war prayers,
and paranetic exhortations—demonstrate that blessings and curses ut-
tered in ritual contexts at Qumran were potent and effective performa-
tives. The community employed these utterances in multiple contexts
by rich intertextuality with the blessings and curses from the Hebrew
Bible. The threat of curse and promise of blessing enhanced social soli-
darity, marginalized outsiders, and coerced obedience to social sanctions.
These performatives were uttered in intramural contexts consistent with
the Hebrew Bible, but went beyond biblical utterances as their rhetoric
affirmed the dualistic and deterministic ideology of the Ya .had concern-
ing the identity and struggle between light and darkness, between the
lots of God and Belial.46 This community adapted a “new covenant” for
themselves that did not apply to all nations, or even to all Israel for that
matter, but only those who remained faithful to the community itself
and adhered to its strictest codes. All others were cursed. Such rituals,
“entangled community members inextricably with God’s will for the cos-
mos and drew them away from the profane world of their Jewish and
non-Jewish neighbors.”47 These blessings and curses were potent, but not
because of the magical power of words or the soul, but as performatives
uttered in proper ritual contexts.48

The approach in this essay is indebted to Shemaryahu Talmon’s socio-
logical models for understanding the distinctive self understanding and

45 L.H. Schiffman, “The Place of QMMT in the Corpus of Qumran Manuscripts,” in
Reading QMMT, –, .

46 Nitzan, “Blessings and Curses,” .
47 Kugler, “Making All Experience Religious,” .
48 Thiselton, “The Supposed Power of Words in Biblical Writings,” , states, “illocu-

tionary speech acts no more depend on primitive notions of word-magic than a modern
judge and jury do when their words actually consign a man to prison or to freedom.”
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world view of the community at Qumran.49 For Talmon, historical criti-
cal methodology alone is insufficient to a full understanding of Qumran
and these sociological models bear directly on the life and faith of the
Ya .had. As such, sociological method represents a promising approach
for analyzing the Dead Sea Scrolls.

49 S. Talmon, “The Transmission History of the Text of the Hebrew Bible in the Light
of Biblical Manuscripts from Qumran and Other Sites in the Judean Desert,” inTheDead
Sea Scrolls Fifty Years AfterTheir Discovery: Proceedings of the JerusalemCongress, July –
,  (ed. L.H. Schiffman et al.; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, ), –;
idem, “The Community of the Renewed Covenant.”



READING FOR WOMEN IN 1QSA (SEREKH HA-EDAH)

Tal Ilan
Freie Universität Berlin

Before the s there were no women in Qumran. All agreed (and
most continue to agree) that the Qumranites were Josephus’ Essenes,
and these were male celibates.1 The excavations at Qumran, carried
out by Dominican monks, only confirmed this. Like in the all-male
monasteries they knew, they found a refectory and a scriptorium,2 and
they found no jewels or cosmetics.3 The few possible female skeletons
that may have been found in the cemeteries were made to disappear, or
masculinized.4 Unwanted feminine subjects in the texts were emended
out (like the wife, made to testify against her husband in Serekh ha-Edah)5

or allegorized (or should I say pesherized, as the women of the wicked

1 There is no need to repeat this premise in detail. For a summary, see H. Stegemann,
“The Qumran Essenes: Local Members of the Main Jewish Union in Late Second Temple
Times,” in The Madrid Qumran Congress: Proceedings of the International Congress on
the Dead Sea Scrolls, Madrid – March,  (ed. J. Trebolle Barrera and L. Vegas
Montaner;  vols.; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), :–.

2 See R. de Vaux, Archaeology and the Dead Sea Scrolls (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, ), e.g. –.

3 See particularly J. Magness, The Archaeology of Qumran and the Dead Sea Scrolls
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –.

4 See J.E. Taylor, “The Cemeteries of Khirbet Qumran and Women’s Presence at the
Site,” DSD  (): – and my Integrating Women into Second Temple History
(TSAJ ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck ), –. This topic has been the subject
of much recent debate, see e.g., O. Röhrer-Ertel, F. Rohrhirsch, and D. Hahn, “Über
die Gräberfelder von Khirbet Qumran, inbesondere die Funde der Campagne , I:
Anthropologische Datenvorlage und Erstauswertung aufgrund der Collection Kurth,”
RevQ  (): –; J. Zias, “The Cemeteries of Qumran and Celibacy: Confusion Laid
to Rest?” DSD  (): –; S.G. Sheridan, “Scholars, Soldiers, Craftsmen, Elites?
Analysis of French Collection of Human Remains from Qumran,” DSD  (): –
; A. Baumgarten, “Who Cares and Why Does it Matter? Qumran and the Essenes
Once Again,” DSD  (): –; H. Eshel et al., “New Data of the Cemetery East
of Khirbet Qumran,” DSD  (): –; J. Zias, “Qumran Archaeology: Skeletons
with Multiple Personality Disorders and Other Grave Errors,” RevQ  (): –.
The last has not yet been said on this matter.

5 See on this matter below.
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wiles),6 or marginalized (like the wives of the Damascus Document who
were interpreted as married to lesser members of the sect).7

But the women in Qumran wanted out; not just the skeletons in the
cupboard, the ones mentioned in the texts too. Since the late s there
has been an explosion of studies on women and gender in Qumran. In a
cursory study I have conducted I have come up with at least  articles,
and at least two books, all dating to after .8 In fact, in my opinion,
it is getting to the point where studies on the topic unwittingly repeat
what has already been stated elsewhere, both because the options are
not endless, and because scholars fail to read what their predecessors
have written. This criticism applies to myself as well, but since I cannot
demonstrate in my scholarship what works of others I have failed to
consult, I will instead demonstrate how some of my own works have been
ignored.

In general one can divide the topics being discussed into two basic
questions: How are women viewed by the texts found in Qumran, and
were there real women in the Qumran community. The first question
requires that one read texts that fall outside of the purely sectarian
literature, to include other compositions found in Qumran, such as

6 See e.g. H. Burgman, “ ‘The Wicked Woman’: Der Makkabäer Simon?” RevQ 
(): –.

7 On this premise see e.g. E. Qimron, “Celibacy in the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Two
Kinds of Sectarians,” in The Madrid Qumran Congress (ed. Trebolle Barrera and Vegas
Montaner), :–; and much more recently A. Shemesh, “The Halakhic and Social
Status of Women According to the Dead Sea Scrolls,” Bar Ilan – (): –
(Hebrew).

8 In the interest of space I only list here a sample of these publications, particularly
those not mentioned in other bibliographical references in this article: L. Schiffman,
“Laws Pertaining to Women in the Temple Scroll,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Forty Years
of Research (ed. D. Dimant and U. Rappaport; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –;
L. Cansdale, “Women Members in the Yahad According to the Qumran Scrolls,” in
Proceedings of the Eleventh World Congress of Jewish Studies (Jerusalem: World Union of
Jewish Studies, ), A:–; L. Elder-Bennet, “The Woman Question and Female
Ascetics among Essenes,” BA  (): –; M.I. Gruber, “Women in the Religious
System of Qumran,” in Judaism in Late Antiquity, part : The Judaism of Qumran: A
Systemic Reading of the Dead Sea Scrolls, vol. : Theory of Israel (ed. A. Avery-Peck,
J. Neusner, and B. Chilton; HO ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; S. White-Crawford, “Not
According to Rule: Women, the Dead Sea Scrolls and Qumran,” in Emanuel: Studies in
Hebrew Bible, Septuagint and the Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov (ed. S.M. Paul
et al.; VTSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; M.J. Bernstein, “Women and Children
in Legal and Liturgical Texts from Qumran,” DSD  (): –. The books are:
C. Wassen,Women in the Damascus Document (SBL Academia Biblica ; Leiden: Brill,
) and the highly eccentric I. Sheres and A. Kohn Blau, Sex and Ritual in the Dead Sea
Scrolls: The Truth about the Virgin (New York: Continuum, ).
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biblical, para-biblical, apocryphal and pseudepigraphical writings.9 The
second question, while concentrating on the sectarian texts, requires that
these be more rigorously defined and leads the inquirer beyond the texts
to archaeology of the site, particularly with regard to the cemetery.10

Following E. Schuller, who in  raised the possibility that there
were women in Qumran, and that they may have played a role in the
community beyond that of wives of lesser members,11 this topic has
been continuously explored, first with doubts and misgivings but recently
with more and more conviction. Women in Qumran are said to have
served as “mothers” (����) of the congregation and to have something
called �� �� in it which, for lack of a better term, has been translated as
“authority.” Women in Qumran were expected to give evidence against
their husbands (I will return to this issue presently) and were allowed
a broader latitude for their vows than in other Jewish denominations.
They were responsible for the examination of other women, to determine
their virginity.12 Supporters of the Essene hypothesis have produced a
new consensus that these women, wives of lesser members, did not reside
in Qumran. Instead, they hold that Qumran remained the stronghold of
the more steadfast, celibate Essenes. According to this new consensus,
the scrolls point to two sort of Essenes: those married and those not.
This basic picture finds some marginal support in Josephus.13 For lack
of space, I do not present here the texts in which these issues emerge,

9 See e.g. S. White Crawford, “Lady Wisdom and Dame Folly at Qumran,” DSD 
(): –; J.E. Taylor, Jewish Women Philosophers of First Century Alexandria:
Philo’s “Therapeutae” Reconsidered (Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), –;
B.G. Wright, “Wisdom and Women in Qumran,” DSD  (): –; B.G. Wold,
Women, Men and Angels: The Qumran Wisdom Document Musar leMevin and its Allu-
sions to Genesis Creation Traditions (WUNT /; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ).

10 And see n. , above.
11 E. Schuller, “Women in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” 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.; Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences ; New York: New York
Academy of Sciences, ), – and in a revised version in “Women in the Dead
Sea Scrolls,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty Years: A Comprehensive Assessment (ed.
P.W. Flint and J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Leiden: Brill, –), :–.

12 V. Hurowitz, “�� �� in Damascus Document QDe (Q)  i ,” DSD  ():
–; G.J. Brooke, “Between Qumran and Corinth: Embroidered Allusions to Women’s
Authority,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls as Background to Postbiblical Judaism and Early
Christianity (ed. J.R. Davila; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill ), –; S. White-Crawford,
“Mothers, Sisters, and Elders: Titles for Women in Second Temple Jewish and Early
Christian Communities,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls as Background to Postbiblical Judaism
and Early Christianity (ed. Davila), –.

13 See most forcefully Shemesh, “Halakhic and Social Status of Women,” –.
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and which have meanwhile become a corpus repeatedly quoted in the
scholarly articles where these issues are debated.

Instead, I wish to concentrate on one single composition: Serekh ha-
Edah (Rule of the Congregation). It is a short composition appended to
the end of the scroll of the larger Serekh ha-Ya .had (Rule of the Com-
munity). The methodological rational for this approach is an attempt to
move beyond the corpus just mentioned, which is an artificial one created
by scholars, to an organic composition, understood as a whole by at least
the copyist who produced QS. If this text is read for gender, it reveals
not scattered references but a unity in which one reference is closely
linked to another and all may produce a picture that individual refer-
ences lack. In this approach I endorse M. Grossman’s reading strategies,
as suggested in her article “Reading for Gender in the Damascus Docu-
ment,” published inDSD  (). Grossman singled out theDamascus
Document as important for the Qumran covenanters, and in view of this,
since “the Damascus Document establishes a specific understanding of
gender norms[, r]eading the text with an eye to these constructions—the
distinctions between practices and traits that are understood as ‘mascu-
line’ and those that fall into the category of ‘feminine’—allows us to raise
questions at a number of levels.”14 Like Grossman I look at one text and
like Grossman I “read the constructions of gender [in this case in QSa
T.I.] not in isolation but in light of other texts that we know existed simul-
taneously with it, and (perhaps) within the same community.”15 Unlike
Grossman, however, I am interested in what the text is saying specifically
about women in Qumran. I am also extremely interested in the history of
research associated with the reconstruction and publication of this text,
and the women therein. Careful attention to this history reveals the dis-
belief scholars have displayed and are still displaying toward evidence
of women in the received texts, and consequently how the silencing of
women works to this day. Silencing processes have been one of my major
projects recently, as the name of my last book, Silencing the Queen indi-
cates.16

14 M. Grossman, “Reading for Gender in the Damascus Document,” DSD  ():
–, .

15 Ibid., .
16 T. Ilan, Silencing the Queen: The Literary Histories of Shelamzion and other Jewish

Women (TSAJ ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ).
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. The Introductory Passage

I begin with the text itself. For convenience sake, I provide the section
under discussion in the Hebrew original and suggest various translations
throughout the discussion:

"
[���
 ��	
 ]����� �	�	� �	���� 
���	 ��� 
��
 "��� ��� 
"��[� ��
� �]�� ��� ��	�� 	����� �	�����  ��� 	�� ���� 	� 
� 

.#[��� ��� �]��
 ���� "��� ��	�� ���� ��� ���� 	���� ��� ,��� 
��[ ��	���]�� ��� � �	�� �� ��� �	��� 
� �� �
	� 	 ����� 

�[��	��!��]�� �!�	 �� ��[�	�]��� 
��� ��	��
 �	��� 	 �� 
�[�] 

QSa begins with the words �	�	� �	���� 
���	 ��� 
��
 "��� ��� “this
is the rule for the entire congregation of Israel at the end of times.” Thus,
L.H. Schiffman designated his comprehensive study devoted to this text
TheEschatological Community of the Dead Sea Scrolls. What does it mean
that this text is designed to set down the law for the end of times? Is
this law only good for the future, or is it applicable now, for the present
covenanters? In the interest of time I do not attempt to answer this ques-
tion, but note that Schiffman and Charlotte Hempel, who wrote a com-
prehensive article on the literary layers in this composition, suggested
that the text had practical implications for the Qumran community who
produced it.17 Hempel went so far as to argue that the eschatological
introduction and conclusion to the text are later additions to the whole.
When removed, the text becomes no more than another legal corpus of
the present day Qumranites.

For my purpose it is important to continue reading this introduction.
The purpose of this composition is described with the word ���〈�〉��
(“when they gather”) and the editors have completed the lacuna follow-
ing this word with the term ��	
 (namely, “to the Ya .had,” the name the
community gave itself). This restoration is probably based on lines I:,
 and II: where ��	� ��� is explicitly mentioned, but even if the refer-
ence is to the ��� (“congregation”) as is much more common throughout
the text, the composition of this gathering is interesting. In line , we read:
�	��� 	 �� 
�[�] ��[ ��	���]�� ��� � �	�� �� ��� �	��� 
� �� �
	� 	 �����
�[��	��!��]�� �!�	 �� ��[�	�]��� 
��� ��	��
 “when they come [together]
they shall gather all those present including children and women and
will read in their ears all the laws of the covenant to instruct them in all

17 L.H. Schiffman, The Eschatological Community of the Dead Sea Scrolls (SBLMS ;
Atlanta: Scholars Press, ), –; C. Hempel, “The Earthly Essene Nucleus of QSa,”
DSD  (): –.
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its laws, so that they not err in their errors.” No one has ever doubted
the reading of these words, although they clearly mention women and
children present in this gathering. This is probably because these words
depend heavily on a biblical verse, Deut :–: ����$%� �&'(� �	
��)*� ��+(�
,-.!/� ���	0�/� ����1(� 
0�2�3*	 �	
� 
4� ���	5��4�/� ���	.�6*� ���	0���
� ���	0��2 ���	0��7� 8� 	.���


,	��	0� �0�4� �(� ,	��0� �0�4�0� ,	9���(� �:;�< ����� “You are all present today before
the Lord your God, the heads of your tribes, the elders and officers, all
the men of Israel, your children, your wives, the foreigner in the midst of
your camp from your wood cutter to your water drawer.” In her article on
the Damascus Document, M. Grossman stated that the “Damascus Doc-
ument show[s] familiarity with the book of Deuteronomy” and in order
to demonstrate the ideology of this book, which she terms an “inclusive
covenant,” she cites this verse, although it is not explicitly or implicitly
cited in that document. She summarizes her discussion of this verse with
the words “What is found in [it] should not be romanticized as an ‘egali-
tarian’ community; it is, rather, a gender-inclusive community grounded
in an androcentric ideology.”18 Her comments seem as much if not more
pertinent to QSa. Nevertheless, with the mention of women and chil-
dren into the very introduction of this composition, one should not dis-
miss out of hand the possibility that women and children are intended in
the following sections of this text as well.

. Education and Testimony in the Assembly

That children are included in the overall plan of this composition is
very clear. The text continues with a description of the sect members’
education from childhood (�	����):

[�	��]�� �� 
���	� ����� 
��
 ���� ����� 
��
 "��� ��� 
[�
�� 	�]
� �	��� [	] ��� ��	
	��	 �	��	 	��� 	!�� ���� ����[
	] 

[
� ����	 ��]� �	��� [��]� ��� ���[	] �	�� ��� .���	����� ���[		] 
[�� ]	 ��
� ��� [�]��� ��	
 ��[�]��� "��� 
��!� ���
 �	�� �� 

[���] ����� ��� �[	�]�� �
 ���
�� 	�
 �� 	� ��� 	����
 ����
 ��� 
� 
�	���� ����� ��[	]��
� ����� ������ �	
� �	��
 
� � ���� .��� 

.�� ��
��� 

Here we observe what books and what laws and ordinances a member
is to study and what he must do at the age of ten. I have framed this
sentence in male language, as QSa also does, but the possibility that

18 Grossman, “Reading for Gender,” –.
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it is gender inclusive, and includes children (=�) of either sex should
not be ruled out. After all, in the Damascus Document, the author,
certainly a member of the sect, makes the general statement regarding
the language of the law that �	��� ���� ���� ��� �	���
 ��	��� ����
(“the law of incest is written for males but similarly refers to females”
CD :–). Applying this principle here in QSa is justified not just
because the text has just included women and children (of both sexes)
in the gathering, but because of what comes next. In lines – we are
informed that until the age of twenty, the male member (���) of the
sect is not allowed to engage in sex with a woman. This he is then
permitted. This sentence is clearly concerned with males, and it may
give the impression that it reflects on the previous lines concerned with
education, and on the following line, which deals with giving testimony.
However, as to the latter, the text here performs a complex exercise and
switches from the male who is forbidden to go near a woman (�� 	), to
the female who is expected to give evidence against him (�	��
 
� �
�	
�).

Before going on with my reading, it is important to note how this
sentence was treated before the s. In Licht’s edition of the text
from  the reading found within the text is the masculine 
� �	
(in 
���� �		�� meaning “he shall be accepted”). Licht notes that the
manuscript reads 
� � but states that “the assumption that the reference
here is to the woman who would give evidence against her husband
will not solve the linguistic difficulty and will lead us to a set of strange
assumptions (������ ������) about the position of women in society.”19

Twenty-four years later Schiffman wrote in a similar manner: “This
sudden shift from the masculine to the feminine and its implication of
women’s participation in the judicial process has caused some scholars to
be suspicious . . . After all, the context clearly refers to males. It is difficult
to understand why a wife’s acceptability as a witness should be connected
with that of her husband. Finally, it is unlikely that women were entrusted
with assuring the faithfulness of their husbands to the sectarian way of
life.”20 He suggested emending the text to the masculine 
� 	.

In an article I published in , I wrote: “In the final analysis, this
text, taken at face value, tells more about the sect than about its attitude

19 J. Licht, The Rule Scroll: A Scroll from the Wilderness of Judaea: QS, QSa, QSb:
Text, Introduction and Commentary (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, ),  (Hebrew).
The translation is mine.

20 Schiffman, Eschatological Community, –.
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to women. The text suggests that the wife turn informer on her husband’s
degree of compliance with the sect’s laws. The Qumran sect thus favors
loyalty to the sect over loyalty to one’s spouse. It displays a system which
values regulating the lives of its members over respecting their privacy
and conjugal intimacy.”21 My comments were never read by Qumran
scholars. Neither J.E. Taylor and P.R. Davies, who wrote about women’s
testimony in QSa in ,22 nor D. Rothstein, who wrote about it again
in 23 ever refer to it. Yet both articles tend in the same direction.
Davies and Taylor read the text together with the Damascus Document
which rules against engaging in sex with menstruants (CD :). They
understand the testimony a wife should give against her husband as
one referring to her own state of purity during the act of intercourse.
This attitude is one where instead of emending the text, we limit its
application. In his article, eight years later, D. Rothstein rejected the
limitations set on the topic of the wife’s testimony by Davies and Taylor.
He wrote: “It is perfectly reasonable to demand that a wife testify on all
aspects of her husband’s private conduct, including less concrete offences
such as her husband’s pride and the like . . . while a plausible case can
be made for interpreting QSa :– as referring to something other
than testimony by the wife, there is most certainly good reason for
understanding the passage to require testimony of the wife against her
husband.”24

There were other stages on the way to this conclusion, which I have
skipped in the interest of space,25 but what it demonstrates in general is
the way the interpretation of this text has gone from complete disbelief
to complete acceptance of its credibility. In light of this conclusion, I still
think my interpretation of  is the most valid, for it takes into account,
beyond gender issues, the social-sectarian character of the Dead Sea sect
and does not view women’s testimony as an indication of an egalitarian
society, but rather of a totalitarian one. I thus suggest that it is only a
question of time before one will be willing to read the previous verses on

21 T. Ilan, “The Attraction of Aristocratic Jewish Women to Pharisaism,” HTR 
(): –, –.

22 P.R. Davies and J.E. Taylor, “On the Testimony of Women in QSa,” DSD  ():
–.

23 D. Rothstein, “Women’s Testimony at Qumran: The Biblical and Second Temple
Evidence,” RevQ  (): –.

24 Ibid., –.
25 E.g. N.H. Richardson, “Some Notes on QSa,” JBL  (): –; J.M. Baum-

garten, “On the Testimony of Women in QSa,” JBL  (): –.
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the education of children as referring to female ones as well. How could
the women of the sect know whether their husbands are fulfilling the
laws and obligation when they had not been educated (or should I say
indoctrinated) into the sectarian ways?

. Those Excluded from the Ya .had Assembly

I move from here to QSa II:–:
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��� ���� �!��� �	� 
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�� �	
!� ���� ����� �!��� 
��� ���� "��� ����  	��� 
����� �!��� ��� �� �
� �� ��� �� ��� �� ��� �	�	 

���� "���  ���� 	�
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��� � � �	� �� �	�	� ����
 
	��
� �	� ��� 	��[�]� ��� "��[�] ��	��
 �
�[ ��]��	 
� 

����� ��� 

And every person who is inflicted with one of humankind’s impurities
should not join the assembly of these, and each who is inflicted with
these who cannot hold himself within the congregation and each who is
inflicted in this flesh, amputated in his legs or arms, lame or blind or deaf
or mute or is inflicted by an infirmity in his flesh visible to the eye or
an old tottering man who cannot hold himself within the congregation,
should not present himself within the congregation of the people of honor
because holy angels are among them (the translation follows the CD
text).

This text I suggest reading for women, precisely because of their absence
from it. If we would like to know who is not invited to participate in the
assembly to which this entire scroll is devoted, we should look to this list.
Unlike the list at the beginning of the scroll which includes women and
children, this list which excludes a large number of deformed persons,
mentions neither women nor children.

Lists of persons excluded from certain activities were quite common
in the sectarian literature of Qumran. One is found in the Damascus
Document. I bring here the text both from the Cairo Genizah manuscript
and from one of the Damascus Document fragments from Qumran,
because the latter complements the former. The text is followed by a
translation:

CD 
�![�]� [	]�� 
�� �!���� 
	�� 


� �[���]� ���� ��� �� ��� �� �!�� ���� 	�
�
 �	�	� ���� 
[ ��� 	��
� 	� ���� "�� 
� �
�� �]	� ���	 
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A fool, a mentally unstable and every dim witted who rents and the blind
and the lame or limping or deaf and a small boy, none of these should come
into the community because holy angels . . .

A similar list is also found in theWar Scroll (QM VII:–):
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� ���� 	��� �	�	 �
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��� � � ��	
 �	����� ����
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 ���
�� ��	� ��� �� ���� �	�	 ��
 ��� �	� 

.��	 ������ ��

And every small child and a woman should not come to their camp when
they go forth from Jerusalem to go to war, till they return. And every lame
or blind or limping person or a person who has a permanent infirmity in
his flesh or one who is inflicted with impurity in his flesh, all these shall
not come, and not go forth with them to war. All will be tribute of war and
pure of spirit and flesh, and prepared for the day of revenge. And every
person who will not be pure at his source on the day of war shall not go
down with them, because holy angels are in together with them are in their
armies.

I have presented both these texts because both, like QSa, also men-
tion the reason for the exclusion as the presence of angels in the com-
munity. This issue has been noticed and fully discussed by A. Shemesh.
He has compared these lists to similar ones found in rabbinic litera-
ture, and concluded that despite different formulations, both fulfill sim-
ilar functions—exclusion of persons with physical deformities from the
divine presence.26 However, as can be noted in the lists I have presented,
the exclusions are not always the same. In CD we find mention of 
	��
�![�]� [	]�� 
�� �!���� (“a fool, a mentally unstable and every dim witted
who rents”) as well as ����� ��� (“a small boy”). On this basis, Shemesh
concluded that there is “a significant difference between the lists in QSa
and CD. [T]he former’s failure to mention the demented fool, the simple-
minded or errant man, evidently [shows that] the author of QSa chose

26 A. Shemesh, “ ‘The Holy Angels are in their Council’: The Exclusion of Deformed
Persons from Holy Places in Qumranic and Rabbinic Literature,”DSD  (): –.
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to concentrate solely on disqualifications due to physical deformities . . .
Having noted this it becomes readily apparent that the list[s are] . . . spe-
cific . . . ”27

From our perspective, it is interesting to note that while the War
Scroll lists women and children in its catalogue of exclusions, and the
Damascus Document lists children, QSa lists neither. It should also
be noted that this follows on QSa I:, which, as we have observed
above, included women and children in the congregation. The text is
consistent. Nevertheless, for the record of the history of research on
women in Qumran, I am compelled to refer to a recent article by the same
A. Shemesh on the issue of women in Qumran. There Shemesh wrote:
“From the context it is clear that this passage refers to the assembly of the
council of the Ya .had both for the purpose of discussing issues relevant to
the congregation and the study of Torah and for communal meals. It is
hard to decide why women are not mentioned in it—is it because they are
allowed to participate in the council of the Ya .had or perhaps the opposite,
and the author felt no need to list them specifically since it is so obvious
that they are excluded from these gatherings? The second option seems to
me more likely.”28 Thus, we see that for the purpose of defining women’s
position as secondary and insignificant in the sect (as is the thesis in his
article), Shemesh employs a different, less rigorous reading strategy than
the one he employed when discussing lists of persons with deformities
and impurities.

On the other hand, I regard the differences between the lists as very
significant. Women and children are mentioned in theWar Scroll where
they are specifically excluded from the war camp because they do not
belong to the fighting force. In this attitude the Qumran community is
certainly patriarchal and non-egalitarian. In the list of theDamascusDoc-
ument, children are mentioned but not women, because although in for-
mula it is very similar to QSa, the context therein shows that we are
dealing with neophytes joining the community. The sect could by default
accept invalids and fools born in its midst, but did not accept new mem-
bers from among such disqualified people. Children they did not accept
as neophytes because these do not yet know their own minds. Women
are not in this list because they were accepted as potential members.

Note also, in this context, that while the QSa list includes old people,
the list in CD does not. Their inclusion in QSa could be explained with

27 Ibid., –.
28 Shemesh, “Halakhic and Social Status of Women,” . The translation is mine.
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Shemesh, as resulting from the fact that they are infirm and unpleasing
to the eye, as the community described therein should be.29 In CD they
are not mentioned in the list of exclusions, because apparently old people
were allowed to join the sect. Similarly, Shemesh had characterized the
list in QSa as different from the one in CD, because it does not include
mentally challenged people.30 In this way QSa shares a premise with the
War Scroll list, which also does not mention fools and the mentally sick.
Is this omission not significant? Indeed, it is interesting to note that this
omission in QSa II:– is compensated for in QSa I:–:

	�	� �	� 
��� 
��� ��� ���
� ���[� �]	�
 
���	 ���
 ��	��
 
��!� ���	 
� 

������ ����	 ���� "���  � �		�! �	���
 ���
�� ��	��
� 

And every foolish man should not be included in the lot to enlist in the
congregation of Israel to pass judgment and bear responsibility and enlist
in the war to subdue nations. Only his family shall be recorded in the rule
of the army.

Here we are informed that the fool (	��) is excluded from serving as judge
and warrior, but is to be enlisted in the army (���� "��). This explains
well why these people are not mentioned in the War Scroll list. Unlike
women and children, fools and the mentally sick were welcome in the
war camp.

So as not to be accused of attempting to produce an overtly “feminist”
and women-friendly portrait of the Dead Sea sect, let me stress that I do
not think that women’s absence from the exclusions list in CD and QSa is
an indication of the “egalitarian” character of this community. Just as I do
not consider the women’s right to testify against their husbands in the sect
an indication of gender equality, but rather as an indication of the way the
system worked, so too, I view this list as functional. In QSa an event is
described which includes women and children, as is stated categorically
in QSa I:. But women and children (as in rabbinic texts) were often
excluded from various cultic activities described in other sectarian texts
from Qumran. This can be deduced from two further documents. In the
Temple Scroll (QTa XXXIX:), we read in association with the middle
court of the Temple: ��	 �� �
	� ��� �� ���� ��
 (“A woman and child shall
not enter it until the day . . . ”) and in Q   we read: ��� �
��	 [
�]
���� �[���] ���� ����� (“A small child and a woman shall not partake
in the Pesa .h sacrifice”). The Dead Sea sect, as other groups in Jewish

29 Shemesh, “ ‘The Holy Angels are in their Council.’ ”
30 Ibid., –.
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society during the Second Temple period, was a patriarchal society in
which women were secondary participants, and excluded from various
activities at random.31

. Women in the Ya .had Council

I would like to conclude this reading for gender of QSa with a completely
new suggestion, not previously noted or raised by anyone. In QSa I:–
II: we read:
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I refrain from suggesting a translation for this section at this point.
Instead, I discuss each section and offer my translation of it as I go along.
I begin withQSa I:: ��	� ���
 �	�� �� �	��� �
�. The words should
probably be translated: “These are the women appointed to the council
of the Ya .had.” But a look at the history of research on this passage quickly
indicates that not everyone has read it this way. Beginning with Licht, we
find the reading �	���� �
� (“these are the men”) printed in his edition.
Licht notes here: “(The scribe) began writing �	����. When he noted
his mistake he incorporated the � into the � following it. The resulting
reading �	��� is suspect and should be read �	����.”32 This is an ingenious
interpretation and was wholeheartedly adopted by later scholars. So we
find it in the text offered by Schiffman, who makes no comment on this
reading as an emendation,33 and so we find it in Hempel’s edition, with an
indication that the reading is an emendation, but with no explanation.34

The reason why the alternative reading has never been anticipated
is because of the way most have understood the syntax of this text.

31 In this I agree with Shemesh, “Halakhic and Social Status of Women.”
32 Licht,The Rule Scroll, . The translation is mine.
33 Schiffman, Eschatological Community, .
34 Hempel, “Earthly Essene Nucleus of QSa,” .
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The words ��	� ���
 �	�� �� �	��� �
� are usually seen as opening a
new sentence and followed by a colon. These (�
�) refers to the people
mentioned thereafter: “All the sages of the congregation and the wise and
informed, those of unblemished ways and the warriors with the heads
of the tribes and their judges and officers, commanders of thousands
and commanders of hundreds and fifties and tens and the Levites within
their ritual divisions.” Obviously all are men. There is a problem with this
reading, however, for in QSa II:– we read: ���� 	��� ��� 	���� �
�
�	�����  ��� 	�� 	��
 
���	� ��	� ���
 �	�����, which, if I am translating
correctly, means: “Theses are the men of honor who designate times, who
gather to the council of the Ya .had in Israel under the leadership of the
Sons of Zadok the priests.” If these words are to be contrasted to the words
�	��� �
�, or as most would read them, �	���� �
�, they too should be
followed by a colon and by a list of people who stand under this heading
(sages, nobles etc). They are not. Instead, this heading is immediately
followed by the list of those disqualified from the assembly, which I have
discussed previously. Because of this difficulty, Hempel suggested that
this last sentence is a gloss, indicating later editorial activity.35 But this
is not the only textual solution to this conundrum. It is possible that the
word �
�, repeated twice in this text, does not refer forward but rather
backward. A nice example of such a use of �	��� �
� contrasted with �
�
�	���� is found in the early tannaitic midrashMek. de Rabbi Ishmael: ��”
�	���� �
� ,“
���	 	��
 �!��” ;�	��� �
� ,“� �	 �	�
 ���� to be translated
as “ ‘Thus you shall say to the House of Jacob’ (Exod :) these are the
women, ‘and tell the people of Israel’ (ibid.) these are the men” (Mek. de
Rabbi Ishmael, Yitro ba- .Hodesh ). Although this is a rabbinic midrash,
and although it refers back to a biblical verse and not to a formulation
suggested by the rabbis, the similarity to the QSa text is striking.

If we accept this suggested reading, the words ��� 	���� �
�must refer
back to the “sages of the congregation and the wise and informed, those
of unblemished ways and the warriors with the heads of the tribes and
their judges and officers etc.” If this reading is correct, we should assume
that the words �	��� �
� (or �	����) also refer back. Here we should ask
ourselves: to what part of the sentence exactly do they refer? The words
immediately preceding �	��� �
� are: �� ����
 
� � 
��
 �	�� ����� ���
��[�
 �	]�� ��� 
�� ��	�
 �	�	 ���
� ���� � ���
� �����
 �� ��	 ���
.
Schiffman translated this text with the words: “And if there shall be a

35 Ibid.
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convocation of all the congregation for judgment or for a council of the
community or for a convocation of war, they shall sanctify themselves
for three days, so that everyone who comes shall be pre[pared for the
coun]cil.”36 Such a translation suggests that this is a complete sentence,
ending with a full stop, and the words �	��� �
� begin a new sentence. I
can imagine a plausible alternative syntax. We can read the first sentence
as ���� � ���
� �����
 �� ��	 ���
 �� ����
 
� � 
��
 �	�� ����� ���
�	�	 ���
� or in English: “And if there shall be a convocation of all the
congregation for judgment or for a council of the community or for a
convocation of war, they shall sanctify themselves for three days.” The
next sentence would begin with the words ��� 
�� ��	�
, which could be
translated as “All those who come should be.” These words are followed by
a lacuna which is restored above (together with Licht and later editions)
as ��[�
 �	]��. I do not have an alternative emendation, but this does
not mean that I cannot reject this reading. I suggest we read the second
sentence as follows: �	��� �
� ��[ ]�� ��� 
�� ��	�
, or in English “All
those who come should be [ . . . ] these are the women.” The next sentence
begins with the words: 	��]� 
�� [ . . . �	�]�� ��� ��	� ���
 �	�� ��
"��� 	�	�� �	��	�� �	������ ����[ translated as: “Those appointed to the
Council of the Ya .had from the age of twe[nty . . . ] all the sa[ges of ]the
congregation and the wise and informed, those of unblemished ways
etc.” By such a division of this entire paragraph, I suggest we read the
women back into the text and assume with the introductory paragraph
that women (and children) are included in the events described in this
short text. In this paragraph, which describes the ��	� ��� (council of
the Ya .had), we learn that it consists of two components: women and men
of honor. Following this description, we are informed of those who are
excluded from the council.

In this essay I hope to have exemplified my vision for the methodology
of “reading for gender” in Qumran. I think M. Grossman got it right that
we should discuss whole documents, and I hope I have been able to show
that QSa lends itself nicely to a similar project. I also know that my
suggestion may appear to some rather radical. I am used to finding my
suggestions for reading gender and women into unlikely places scoffed at
and dismissed. I understand that some readers will dismiss my readings
and/or my larger exegetical method. In light of what we have learned and
the strides we have made since the Qumran texts were first deciphered,

36 Schiffman, Eschatological Community, –.
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it would be prudent towait patiently and see how this entire text (and
particularly the last paragraph I discussed) will be understood in say
fifteen years.
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THE HODAYOT’S USE OF THE PSALTER:
TEXT-CRITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS (BOOK 2: PSS 42–72)

John Elwolde
United Bible Societies

The QumranHodayotmake extensive use of biblical texts, in particular of
the Psalms. Accordingly, Jean Carmignac, after attempting an exhaustive
listing of biblical “citations in the Hodayot,” concluded that “l’auteur est
surtout nourri d’Isaïe et des Psaumes.”1 Although the Hodayot writers
aimed at conveying ideas expressed by, or associated with, the biblical
text, rather than at “quoting” that text, it is likely, nonetheless, that the
wording of the source text was at least sometimes reflected in a Hodayot
author’s new composition. The aim of the present study is to identify and
to analyse evidence about the form of the biblical source texts employed
by the Hodayot author(s) (whether consciously or unconsciously) on
the basis of the verbal similarities that exist between various Hodayot
sequences and biblical ones. Potentially significant text-critical evidence
emerges when, for example, a series of words that varies slightly from
the Masoretic tradition (or that agrees with the Masoretic tradition when
other ancient traditions diverge) appears in contexts where there are no
obvious stylistic or exegetical signals for the deliberate manipulation of a
biblical text. Similar studies relating to Books  and  (Pss –; –)
have been published and the present paper employs the same analysis for
Book  (Pss –).2

The texts discussed in this article include the eighteen listed by Car-
mignac (p. )—Pss :; :; :; :– /:; :, , ; :;
:, ; :; : (twice); :; :, ; :; :—as well as three

1 J. Carmignac, “Les citations de l’Ancien Testament, et spécialement des Poèmes du
Serviteur dans les Hymnes de Qumran,” RevQ  (–): –, .

2 “The Hodayot’s Use of the Psalter: Text-Critical Contributions (Book ),” in Psalms
and Prayers: Papers Read at the [Thirteenth] Joint Meeting of the Society of Old Testament
Study and Het Oudtestamentisch Werkgezelschap in Nederland en België, Apeldoorn [–
] August  (ed. B. Becking and E. Peels; OtSt ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; “The
Hodayot’s Use of the Psalter: Text-Critical Contributions (Book : Pss –),” DSD
 (): –. A paper covering Book  (Pss –) will be published in the
proceedings of the IOSOT XX Conference (Helsinki, August –, ).
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others discussed only by Preben Wernberg-Møller3—Pss :; :;
:. Psalm :, also presented by Wernberg-Møller, is discussed in
the paper on Book , in connection with Ps :.4

Ps : = QHa VIII[XVI]:–
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QHa VIII:– [XVI:–]:5 �
�
 ������ 	
� 	���� �	���� 	
� ������	�.

There is no comparable expression in the rest of the Dead Sea Scrolls, but
in MT note also Lam :, 	
���>� 	(
�� (��4���/� �&�/�
+ �&�B�, and, less strikingly,
Ps :a: C�0���>� ������
 ����� 	
�. However, within Ps , as Hughes indicates,
the words of the Hodayot passage “my soul within me is bowed down”
might contain an allusion to any one of vv. , , or , or to two, or to all
three of them.6 Hughes is the only commentator I have noticed who also

3 P. Wernberg-Møller, “The Contribution of the Hodayot to Biblical Textual Criti-
cism,” Text  (): –.

4 Unbracketed references are to E.L. Sukenik’s edition, bracketed ones to Martin
Abegg’s electronic edition of the Dead Sea Scrolls, as accessed through the Accordance
software, from which the Hodayot texts are also taken. (Significant differences from the
edition of Sukenik are noted.) Abegg’s edition also includes the text ofHodayotMSS from
Cave , QHa–f (Q–), as they appear in E. Schuller’s edition inDJDXXIX ():
–.

5 Note that Sukenik has ??? for the first 	
�; J. Licht,TheThanksgiving Scroll: A Scroll
from the Wilderness of Judaea: Text, Introduction, Commentary and Glossary (Jerusalem:
Bialik Institute, ), , restores [	��]; S. Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot: Psalms from Qum-
ran (ATDan ; Aarhus: Universitetsforlaget, ), ,  n. , restores [	
!]�, noting
that 
! “wave” is found in Ps :, and that “the following expression [i.e., ������ 	
� 	����]
also seems dependent upon Ps. .”

6 J.A. Hughes, Scriptural Allusions and Exegesis in the Hodayot (STDJ ; Leiden:
Brill, ), . Other sources referred to are: Licht, Thanksgiving Scroll; M. Mansoor,
The Thanksgiving Hymns Translated and Annotated with an Introduction (STDJ ; Lei-
den: Brill, ); A. Dupont-Sommer, Le Livre des Hymnes découvert près de la mer
Morte (QH): Traduction integrale avec introduction et notes (Sem ; Paris: Adrien-
Maisonneuve, ); M. Delcor, Les Hymnes de Qumran (Hodayot): Texte hébreu, intro-
duction, traduction, commentaire (Autour de la Bible; Paris: Letouzey et Ané, );
Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot; M. Wallenstein, “A Striking Hymn from the Dead Sea Scrolls,”
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correctly draws attention to the use of �	���� “breakers” in line , and
to its occurrence in Ps :.7 However, beyond this possible additional
parallel and the shared genre of individual lament there is nothing in
the verbal or conceptual context of theHodayot passage to link it clearly
to v.  (or  or ). Indeed, one could even argue that the source of the
Hodayot sequence here is not the Psalter at all but rather Lam :, noted
above.

If, however, we agree with commentators like Carmignac, Licht, and
Dec in seeing the primary linguistic influence as coming from Ps :,
it is difficult to draw any text-critical conclusions from the difference
between � ֥��&+��
� 	
���>� 	(
�� in the Psalm and ������ 	
� 	����. LXX (in all
its traditions), Peshitta, Psalterium iuxta hebraicum, and Tg. Ps. support
the word order of MT. Nevertheless, the absence of a preceding divine
name in theHodayot passage and the initial waw (	����) might be seen to
support the text division in LXX:8

σωτ�ρι�ν τ�� πρ�σ�π�υ μ�υ (κα�) � �ε�ς μ�υ
πρ�ς �μαυτ�ν � ψυ�� μ�υ �ταρ���η;

or Peshitta: �	
�� �
����
�
�� �����


�
���� ���� ���

BHS recommends emending MT to: � ֥��&+��
� 	
���>� 	(
�� @	G���.� 	>��1 �(�C�/	
(cf. : = :); Briggs and Briggs prefer: 	G��7� 	.��1 �&�C�/	 “the saving
acts of the presence of (Yahweh) my God.”9 Barthélemy, in his lengthy
discussion of the ending of Ps : and the beginning of Ps :, points
out that “[le] très ancien papyrus B” reads as MT, and may represent

BJRL  (): –; M.A. Knibb,The Qumran Community (Cambridge Commen-
taries on Writings of the Jewish and Christian World bc to ad ; Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, ), –; B.P. Kittel,TheHymns of Qumran: Transla-
tion andCommentary (SBLDS ; Missoula: Scholars Press, ); A.M. Gazov-Ginsberg,
M.M. Elizarova, and K.B. Starkova, Teksti Kumrana (Pamyatniki Kulturi Vostoka, ; St.
Petersburg: Tsentr Peterburgskoe Vostokobedenie, ), –; P. Dec, “Zwoje Hym-
nów Dziekczynnych znad Morza Martwego [Megillôt haHôdajôt] QHa [QHb/Q–
Q]” (Ph.D. diss., Papal Theological Academy Krakow, ); G. Roye Williams, “Par-
allelism in the Hodayot from Qumran” (Ph.D. diss., Annenberg Research Institute, ).

7 Hughes, Scriptural Allusions,  n. , .
8 Cf. F. Field, ed., Origenis Hexaplorum quae supersunt: Sive Veterum interpretum

graecorum in totum Vetus Testamentum fragmenta, vol. : Jobus—Malachias: Auctarium
et indices (Oxford: Clarendon, ; repr. Hildesheim: Olms, ]), b (http://www.
archive.org/stream/origenishexaplororiguoftpage//mode/up [ April ]).

9 C.A. Briggs and E.G. Briggs, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of
Psalms (ICC;  vols.; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, ), :, .
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the original form of MT rather than 	G���.� 	>��1.10 The Hodayot evidence,
weak as it is, thus might support the majority view, against Barthélemy.

Ps :b = QHa IV: [XII:]

Ps :b: 	*�0��$(��� ��
/�(�/� ���-
�?�	
�0�.
QHa IV: [XII:]: ��� ����	 �
 ���� 	���� ���� 	��� 
�� �[��]�� �����.

The evidence against this passage being dependent on any specific bibli-
cal passage is quite strong. First, the collocation ���� 	��� only occurs
in this one text (although �	��[�] 	��� is found at QHa II: [X:];
QS IX:, and QHa XIV: [VI:]: �	�� 	���� ��� 	
��� 
��).11 Sec-
ondly, ���� does not occur in the Bible, so its parallelism with ���� in
the Hodayot passage is, unfortunately, irrelevant for determining a bib-
lical source for ���� 	��� 
��. Thirdly, the Psalter’s combination of ����
and �
�� is not found anywhere in the Dead Sea Scrolls (although �	��
and �
�� are found in more or less close combination at QS IV:; QHa

 ,  [XXI:, ]; cf. Job :; :). Thus, one wonders why Ps :
was chosen by Carmignac for this Hodayot passage rather than Ps :,
8	 �0���/	 ���-
�B� �	
��F?�	
�, or Ps :, ���	0�/	 C�7�9	?�� ���-
�B� �	
�I 	0�/�(�. In
fact, Holm-Nielsen cites all three passages, whereas Mansoor chooses to
refer only to Ps :.12 Only Delcor agrees with Carmignac in referring
to Ps : alone.13

LXX and Peshitta have a different order of adjectives from MT in this
Psalms passage (�π� �ν�ρ�π�υ �δ!κ�υ κα� δ�λ!�υ #�σα! με), but it can
hardly be argued that the Hodayot passage gives support to the order of
MT here.14

Ps : = QHa II:, – [X:, –]

Ps :: C�	0�&�	
���

 ��
;B� !(�(
 C�	.�0���

 ��1-�� C�0�	
3�+.
QHa II:– [X:–]: �	�!��
 �
 � ���� 	��	���.
QHa II:– [X:–] = QHb (Q)  –:

�	�� 	���� 
� 	�� ����� ���
 	���	�	�.

10 D. Barthélemy, ed., Critique textuelle de l’Ancien Testament, vol. : Psaumes (OBO
.; Fribourg: Academic Press, ), –.

11 Cf. Dec, “Zwoje Hymnów,”  n. .
12 Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot,  n. ; Mansoor,Thanksgiving Hymns,  n. .
13 Delcor, Hymnes, .
14 Pace Wernberg-Møller, “Contribution,” .
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In the Dead Sea Scrolls, the combination of �	� and ���� is found only
in these two Hodayot passages. In the Bible, however, the construction
is attested not only at Ps :, but also at Ps :: 	*�0
	
)(� 	(����1?
��
�
	*�0�	
3�+?
(� 
��B� �(1-��. Note also Sam :: 
0�2�3*	?
��?
(� ��1-�� ��	
+��(3/�.
Ps :, C�	0�&�	
���

 ��
;B� !(�(
 C�	.�0���

 ��1-�� C�	*	��, and Jer :, 8	?�(�J �B	��?	�
��'(�?
�� ��
;�
C ��1-���
 	

, are also mentioned by commentators as possible
sources. Although Wernberg-Møller claims that “Our author . . . adapted
the Biblical phrase [at Ps :] to suit the requirements of his context,”15

Holm-Nielsen characterizes the situation as follows: “It is impossible to
say where �
 � ���� 	��	��� is taken from, because the words are found
in practically identical sequences in Ps. : and :, and Jer. : is a
third possibility.”16

Of the two Hodayot passages, the first (II:–) can more credibly
claim a link with Ps :, in view of the presence in both texts of, on
the one hand, �
 �, and, on the other hand, a noun preceded by -
,
introducing those before whom the speaker fears humiliation: ��	���	��
;
�	�!��
 (the construction is relatively common in the Hodayot).17 The
sequence shared betweenHodayot and Psalter at the level of lexical iden-
tity (���� 	��	���), however, is too short to establish a clear direct link
with Ps :, and there are no further contextual clues in the Hodayot
passage that might point to the same biblical text. If dependency on
Ps : is assumed, however, the Hodayot text would confirm MT
against the proposal of, for example, Oesterley and Briggs and Briggs to
read C�	*	�� for C�0�	
3�+, as at Ps : (��	.�0���

 ��1-�� C�	*	��, because of the repe-
tition of C�0�	
3�+ in the next verse, Ps :: 	&K(< 
���� C�0�	
3�+),18 and against
the insertion of a -
 before ��1-��, as reflected in some Greek and Latin
MSS (see the apparatus to the Göttingen edition).19 As Wernberg-Møller

15 Ibid., .
16 Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot, .
17 T. Muraoka, “Verb Complementation in Qumran Hebrew,” in The Hebrew of the

Dead Sea Scrolls and Ben Sira: Proceedings of a Symposium held at Leiden University –
 December  (ed. idem and J.F. Elwolde; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –, .

18 W.O.E. Oesterley, The Psalms: Translated with Text-Critical and Exegetical Notes
(London: SPCK, ), ; Briggs and Briggs, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
the Book of Psalms, :.

19 A. Rahlfs, ed., Psalmi cum Odis (rd ed.; Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Grae-
cum Auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum Gottingensis ; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, ), .
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points out, there is no evidence from versions or MSS for the singular
pronoun of the Hodayot (	��	���) as against the plural one of MT.20

Ps :– /: = QHa I:– [IX:–];
XIII: [V:]; VII: [XV:];

XVIII: [XXIII:]; IV: [XII:]

Ps :–: 	*�5��(� 	
���L(�0�C 	*�&��0� 	*�0��<(� �:�� @	G����� �0��� ,	����M �N�� , ֑�F��(��� �	
��7� 	*�.D��.
Ps :: 	G
0� �.��1 ,	����M �N�� , ֑�F��(� �&�?	
� 8	 	*�.���.
QHa I:– [IX:–]: ���� ���� ����� . . . ��	��� 
��!� ��	���� ����.

The parallel here with QHa I:– is claimed only by Wernberg-Møl-
ler.21 The four additional Hodayot passages cited (by Carmignac) also
include various forms of the combination �	��� ���. A search of Abegg’s
electronic version reveals an additional three occurrences (or restora-
tions) in the main Hodayot scroll, QHa, and nine in other Dead Sea
Scrolls. The fact that the constituent parts are so common in theHodayot
(�	��� is found  times in allHodayot texts, including restorations, and
���  times) indicates a strong statistical probability that their combina-
tion is a natural result of the use of the Hebrew language (in speech or in
writing) by members of the Dead Sea Scrolls community. Demonstration
of a direct relationship of any oneHodayot text with either of the Psalms
passages in which the collocation also occurs would require the presence
of additional elements linking thatHodayot text to one of those passages.

Counting against any such dependency is the fact that in none of the
up to ten occurrences of �	��� ��� in all Hodayot texts (including Q
material) does the prefixed -�, which characterizes both biblical usages,
appear.22 For Wernberg-Møller, however, Ps :– represents a specific
source of wording in QHa I:– [IX:–]. The additional 
��! in
the Hodayot passage (��	��� 
��!� for MT’s , ֑�F��(�) is seen by Wernberg-
Møller as reflecting a LXX-typeVorlage:23 LXX reads κατ$ τ� μ�γα %λε�ς
σ�υ, which, of course, better fits the parallel ,	����M �N��. Similarly, accord-
ing to Wernberg-Møller, the Hodayot’s ��	��� supports a Hebrew MS
that reads the plural form as against the singular , ֑�F��(� in all other exam-

20 Wernberg-Møller, “Contribution,” .
21 Ibid., .
22 Wernberg-Møller notes support in Hebrew MSS (see BHS) for a reading with -�

rather than -� at Ps :, i.e., ��	���� rather than ,	����M �N�� (ibid.).
23 Ibid., –.
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ples of MT.24 No light is cast, however, on the additional conjunction
that appears in LXX (κατ$ τ� μ�γα %λε�ς σ�υ κα� κατ$ τ� πλ&��ς τ'ν
�(κτιρμ'ν σ�υ) and Peshitta (see BHS). No other commentator agrees
with Wernberg-Møller in seeing a connection between these two pas-
sages.

Of the fourHodayot texts listed by Carmignac, perhaps VII: [XV:]
has the clearest immediate claim to a biblical connection of some kind,
in as much as it also employs ���, found in both the Psalms texts:

.�
 	���
 ��	��� ���� [ ] �	�
 ��	����� 	������

Holm-Nielsen also cites IV:– [XII:–]: ����� ��	���� [	�]���� 	�
��	���.25 Note also VII: [XV:]:

.
	��� ����� [������ ��	��� �]��� 	����� 	���

QHa X: [XVIII:], once restored, might also reflect the penitential
thought as well as the language of Ps ::

.[��	���	
]�� �������[ 	��� "	��� �]��� ����� 
��!� �����
 [ ]

At QHa IV:, Delcor notes a parallel with Ps :, and Holm-Nielsen
refers to Ps : as well.26 Additionally, Holm-Nielsen points out “the
similar �	�� �	���” in four other biblical texts.

Ps : = QHa I: [IX:]; VII:
[XV:];   [XXII:]; IX[XVII]:–

Ps :: ,O������� ���/�
+ ,�N��I�<  (F��
+ �(�(��
.
QHa I: [IX:]: ��	��� 
�� �� �� �[��� ]����� �	�� "����.
QHa VII: [XV:]: ������ ��	��
  ��	 	��.
QHa   [XXII:]: ������� ���	 	��.
QHa IX[XVII]:–: ����[� ��]�	 �
� ���[�]��� 
��  ��	 �
 	�.

Of theHodayot texts cited by Carmignac, only frg.   [XXII:] has an
at least superficially clear correspondence with Ps :, the only biblical
passage in which the verbal roots ��� and ��� are collocated. Having
said this, in the Psalms passage ��� is stated of God, whereas in the
Hodayot the purity of any being other than God is questioned. Thus,
beyond the fact of broad lexical similarity, there is no clear syntactic or

24 Ibid., .
25 Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot,  n. .
26 Delcor, Hymnes, ; Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot,  n. .
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conceptual parallelism between the Hodayot and the biblical passages,
and any dependency can only be of the most general kind.27

Ps : = QHa IV:– [XII:–]

Ps :: 	
P
� 	*���(�7�9	 ���0���C 	+�
�
&� �&����<?�0�.
QHa IV:– [XII:–]: 
�� ����� ��� ��� ���� ����.

It is difficult to see anything beyond a merely conceptual parallel here.
For example, Hughes comments: “The all-encompassing phrase, from
the womb and unto old age, echoes biblical language such as that found
in Ps : [].”28 Similarly, Holm-Nielsen: “For the train of thought, cf.
Ps. :”; and: “The last words in line  and the first in line  are
possibly inspired by Ps. :.”29 Mansoor refers “the idea” to Ps :
and Ps : (�B��� 	5��Q ����<
� C��� ���2֑0� �	
���- C�R�); similarly, Delcor, who
compares “le contenu doctrinal” of the Hodayot passage with that of the
Psalm.30

Ps : = QHa IV:– [XII:–];
VII:– [XV:–]; X:– [XVIII:–]

Ps :b: 	*�0�	S&� ������� �%�����C �&�%L(� �+��(��� ���7�?�0�.
QHa IV:– [XII:–]: ����!� ���
� ����� ���
� 	��� 	������ 	�.
QHa VII:– [XV:–]: 	������ ���
� 	���� ������ 	��
��� 	�.
QHa X:– [XVIII:–]: ���	��� [���]�� ����� �
�� ���
��� ��
	��� 	�.

With regard to the second and third Hodayot passages, Licht comments
that the collocation of 
	��� and �	��� is frequent in the Hodayot.31

Carmignac is virtually the only commentator to draw parallels between
the Psalm and any of the three Hodayot texts.32 The only exception
is Delcor who supports Carmignac in seeing a possible “allusion” at

27 Cf. ibid.,  n. : “[t]he same usage, but in a different sense.”
28 Hughes, Scriptural Allusions, .
29 Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot,  n. , .
30 Mansoor,Thanksgiving Hymns, ; Delcor, Hymnes, ; see also ibid., .
31 Licht,Thanksgiving Scroll, .
32 For each passage, Dec, “Zwoje Hymnów,”  n. ,  nn. –,  n. ,

notes a variety of Hodayot and other Dead Sea Scrolls parallels but no biblical text. At
VII:, Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot, – n. , compares Ps :, C�?T:E�< ,-&�/� ,�
	
��3(�
T0
0�; Dan :, �B�	
� ,�
	
��3(��
 	
����B	, and, in particular, Neh :: ��
	
��3(��
 �+(�B� ���&L(� ,��C�/�.



the hodayot’s use of the psalter 

IV:–,33 but it is difficult to sustain any clear parallel here in lexis or
construction. If we accept MT as it stands, the -� of �%����<, refers to the
location at which instruction is to take place (in the interior of a human
being), whereas in the Hodayot, the -� always introduces the object, or
topic, of instruction. In the Hodayot, the object of instruction is never
specified as ������� and the construction in question is always found in
parallel with a clearly synonymous sequence, which is not the case in the
Psalms passage.

As an indication of some textual confusion in the biblical passage,
note LXX’s τ$ )δηλα κα� τ$ κρ*+ια τ&ς σ�+!ας σ�υ �δ�λωσ�ς μ�ι (< [?]
	*�0�	S&� ,�������� �&�%���C �&�%��<), which might reflect a text that was closer in
syntactic shape to the construction found in theHodayot (albeit without
the introductory -�). Even so, there would still no lexical grounds for
drawing a parallel between the Hodayot texts and the biblical passage.
The most that might be argued is that the frequency of the construction
represented by the Hodayot passages (with two nominal expressions in
parallel and suffixed nomen rectum) adds support to a LXX-typeVorlage
as more original than the text found in MT (for τ&ς σ�+!ας σ�υ note also
Peshitta ������� ������ �������

�
���)

Ps : = QHa II:– [X:–]

Ps :: ��	
�
F �&����� �B��
.!�+ �����
3/� �&3�3 	*�0�	
���(+.
QHa II: [X:]: [	]���� 
��
 ��
[� ���� 	��]!	 
��
 ���� 	�	����.

In view of the different verbal forms, ���� 	�	���� “and those who pro-
claim rejoicing,” as against �&3�3 	*�0�	
���(+ “you cause me to hear gladness,”
and the absence of other contextual clues, it is difficult to see any connec-
tion between these two passages. In fact, no connection is made by any
commentator other than Wernberg-Møller.34 Mansoor sees here an “allu-
sion” to Jer :, �	
+��(�*�/� �&3�3�
 ��
���� 	
+��(���/�, Est :, T(1��9� ����� �E4�(�/�
��4� ��R	�
 
��0�0�C �����
3�
 ��R!B'
� ����
, and similar passages.35 In any case, the
Hodayot reading would not support the Peshitta variant here, � �!"#�

“satisfy me with.”36

33 Delcor, Hymnes, . In lines –, Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot, , also notes a
possible reference to Ps :.

34 Wernberg-Møller, “Contribution,” .
35 Mansoor,Thanksgiving Hymns,  n. .
36 Cf. Wernberg-Møller, “Contribution,” ; BHS.
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Ps : = QHa V:– [XIII:–] + QHc (Q)  

Ps :: �B'
�- �034� ��L%
�� �(�(��� ,֑9�&��
 �4���(+ �&C(�.
QHa V:– [XIII:–] + QHc  :

� � ���
 ���� 
�	
� [	����] �����	 ��
 ���� ����.

As the construction �&C(� �4���(
 is only attested in these two texts, a
relationship of dependency of the Hodayot author here on the bibli-
cal text is at least a prima facie possibility.37 The presence of ���
 in
both texts and also � � (in Ps :) might seem to point in the same
direction as well. However, the fact that in neither of these general lex-
ical parallels do we find the exact wording of the Psalms text clearly
reflected, and that words and concepts expressed in one text are absent
from the other, suggests that any dependence was vague and proba-
bly unconscious or, alternatively, that there was a conscious and delib-
erate use of the Psalms text, not, as it were, to quote, but rather sim-
ply to employ some of its elements in a creative way. Along with a ref-
erence to the Psalms passage, Holm-Nielsen also notes QHa IV:–
 [XII:–], �����	 
�	
� ����,38 a parallel usage that at least raises
the possibility that �&C(� �4���(
 simply represents an expression of the
Hodayot author’s own literary creativity, independent of any real depen-
dence on the biblical text. Significantly, Holm-Nielsen does not indi-
cate Ps : as a source of the Hodayot usage in V:, and Wallen-
stein compared �����	 ��
 ���� ���� with Mic :, &���>� �>C(� �0�4F 
&�BK(�/�
�C�, and � � ���
 ���� with Ps :, �&��
 	
+
� C��<
F C����1 	(
�� ���-
�?	
�C
�;G�.39

In any case, the Hodayot text is not obviously relevant to the issue
of the text division in Ps :–: see the Psalterium Gallicanum, which
includes �&'(�?
�� from the end of v.  in MT at the beginning of v. : Tota
die injustitiam cogitavit lingua tua; note also the layout of BHS, followed
by NRSV and REB, which takes "���
 as the subject not of the preceding
�4���(+ �&C(�, but of the following complement: ��L%
�� �(�(���.40

37 See DCH :a; :a.
38 Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot,  n. ; also Licht, Thanksgiving Scroll, ; Dupont-

Sommer, Livre des Hymnes,  nn. –.
39 Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot, ; Wallenstein, “Striking Hymn,”  nn. –.
40 See also Briggs and Briggs, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of

Psalms, :, , ; Oesterley, Psalms, –.
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Ps : = QHa IV:– [XII:–]

Ps :: 	*�.�	S�� ,��2C�/!
�C 	*�0�	
�&� ,��
��< �	
��7�.
QHa IV:– [XII:–]:41 ������!� �����
 ��
 ���� 
� ��� 	�.

In view of the fact that the limited similarity here is in large measure
conceptual rather than lexical, and that both ��� /���� and ����! occur
so often in the Hodayot ( and  times respectively; the noun �	� is
found just once in theHodayot, at IX[XVII]:]), it seems most likely that
the usage in this Hodayot passage reflects not dependence on a biblical
text but rather the natural linguistic creativity of the author or indeed of
the Qumran hymn writers in general. Note, for example at QShirShabbd

(Q)  i :
�	� 	��� 
��
 �����!� ����� �� {���} 	���� 
��
 �	��
�[ ��� �	�]

At QM (Q) XIII:, ���
� �����! 	�����might reflect familiarity with
this hymnic usage. Apart from Carmignac, only Delcor claims that the
Hodayot text “se réfère probablement au” Ps : (although Delcor also
draws attention to the difference between ��� and �	�).42 In any case,BHS
notes no relevant textual variants in the biblical passage.

Ps : = QHa II: [X:]

Ps :: 	
���>� 	0���4��< 	B�Q�� 	

 �.�4� �	
��7� �.D
�.
QHa II: [X:]: �	����  ���� 	��� "����� 	��� [
�]��
 ���
 ���� ����.

The striking declaration 	
���>� 	0���4��� 	B�Q�� is not clearly reflected in the
Hodayot passage, where, instead, we probably have no more than an
expression of the biblical concept of God’s upholding of the faithful,
attested not only at Ps :, but also at Ps :, 	*�0�����
� ���	S/� (�C�/�, and
perhaps also Ps :, �2	*	 �� &<

 TC���. The idea was widely appropriated
among the Hodayot writers and other members of the Dead Sea Scrolls
community, as indicated by the following texts:
QHa VII: [XV:]: ������ 	����� 	� 	���� �����.
QHa XVIII: [XXIII:]: ������ ����� ��� ��	
.
QHa IX[XVII]:: 	������ ����� ����� 	����� ���� �����.

41 At QHd (Q)  , ���� is followed by -� rather than -
; see E. Schuller in DJD
XXIX []: .

42 Delcor, Hymnes, .
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QpIsad (Q) VIII:: ]� ������	 
��.
QHb (Q)  : 	�
 "���� 	���� 	���� "���.
QPsa (Q) XIX:: 	����� 	�� ��	��� 
��.

Of commentators consulted other than Carmignac, only Dec links our
two passages, saying that the Hodayot sequence is a “parafraza” of the
one found at Ps :.43 BHS indicates no textual diversity.

Ps : = QHa IX[XVII]:

Ps :: ,O
���
(�/	 �C�/� ,����/	 8	?
(� T0
��(�.
QHa IX[XVII]:: 	�
�
�� ��� ��	� ���.

Here, again, it is difficult to justify any but the broadest conceptual
dependency on biblical passages referring to God’s sustaining of the
faithful. Three other passages in the Bible and three in the Dead Sea
Scrolls make reference to the same idea:
Neh :: ��+�
(��

� �B��� �	
��<-(�/�.
Kgs :: ��� ,�
���
(��
 	
�	*C
� �	
�-4���?���.
Kgs :: ,O
���
(��
 �B����
(� ��H
� ��� 	
�	*C
� �.D
�.
QS III:: ��	��� 
��� �
�
�	 �����.
QHa IX[XVII]:: ��[	]��� 
��
 
�
��  	�� ������.
QShirb (Q)  : 
�
��	 ��
 �
�� 	�� 
���.

Of the Dead Sea Scrolls texts, QS III: would appear to have a stronger
claim than ourHodayot one to dependency on the Psalms passage. Holm-
Nielsen compares Ps : and Ruth :, T0���	03?��� 
0��
(��
, which at
least on the linguistic level would seem to be a more likely source of our
Hodayot passage than Ps :.44 Among other commentators, only Licht
and Mansoor compare Ps :.45 BHS records no textual issues.

Ps : = QHa V:–, – [XIII:–, –]

Ps :: �I��?	.��< �	
���� ��������� �
����
 T&��< 	
���>�
��F(� �:�� �B�&��
C �	
)
�/� �	*��� ���	.D
�.

QHa V:– [XIII:–]: ���� 	��
 �	���� �	�	�
 "��� [ ] ����
�	���! [�]� 	���� �	�	�� ��� 	���� ��	��.

QHa V:– [XIII:–]:��� �	��� ����
��� ��	�� ���� ��� �	�	�� 	� ��!���.

43 Dec, “Zwoje Hymnów,”  n. .
44 Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot,  n. .
45 Licht,Thanksgiving Scroll, ; Mansoor,Thanksgiving Hymns,  n. .
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Although "��� is followed by a word for lion only in these two pas-
sages, other parallels are rather weak: Carmignac highlights the paral-
lelism of ��� 	�� and ���� 	��. There is also an overall similarity in the
general structure, with the second part of each sequence (as presented
above) apparently expanding on the destructive nature of the lion men-
tioned in the first part. In that case, what appears in MT as �I��?	.��< �	
����
“devouring the children of Adam” would correspond to ���� 	��
 �	����
in the Hodayot: “appointed for the children of guilt.” The second part of
theHodayot text, “lions breaking the bone(s) of the mighty and drinking
the blood of warriors,” might then represent a creative reworking of the
second part of MT, focussing on the consequences of the characteristics
of the lions as presented in MT: “their teeth (for breaking bones) are a
spear and arrows and their tongue (for drinking blood), a sharp sword.”
If the idea of this kind of creative reworking is accepted, then it is also
already evidenced in the use of ���� 	�� for ��� 	��, noted above.

The likelihood that the Psalms passage underlies theHodayot one here
is somewhat strengthened by possible echoes of the same Psalms passage
later in the same hodayah. In fact, QHa V:– [XIII:–] is the only
literary unit in the Hodayot where lions are mentioned, at lines , , ,
and  [, , , ],46 and an argument for dependence on Ps : can
be made in the first two of these three additional passages.

This is rather clear in lines –[–] (see above), which might
reflect an inaccurate recollection or a creative reworking of the second
half of v.  (see above). Whereas Dupont-Sommer (followed by Delcor),
simply says that the usage here is “inspiré de Ps., LVII, ,”47 Holm-Nielsen
sees the parallelism of ��	�� with ���
�� rather than ���
 as arising from
a merging, whether unconscious or creative, of the text in Ps : with
that of Joel :: &
 �	
��
 �&��$(���C �.	-(� 	.D
� �	BD
�.48 Mansoor refers additionally
to Job :, C�G+*� �	U	
��� 	.D
�/�, for the mention of �	�	�� in the Hodayot
text, although here Gazov-Ginsberg is probably right to identify Ps :,
8	 #4�/� �	U	
��� �&��+�
(�, as the source of both the �	�	�� and the ���
�� in
the Hodayot passage.49

46 Contrast the Psalms, where there are at least eleven references, mainly in Book :
Pss :; :; :; :, ; :; :; :; :; :; :.

47 Dupont-Sommer, Livre des Hymnes,  n. ; Delcor, Hymnes, .
48 Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot, .
49 Mansoor, Thanksgiving Hymns,  n. ; Gazov-Ginsberg, Teksti Kumrana, 

n. .
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Ps : might also lie behind the usage found in our Hodayot unit’s
third mention of lions, at line [], ���� ��� ��	�� ����� 	�� ��� 
���
����
 ����, which might recall in a different form ��F(� �:�� �B�&��
C of
the Psalm. Neither Carmignac nor any other commentator consulted,
however, makes this connection. Delcor is, of course, correct in seeing
the exact words of the Hodayot text at the beginning of Ps :, C�/��� �����
�B�&��
 �:��(�, said not of lions but of the �9��� 	0
��41 at the end of v. .50 Formal
identity with one Psalms passage does not, however, rule out influence
from another that is is merely similar, especially when the latter passage
has already been cited or alluded to once and perhaps even twice in the
preceding lines.

Returning to Ps :, then, if dependency of this Hodayot text on the
biblical one is accepted, there are several textual issues for which the
Hodayot passage might be relevant.

At the beginning of the verse, in LXX the “soul” (MT 	
���>�, represented
in all the versions) is the object of “save”: κα� �ρρ*σατ� τ,ν ψυ��ν μ�υ.
Because of this verb, LXX then reads, apparently, "��� (�κ μ�σ�υ) instead
of "���. Here, however, the Hodayot passage, if accepted as relevant,
clearly supports MT.

The following word in MT is the hapax ����
. Here, most probably,
the Hodayot writer saw (or heard or interpreted as) the normal �	
��
.
The Hodayot reading thus supports MT and LXX (�κ μ�σ�υ σκ*μνων)
against both Peshitta, ���"�

�
��� $% (in other respects, Peshitta supports, or

relies on, LXX here), and Tg. Ps. �	���
� ����.
If the Hodayot is dependent on this Psalms passage, its interpretation

of ����
 as �	
��
 is, of course, confirmed by the words that follow: . . . ��	��,
etc. Moreover, the Hodayot text would clearly indicate an interpretation
in which the ��� 	�� cannot be the possessors of the destructive teeth and
tongues of the second half of the biblical verse, but, rather, their victims.
Note here the observation of Gazov-Ginsberg: “the author of the hymn
identifies himself not with the persecuted but with the persecutors [my
translation]”!51 The point is probably more accurately expressed by Licht:
“the meaning of the imagery is different: in the Psalms, the lions are a
symbol of the wicked, but the lions in this hodayah are appointed for

50 Delcor, Hymnes, ; also Dupont-Sommer, Livre des Hymnes,  n. ; Mansoor,
Thanksgiving Hymns,  n. ; Licht, Thanksgiving Scroll, ; Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot,
 n. , .

51 Gazov-Ginsberg, Teksti Kumrana,  n. .
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the wicked; they are a symbol of the punishment threatened against the
children of iniquity . . . [,] a symbol of the angels of destruction appointed
for the wicked [my translation].”52

Nothing corresponding to MT’s ���������, or indeed �	
���� ��������� seems
to be present in theHodayot, and thus no light is cast on LXX’s �κ�ιμ��ην
τεταραγμ�ν�ς (cf. Peshitta: ��� &�
� �� ��'��); the same applies to the
difficult �	�� / ��		� 	��� “my soul glows” in Tg. Ps.53

Because the second Hodayot sequence, in lines –[–], dif-
fers significantly from the corresponding text at the end of Ps :,
it can have no obvious text-critical relevance. The text of MT here,
��F(� �:�� �B�&��
C �	
)
�/� �	*��� ���	.D
�, is reflected in the versions, with the
slight possible exception of LXX’s -πλ�ν “weapon, armour” for �	*���
“spear.”

Note that Holm-Nielsen makes no reference to Ps : in connection
with lines –, preferring to see the background of theHodayot usage in
the biblical account of Daniel in the lions’ den (Dan :–).54 Dec does
not refer to the Psalms passage in his discussion of “lions” in the Bible.55

Delcor refers to Ps : only as one of several passages in which enemies
and lions are compared.56

At line [], Gazov-Ginsberg sees the primary provenance of the
Hodayot usage in Dan :: ���B�B	-(� �%1 �>!��C V0����
(� �(
�� 	
��
7�.57 That Dan
:– has a primary role here is also accepted by Holm-Nielsen.58

Curiously, Licht makes no mention of the Daniel story in his introduction
to the Hodayot passage or in his comments on it (although he cites Dan
: at line []), but appears to view the Psalm as the primary source
of the lion imagery in the hodayah.59 Similar comments apply as well to
the treatments of Delcor and Mansoor.

52 Licht,Thanksgiving Scroll, .
53 D.M. Stec,TheTargumof Psalms: Translated, with aCritical Introduction, Apparatus,

and Notes (ArBib ; London: T&T Clark, ), . Cf. Jastrow, , a, b, and
the apparatus in Stec, Targum of Psalms, .

54 Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot,  nn. –, .
55 Dec, “Zwoje Hymnów,”  n. .
56 Delcor, Hymnes, .
57 Gazov-Ginsberg, Teksti Kumrana,  n. . See Kittel, Hymns, –, for an

overview of the literary and thematic significance of the lion imagery in our Hodayot
unit and its background in the biblical story of Daniel.

58 Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot, .
59 Licht,Thanksgiving Scroll, .
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Ps :a = QHa V: [XIII:]

Ps :a: �B�&��
 �:��(� C�/��� �����.
QHa V: [XIII:]: ����
 ���� ���� ��� ��	�� ����� 	�� ��� 
���.

See above, on Ps :. The text here is identical to Ps :a in MT, for
which no significant variants are found. Moreover, the words do not
occur elsewhere in this form. The nearest parallel to our sequence in the
Bible or Dead Sea Scrolls is ���B�?&��� �B�&��
 C�W��� at Ps :. The parallel
with the Hodayot passage has found its way into modern commentaries
on Psalms,60 but it is curious that such an exact coincidence of wording
is not highlighted in editions and studies of the Hodayot.

Ps : = QHa II: [X:]

Ps :: C�0
/!M �&P(
 �(�B�?��/� �	*'(�(< C�0���>� ��X(�.
QHa II: [X:]: �		�� ����� 	��� ���� 	� 	���� �����.

This parallel is not listed by Carmignac nor mentioned by any other
commentator apart from Wernberg-Møller.61 The combination ��� �	�
occurs six times more in the Bible (Judg :; Sam :; :; Kgs
:; Isa :; Job :), but in only one of these is God, as in Ps :,
the subject: Isa :, &���>� ����� �	
3�+?�
�. In the Dead Sea Scrolls, it is
attested only once elsewhere, again in the Hodayot, III: [XI:], where,
however, the subject is the author’s enemies: ��
��[�]� �	���� [	]��� ��	�	�
�	. The combination in our Hodayot passage with �		� (����� 	��� ����
�		��) makes a relationship with the Psalms text more likely (C�0���>� ��X(�
�	*'(�(<), even though it is clear that the dominant imagery is probably
drawn from Sam :,�	*'(�(� �&����< �2C��� 	*�Q�� ���9� ���/	��/� (as noted by the
great majority of commentators). Moreover, there are no other elements
in the Hodayot text that link it obviously with the Psalm. Perhaps we
could at best venture to characterize the situation as one in which the
imagery of the Samuel passage has been expressed by means of the
language and structure of the Psalms one.

To go beyond this statement and argue that the singular suffix in the
Hodayot passage is of text-critical relevance to the Psalm is much less
easy to justify, in view of the reworking of language and imagery that

60 E.g., A.A. Anderson, The Book of Psalms, vol. : Psalms – (The New Century
Bible Commentary; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), , probably via Mowinckel.

61 Wernberg-Møller, “Contribution,” .
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has taken place more generally in the construction of this sequence in
the Hodayot, whether consciously or unconsciously influenced by one
or both of the biblical passages. This argument is, however, defended by
Wernberg-Møller, who saw the Hodayot’s 	��� as supporting LXX’s τ,ν
ψυ��ν μ�υ against ����� of MT: “The evidence of G [and VL and V]
suggests that the form of the suffix [	���] was not merely changed . . . to
fit . . . a new context, but was actually present in Hebrew MSS at the time
of the first translation of the Psalter into Greek.”62 Wernberg-Møller’s
claim assumes the Greek translator faithfully represented a Hebrew text
that had a singular pronoun rather than raising the possibility that the
translator himself changed from plural to singular for translational or
editorial reasons.

Ps : = QHa III: [XI:]

Ps :: �B	 �&
%��P
� �	
���.
QHa III: [XI:]: �	 ��
��[�]� �	���� [	]��� ��	�	�.

In the Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls, the combination �	 ��
�� occurs
only in these two passages and Mic :, and there is nothing in the con-
text to recommend the Psalms passage as the closer parallel over the
Micah one, where, moreover, there is a prefixed -�, as in the Hodayot.
Indeed, Mansoor refers only to Micah, whereas Delcor and Holm-Niel-
sen compare both biblical verses.63 In the Dead Sea Scrolls, the noun
�
��� is found twice elsewhere in the Hodayot (III: [XI:]; VIII:
[XVI:]) and six times in other texts. The collocation with �	 is unre-
markable and might easily reflect the Hodayot author’s own linguistic
creativity rather than any dependency on either of the biblical passages
in which this combination is found. It can hardly be used as evidence in
support of an LXX Vorlage with prefixed -� (�ν).64

62 Ibid.
63 Mansoor, Thanksgiving Hymns,  n. ; Delcor, Hymnes, ; Holm-Nielsen, Ho-

dayot,  n. .
64 Cf. L.C.L. Brenton, The Septuagint Version of the Old Testament: With an English

Translation and with Various Readings and Critical Notes (London: Bagster and Sons,
; repr. Grand Rapids: Zondervan, ), : “I will bring my people again through
the depths of the sea” (italics in the original); Tg. Ps: ��	� �	�
���� � 	���	 	� �	 	��; BHS
notes the LXX reading only, as well as some Hebrew MSS.
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Ps : = QHa III: [XI:]

Ps :: �4� 
& &
& �< �0+*	 �0�.
QHa III: [XI:]: �
� � ���	 �	��� ����.

Curiously, this appears to be the only occurrence in the Dead Sea Scrolls
of the idiom 
� (�) ���, although it is quite frequent in the Bible.65 There
is no clear evidence from theHodayot usage that Ps : influenced the
Hodayot author at this point and the usage at Ps : is of no particular
text-critical significance. Apart from Carmignac, the only commentator
to refer to Ps : is Delcor, although he also notes Ps :, C���B� 
& 
�	Y����.66 To this last reference, Licht adds Job :: �	
��7� 	.��<?
�� C�	UB'>�.67

Holm-Nielsen refers instead to Jer :, V�
& �< 	(
�� �B���B�.68 Mansoor cites
Ps :; Job :, and Jer :.69

Ps : = QHa IV: [XII:]

Ps :: #��4� 	*�C ��>	 	
�����

/� ��N 	
�C����< C��+*'>�.
QHa IV[XII]:–: #��� �� �	 ����
� �	���� ��� � �� �����	�.

This example is illustrative of the many cases in which even though a rela-
tionship between aHodayot passage and a particular biblical text can eas-
ily be seen, theHodayot version adds little to our knowledge of the devel-
opment of the biblical text. In this example, the words are fairly clearly
drawn from a specific biblical passage,70 but have been morphosyntacti-
cally adapted to a different context (even though, as Delcor notes, in both
passages the overall context is that of the persecution of the righteous).71

There are no significant text-critical issues relating to this Psalms passage,
and so the only text-critical value of the Hodayot text here is, broadly, to
support MT.

65 See DCH :a, b.
66 Delcor, Hymnes, .
67 Licht,Thanksgiving Scroll, .
68 Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot,  n. .
69 Mansoor,Thanksgiving Hymns,  n. .
70 Cf. Hughes, Scriptural Allusions, : “a very clear allusion to Ps : []”;

Delcor, Hymnes, : “certainement une allusion” to Ps :; Dupont-Sommer, Livre
des Hymnes,  n. ; Licht,Thanksgiving Scroll, ; Mansoor, Thanksgiving Hymns, 
n. .

71 Delcor, Hymnes, .



the hodayot’s use of the psalter 

Ps : = QHa   [XXII:]

Ps :: 	*�0�/�(�(+?
(� 	
�4� �&
��
� �B�6*� �0��
 	*�0�	

��(+?
(�.
QHa   [XXII:]: 	� � 	������ 
�.

There is no obvious relationship between the two passages, and the
Hodayot text could just as easily reflect the use by the author(s) of the
combination ��� �
 five times elsewhere. T	

��
�with �� or 
(� is not found
in the Dead Sea Scrolls. I have seen no specific reference to Ps : in any
commentary. Licht compares Ps :, 	*D�P
�  (�-
+?
(� 	(��7� 8	 	*�0�/�(�(+?
(�,
“and similar verses.”72

Ps : = QHa III: [XI:]

Ps :: ��
&��
 &�&��� �0� TC���C.
QHa III: [XI:]: �
�� �����.

In the Dead Sea Scrolls, �
�� ���� occurs in at least three other places:73

QSb (Qb) III:; QHa XIII: [V:]; QInstructiond (Q)  ii
. Wernberg-Møller, who is the only commentator to note a possible bib-
lical parallel, might be right in saying that Ps : is the best candidate,
although Ps :, ��
&��
 8	 �&��� 	
�/	, would also be a possibility.74 In any
case, as Wernberg-Møller also accepts: “there is no reason to suppose that
the [Qumran] hymnologist modelled his phraseology on that particular
passage [i.e. Ps :].”75

Summary and Conclusions

In the majority of cases, as expected, any specific relationship between a
particular Hodayot passage and a verse from the Psalter is only tenuous.
This applies to the following claimed relationships of dependency: Ps :
= QHa VIII[XVI]:–; Ps :b = QHa IV: [XII:]; Ps :
= QHa II:, – [X:, –]; Ps :– /: = QHa I:–
[IX:–]; Ps : = QHa   [XXII:]; Ps : = QHa IV:–
 [XII:–]; Ps : = QHa IV:– [XII:–]; VII:– [XV:

72 Licht,Thanksgiving Scroll, .
73 Cf. Dec, “Zwoje Hymnów,”  n. .
74 Wernberg-Møller, “Contribution,” .
75 Ibid., –.
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–]; X:– [XVIII:–]; Ps : = QHa II:– [X:–]; Ps : =
QHa IV:– [XII:–]; Ps : = QHa II: [X:]; Ps : = QHa

IX[XVII]:; Ps : = QHa III: [XI:]; Ps : = QHa III: [XI:];
Ps : = QHa   [XXII:]; Ps : = QHa III: [XI:].

In the case of Ps : = QHa V:– [XIII:–], there might have
been a conscious use of the Psalms text (,֑9��4��
 �4���(+ �&C(�), as a resource for
theHodayot writer’s linguistic creativity (�����	 ��
 ���� ����), although
this is far from certain. Somewhat similarly, in the case of Ps : = QHa

II: [X:], it is possible that with �		�� ����� 	��� ���� the Hodayot
writer has merged the imagery and structure of the Psalms passage (��X(�
�	*'(�(< C�0���>�) with that of Sam : (�	*'(�(� �&���
< �2C�� 	*�Q�� ���9� ���/	��W�).

Neither of these two possible parallels provides any defensible evi-
dence of text-critical relevance to the Psalter. In two other parallels,
Ps :a (�B�&��
 �:��(� C�/��� �����) = QHa V: [XIII:] (���� ���� ���
����
), and Ps : (#��4� 	*�C ��>	 	
�����

/�) = QHa IV: [XII:] (����
�
#��� �� �	), the similarity of the Hodayot sequences to the Psalms texts
might be argued to support the Hebrew text that underlies MT, but they
do not provide any further text-critically relevant data.

One passage, QHa V:– [XIII:–], 	��
 �	���� �	�	�
 "��� [ ] ����
����, remains where literary dependency on, although not quotation
of, Ps :, �I��?	.��< �	
���� ��������� �
����
 T&��< 	
���>�, may be defended and
where, if such dependence is accepted, theHodayot text provides various
elements of relevance to the textual development of the Psalter in this
verse: "��� with MT instead of �κ μ�σ�υ; the regular form �	
��
 instead
of MT’s hapax ����
, Peshitta’s ���"�

�
���, and Tg. Ps.’s �	���
�; the absence of

an equivalent for MT’s �	
���� ��������� or LXX’s �κ�ιμ��ην τεταραγμ�ν�ς.
Almost half a century ago, Wernberg-Møller wrote: “The task of de-

tecting the Biblical allusions in the [Hodayot] is an arduous and unen-
viable one.”76 One cannot escape from Wernberg-Møller’s general pes-
simism about the very small yield of useful results in proportion to the
time needed to isolate and to assess the relevant data. Nonetheless, the
one passage with possible text-critical significance presented here, out
of the twenty-one passages from Book  of the Psalter examined in the
light of possible parallels from the Hodayot, represents at least no worse
a result than the one out of fifty yielded by the study of Book .77

76 Wernberg-Møller, “Contribution,” .
77 See my “The Hodayot’s Use of the Psalter (Book ),” : “On rare occasions,

evidence from the Hodayot has a more compelling bearing on a known text-critical issue,
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Whatever the end result of all this work and its utility for text-critics, it
represents more generally a small part of that move away from the simple,
and sometimes simplistic, division of the Dead Sea Scrolls texts and,
correspondingly, their study, into biblical and non-biblical, and towards, I
hope, a better evaluation of data from the so-called “non-biblical” corpus
on the development of the text of the Bible, the message of which and the
language in which it was expressed pervaded the consciousness of the
“non-biblical” authors at every turn.78

as in the case of its apparent use of Ps. :, although here the Hodayot evidence would
simply support MT.”

78 See my “The Biblical Dead Sea Scrolls and Some Issues of Canon,” in Canon and
Modern Bible Translation in Interconfessional Perspective (ed. L.J. de Regt, Istanbul: Bible
Society in Turkey, ), –, –. The analysis of Book  yielded three text-critically
significant parallels out of a total of eighteen; see “The Hodayot’s Use of the Psalter:
Book ,” –; in the case of Book  (forthcoming), one significant parallel out of
sixteen claimed parallels was identified.





HEBREW AND GREEK BIBLICAL MANUSCRIPTS:
THEIR INTERPRETATIONS AND THEIR INTERPRETERS

Russell Fuller
University of San Diego

In this paper I examine the text of three verses from the end of the
book of Malachi. I also examine the proposed redactional history of the
end of the book of Malachi and the tendency in biblical scholarship to
concentrate solely on the masoretic form of the text when attempting
to reconstruct the redactional history of biblical compositions. I argue
that such reconstructions must take into account all the manuscript
evidence for a biblical composition, especially that of the Greek ver-
sions.

I use the short passage at the end of the book of Malachi, :–,
and investigate the text according to both Hebrew and Greek witnesses.
The reason I use this passage is that a recent reconstruction of the scribal
production of the Bible in the Hellenistic period by Karel van der Toorn
makes central use of the last three verses of the book of Malachi.1 Van
der Toorn hypothesizes the publication of an edition of all of the Minor
Prophets on a single scroll by Jerusalem scribes around  b.c.e. He
builds on observations of many scholars to hypothesize that the book of
Malachi was the creation of the Jerusalem scribes at this time in order
to bring the number of Minor Prophets on the scroll up to twelve.2
Of necessity he argues that the masoretic order of the Twelve Minor
Prophets, with Malachi at the end, is the original order in the collection.3
He further builds on the work of other scholars in suggesting that Mal
:– is a postscript to the book of Malachi that was intentionally
composed as such by the Jerusalem scribes. The postscript functions

1 K. van der Toorn, Scribal Culture and the Making of the Hebrew Bible (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, ).

2 Ibid., –.
3 See my edition of QXIIa (Q) in DJD XV (): –, which seems to

preserve the order Malachi-Jonah on the remains of a scroll of the Twelve Minor Prophets
dating from ca.  b.c.e. See also van der Toorn, Scribal Culture, , – n. .
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to conclude the book of Malachi and the new collection of the Twelve
Minor Prophets. Finally, in agreement with scholars such as Rudolph,4
he holds that Mal :– was intended by the Jerusalem scribes to func-
tion as a postscript to the scribal edition of the prophets (Joshua through
Malachi).5 Although he understands that the postscript/epilogue was
written by the Jerusalem scribes as one piece, he thinks that the two parts
of the epilogue allow insight into the concerns of the scribes in creat-
ing this multipurpose ending. The first section, which in the masoretic
form of the text refers to the Torah of Moses, was intended to indicate
that the collection of the prophets was not meant to take the place of
the Torah. The second section of the ending, which refers to the com-
ing of the prophet Elijah before the great and terrible day of the Lord,
he understands as reflecting the scribes’ expectation of the nearness
of that day. He claims that the ending “ . . . suggests that the publica-
tion of the Prophets is to be situated in a time of messianic expecta-
tions.”6

Van der Toorn’s reconstruction is based on the assumption that the
masoretic form of the end of Mal :– is the original or at least the
older form of the text and that the placement of the book of Malachi
at the end of the collection of the Twelve Minor Prophets is also origi-
nal/older than any other form the collection may have taken. The recon-
struction does acknowledge the existence of variant forms of the text of
Mal :–, as is found in the Septuagint, and variations in the order of
books in other forms of the collection of the twelve such as those found
at Qumran, but these are dismissed with little or no consideration for
their implications for the reconstruction. It is my thesis that considera-
tion of this evidence has important implications for the canonical his-
tory of the Book of the Twelve. Indeed, as a matter of course, all evi-
dence should be considered in the reconstruction of the history of the
text.

4 W. Rudolph, Haggai, Sacharja –, Sacharja –, Maleachi (KAT .; Gütersloh:
Mohn, ), –. Rudolph labels the final section of his commentary on the text of
Mal :– as “Abschluß des Prophetenkanons.”

5 Van der Toorn cites O.H. Steck,Abschluss der Prophetie imAlten Testament: Ein Ver-
such zur Frage der Vorgeschichte des Kanons (Biblisch-Theologische Studien ; Neukir-
chen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, ). See also Rudolph, Haggai, Sacharja –, Sacharja –
, Maleachi, .

6 Van der Toorn, Scribal Culture, .
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The Text: Textual Witnesses

Malachi :– shows a difference in sequence in the last three verses
of chapter three between the Masoretic Text and the Greek version. The
Hebrew textual witnesses are unanimous in sharing the order of verses
as found in the Masoretic Text.
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These include the oldest witness to the text of Malachi in Hebrew, the
Qumran biblical manuscript QXIIa (Q) which dates to approxi-
mately – b.c.e.7

QXIIa(Q) IV:– (frgs.  & )—Malachi :–
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7 R.E. Fuller inDJDXV (): . The following transcription is adapted from ibid.,
.
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The major Greek witnesses are unanimous (i.e., W [Washington papy-
rus, rd cent. c.e.], B [Vaticanus, th cent. c.e.], V [Venetus, th cent.
c.e.]) such that Ziegler reconstructed the order shown above as that of
the Old Greek in his critical edition.8 Unfortunately, the book of Malachi
is not extant in the important manuscript  .HevXII gr which would
surely give us important information on this difference in the two textual
traditions.

The Text: Literary Criticism

Malachi :– is variously described as integral to the book of Malachi
and thus from the writer’s own hand or as secondary. Those scholars who
see this passage as secondary frequently see redactional significance in
both vv.  and –.9

Objective

My objective in this paper is to use the analysis of a single biblical
text to illustrate the fact that in studies of the Hebrew Bible it is no
longer possible to make the assumption that the Masoretic Text is the
oldest form of the text or the original form of the text where there are
variant forms of the text. This is especially true because of the wealth of
textual evidence from the Judean Desert. Unfortunately, many scholars
still make this assumption. It is an assumption with a deep history that
goes back at least to the time of Jerome (ca. – c.e.) but is perhaps as
early as the time of Origen (ca. – c.e.) at least in Christian circles.
(It is possible to argue that this tendency can be traced back to the time
of the Na .hal .Hever Greek Minor Prophets Scroll which is dated from the
late Hellenistic Period to the early Roman Period [ca. – b.c.e.?] in
Jewish circles.) Jerome defended the concept of the Hebraica Veritas.

8 J. Ziegler, ed.,Duodecim prophetae (nd ed.; Septuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Grae-
cum Auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum Gottingensis ; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, ). There are Greek witnesses which agree with the Masoretic Text in the
order of these verses, but these seem to be secondary, Sc, L” (txt), C, etc.

9 S.B. Chapman,The Law and the Prophets: A Study in Old Testament Canon Forma-
tion (FAT ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –.
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One Hebrew witness from Qumran exists, QXIIa (Q) which
shows agreement with the Masoretic Text in the order of the verses. The
majority of scholars assume the priority of the order in the Masoretic
Text.10

With the wealth of textual data from Qumran and elsewhere in the
Judean Desert we now have a great deal of information which allows us, at
least sometimes, to gauge whether or not the Greek translators were free
with their Vorlage. In many cases where evidence now exists, it is clear
that the Greek translators frequently were faithful to their Hebrew Vor-
lage. One might take as an example the well known case of the differences
between the Hebrew text of Jeremiah and the Greek text of Jeremiah.
While older scholarship was free to assume that the Greek translators
had altered theirVorlage, access to the Hebrew biblical manuscripts from
Qumran shows us that they seem to have been faithful to the Hebrew
Vorlage that was the basis for their translation (QJerb, etc.). Likewise in
the case of Hos :, I have argued that the so-called expansion in the
Greek version is matched in a Hebrew fragment of Hosea from cave  at
Qumran (QXIIc).11 I could give more examples, but these are sufficient
to indicate that the Greek translator did not willy nilly expand or alter
the text of their Vorlage.

The “moral” of the story, so-to-speak, is that where the Greek and
Hebrew texts vary from each other we cannot simply make the assump-
tion that the differences between the two texts are a result of changes
made in the Greek text. This may have been the case on occasion, but
we now possess enough examples to the contrary that scholars must be
cautious.

Emanuel Tov has also demonstrated that in many cases—even where
we do not have corroborating manuscript evidence—the Septuagint
seems to preserve the older form of the text and was faithful to its Hebrew
Vorlage.12

In the case of Mal :–, we do not have a Hebrew text which
corresponds to the order of the last three verses in the Greek version,
but we must not make the automatic assumption that the Greek form of

10 See the discussion ibid., –.
11 R.E. Fuller, “A Critical Note on Hosea : and :,” RB  (): –.
12 E. Tov, “Some Sequence Differences Between the MT and LXX and Their Ramifica-

tions for the Literary Criticism of the Bible,” JNSL  (): –.
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the text represents a deliberate change from the original form of the text,
and that the original form is to be identified with the Masoretic Text.

I hypothesize instead that there is sufficient circumstantial evidence
to conclude that the order of the last three verses that are preserved
in the Greek version are original or at least older than the form of the
text preserved in the Masoretic Text and in Q and that the change
in sequence happened in the Hebrew textual tradition. I suggest a time
period in which I think this intentional change occurred and I suggest a
motivation on the part of the scribe who made the change.

The Time Period of the Change

Ben Sira :,
And may the bones of the twelve prophets
sprout anew out of their place,
for they comforted Iakob
and they redeemed them in confidence of hope.13

With its reference to the twelve prophets, is normally taken as evidence
that the collection of the twelve prophets was complete before the time of
Ben Sira who wrote sometime between – b.c.e. It is very difficult
to narrow down the time of the translation into Greek of the Minor
Prophets, but since  .HevXII gr, which is understood to be a revision of
the Greek translation to bring it closer to a developing Hebrew text, may
be dated perhaps – b.c.e., it seems reasonable to assume that the
Greek translation of the Twelve was made at least in the century prior
to the copying of  .HevXII gr, that is, perhaps between – b.c.e. I
would suspect closer to  b.c.e.

This places the Greek translation of the Minor Prophets relatively close
in time to one of the oldest Hebrew copies of the Minor Prophets, QXIIa

(Q) mentioned above. This manuscript is dated to ca. – b.c.e.
on the basis of the paleographic analysis of the editor. QXIIa (Q)
agrees with the Masoretic Text in the order of the last three verses of
Malachi. If all of these ruminations about the date of translations and
manuscripts are accurate, then the change in the order of the final three
verses may be dated some time between – b.c.e., probably close to

13 Translation of B.G. Wright in A New English Translation of the Septuagint and the
Other Greek Translations Traditionally Included Under that Title (ed. A. Pietersma and
B.G. Wright; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ).
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the time of the copying of QXIIa (Q), or roughly put, to the middle
of the second century b.c.e.

The Reason for the Change

Why would a scribe in Palestine in the middle of the second century
b.c.e. have made such a change in the text of this small prophetic book?
Another way of stating the question would be: what was happening in the
middle of the second century b.c.e. that might have motivated a scribe
to make such a change?14

The mid second century b.c.e. is the time of the transition from full
Seleucid control of Palestine to the rise of the Hasmonean state. It was
apparently a time of religious conflict or at least of conflict in which
religion played a role, rhetorically or otherwise. Part of the religious
rhetoric was that of the Day of Yahweh and eschatological expectations.
Part of the conflict is described as a conflict between generations, not just
in Mal :, but also in compositions from the second century b.c.e. such
as the book of Jubilees:

Jub. :

And in this generation children will reproach their parents and their elders
on account of sin, and on account of injustice, and on account of the words
of their mouth, and on account of great evil which they will do, and on
account of their forsaking the covenant which the Lord made between
them and himself so that they might be careful and observe all of his
commandments and his ordinances and all his law without turning aside
to the right or left.15

See also the later passage Jub. ::
Some of these will strive with others, youths with old men and old men
with youths, the poor with the rich, the lowly with the great, and the beggar
with the judge concerning the law and the covenant because they have
forgotten the commandments and covenant and festivals and months and
Sabbaths and jubilees and all of the judgements.

14 I am indebted to the excellent discussion of this period and the literary clues to the
sects which left us this literature by A. Rofé, “The Onset of Sects in Postexilic Judaism:
Neglected Evidence from the Septuagint, Trito-Isaiah, Ben Sira, and Malachi,” in The
Social World of Formative Christianity and Judaism (ed. J. Neusner et al.; Philadelphia:
Fortress, ), –.

15 O.S. Wintermute, “Jubilees (Second Century b.c.): A New Translation and Intro-
duction,” in OTP :–, .



 russell fuller

These two passages from the book of Jubilees describe a generational
conflict over the law and the covenant which is connected with the escha-
ton.16 The final two verses in the Masoretic Text of Malachi emphasize
both the generational conflict, which the prophet Elijah is called upon to
resolve, as well as eschatological expectations, in this case for the immi-
nent Day of Yahweh and the threat of complete destruction. The passages
mentioned above from the book of Jubilees show the same interests. Per-
haps this corresponds to the beginning of the Hasmonean revolt against
Seleucid rule. The Hasmoneans did not start out as Hellenizers.

I think there is sufficient reason to hypothesize that a scribe, perhaps
in Jerusalem, made a simple change in the copy of the text of Malachi, a
change which made the text, already critical of the temple in Jerusalem,
already eschatological in focus, even more relevant for his time and the
conflicts that were occurring and made use of the rhetoric that was being
used in those conflicts, contemporary compositions such as the book of
Jubilees.

If this hypothesis is accepted, that is, if the change in sequence did
occur in the Hebrew textual tradition, and not in the Greek textual tra-
dition as is usually assumed, then there are some important implications
for recent scholarship outside the area of textual criticism. As mentioned
above, the reconstruction of the scribal production of the Hebrew Bible
by Karel van der Toorn assumes, as do many other scholars, that the
Masoretic Text of Mal  preserves the original form of the text. I have
argued that the older or original order of the last three verses of Mal 
are more likely to be preserved in the Septuagint. There, the return of
Elijah before the Day of the Lord is mentioned first. The admonition to
remember the Torah of Moses, the servant of the Lord closes the book.
There is no doubt that these verses allude to both Josh  and the book
of Deuteronomy. There is also little doubt that Mal :– is intended
to close both the book of Malachi as well as the collection of the Twelve
Minor Prophets. I agree with those scholars who have argued in addi-
tion that Mal : (MT) is intended to recall the beginning of the book

16 This is a motif which has its roots in older prophetic material, see for example Mic
:–:

 Trust no friend, Rely on no intimate; Be guarded in speech With her who lies in
your bosom.  For son spurns father, Daughter rises up against mother, Daughter-in-law
against mother-in-law—A man’s own household Are his enemies.  Yet I will look to the
LORD, I will wait for the God who saves me, My God will hear me. (NJPS)

This older passage however, shows no interest in any sort of eschatological event. The
passages in Malachi and in Jubileesmay adapt this older idea and build upon it.
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of Joshua and to link the Prophets with the Torah. However, this liter-
ary inclusio which hinges on Mal : (MT) works even better when this
verse occupies the final position as it does in the Septuagint and, as I have
argued, in the Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint. The change in order at
the end of Mal  probably takes place in the middle of the second century
b.c.e., shortly before our oldest copy of Malachi is made, Q. It is made
as part of a scribal “updating” of the text to emphasize the intensifying
expectations of the Day of the Lord and the intergenerational conflicts
which are alluded to in contemporary writings of this period, such as the
book of Jubilees.

Van der Toorn’s reconstruction provides us with much insight into the
role of ancient scribes in the construction of the Hebrew Bible. Although
it offers many insights into scribal practice and culture and the growth
of the Hebrew Bible, it is ultimately incomplete. In addition to ignoring
the evidence for the text which is offered by the Greek Bible, it does
not take into account other evidence which might not fit well with the
reconstruction. For example, although Q, which uniquely seems to
preserve Jonah in last position in a scroll of the Minor Prophets, this
piece of evidence is simply dismissed. In addition, evidence from lists in
both Jewish and Christian writers, which attest to the varying order of the
Twelve Minor Prophets versus the three “major” prophets, is ignored.17

To repeat, because recent work on the scribal production of the Bible
either ignores or does not adequately take into account the current state
of the field, the reconstructions are incomplete. There have been several
scholarly reconstructions of the scribal production of the Hebrew Bible.
Most of these reconstructions make the assumption that the masoretic
manuscripts represent the original form of the Hebrew text, including
the sequence of verses and the order of the “books” which became part
of the collection. However without taking into account all of the textual
evidence and the implications of that evidence for the growth of the
collection, these reconstructions lose much of their validity.

17 N.M. Sarna, “Bible,” EncJud  (): –. The order of the prophets in Hebrew
editions varies only in the order of Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel. The Minor Prophets
always follow the Three in Jewish sources, see b. B. Bat. b: “Our Rabbis taught: the
order of the prophets is Joshua, Judges, Samuel, Kings, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Isaiah, and the
Twelve.” See also E. Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (Minneapolis: Fortress,
), –, and H.B. Swete, An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek (Cambridge:
University Press, ), –.
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Conclusion

In this brief paper I have used the difference in order of the last three
verses of the book of Malachi in the Greek and Hebrew forms of the
text to emphasize the necessity of examining all the information that
is available for the reconstruction of the production of the Bible. I have
argued that the order preserved in the Greek version of Malachi is older
than the version preserved in the Masoretic Text. I have also argued
that the version preserved in the Masoretic Text has its origin no later
than the middle of the second century b.c.e. This is supported by QXIIa

(Q), which is dated to this time period. I have also suggested that
a scribe made the simple change of moving a single verse in order to
highlight the eschatological perspective in the last section of Malachi and
thus to emphasize the rhetorical language being used in contemporary
compositions like the book of Jubilees.



STUDYING THE BIBLICAL TEXT IN THE
LIGHT OF HISTORICO-LITERARY CRITICISM:

THE REPROACH OF THE PROPHET
IN JUDG 6:7–10 AND 4QJUDGa

Alexander Rofé
The Hebrew University of Jerusalem

The aim of the present article is to illustrate how much historico-literary
criticism is needed for a proper study of the biblical text, especially when
the scholar must decide which is the lectio praeferenda. In my opinion,
this direction of research has unjustifiably been neglected in the last gen-
erations. In the first place, there is widespread skepticism toward tex-
tual criticism, an attitude also evident from the exegetes’ practice to note
textual variants without making any comment or decision about them.
In addition, there is no little mistrust concerning historico-literary crit-
icism, the “higher criticism,” and its achievements for the understand-
ing of the history of biblical literature. And in any case, monographs and
commentaries usually do not put together the results obtained by textual
criticism and “higher criticism,” but let them stay separate.1 Finally, since
textual criticism is considered as a kind of groundwork, while “higher
criticism” is taken to be the superstructure, one does not conceive the
historico-literary inquiry to be an essential first step in order to obtain
the constitutio textus.

The task of historico-literary criticism is threefold: to identify in the
biblical books sundry documents or layers of composition and redaction,
to identify in these documents the various literary genres to which they

1 Among present day scholars there are some who elude both higher and lower
criticism. This is the case of M. Brettler who in a recent article—“The Composition of
Samuel –,” JBL  (): –—defined Sam :– (MT) as “a midrashic
explication of the sins of the sons of Eli” (p. ). I wonder how a cultic story that ignores
the laws of sacrifice of both Deut : and Lev :– could be a “midrashic explication.”
Brettler describes Sam :– as a secondary addition. In his opinion, this perception
finds confirmation in the reference to the “women who performed tasks at the entrance of
the Tent of Meeting” (Sam :) because they are mentioned by the Priestly Document
in Exod :. He did not notice that the phrase in v. b4 is a gloss; it is absent in Q
(the so called QSama) and not represented by the LXX.
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belong or which were incorporated in them, and to date the documents,
absolutely when possible or at least relatively i.e., vis-à-vis the other
biblical compositions.

I maintain here—with no pretension of innovating—that more often
than not it is our decision concerning the original cast of a document
and its date of composition that will determine our conclusions about
primary and secondary readings. This especially applies to those texts in
which the Septuagint or one of the Qumran Scrolls present variants of
considerable size.

As an example of the method to be followed, I have chosen Judg
:–, a pericope that has recently drawn some attention due to the
publication of a hitherto unknown textual witness found at Qumran.
In my opinion, one may properly evaluate this witness only by means
of the historico-literary criticism, naturally integrated at times with data
obtained from other realms of our discipline. The present analysis comes
to supplement other, previous studies in which I upheld the need of
combining the various directions of research in order to obtain valid
results in the study of the Hebrew Bible.2

Judg :–
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() When the Israelites invoked the Lord on account of Midian, () the
Lord sent a man, a prophet, to the Israelites who said to them: “Thus said
the Lord, the God of Israel: I brought you up from Egypt and took you out
of the house of bondage. () I rescued you from the Egyptians and from
all your oppressors; I drove them out before you and gave you their land.
() And I said to you: ‘I the Lord am your God. Do not worship the gods
of the Amorites in whose land you dwell.’ But you did not obey Me.”3

2 In addition to the articles mentioned in nn. , , , cf. A. Rofé, “Textual Criticism
in the Light of Historical-Literary Criticism: Deuteronomy :–,” ErIsr  ():
– (Hebrew); idem, “Historico-Literary Aspects of the Qumran Biblical Scrolls,”
in The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years After Their Discovery: Proceedings of the Jerusalem
Congress, July –,  (ed. L.H. Schiffman et al.; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society,
), –.

3 Translations from the Hebrew Bible have been adapted from the NJPS.
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This short pericope, whose essence is found also in the Septuagint,
is absent from a fragment of the book of Judges retrieved at Qumran,
QJudga, dated on paleographic grounds to the years – b.c.e.4 The
fragment preserves the text of Judg :–, –, thus directly connect-
ing the description of Midian’s forays and Israel’s imploration with the
designation of Gideon. No trace remains here of the reproach of the man-
prophet mentioned above. Thus the question is pressed upon us: does
QJudga present an earlier form of the text of the book of Judges or is
this sequence the result of a textual accident when a copyist’s eye skipped
a whole paragraph that even in the ancient manuscripts could have been
included between two parašiyyot petu .hot (open sections).5

The choice between these two possibilities necessarily depends upon
arguments that belong to the realm of higher criticism, because what
determines the critic’s decision is the date he attributes to the compo-
sition of the reproach of the man-prophet. If it was written at an early
date, one must conclude that it belongs to an original composition, and
its omission was due to error. Vice versa, if the reproach was composed
by a later scribe, it will follow that due to its late date of composition, it
failed to be introduced in all manuscripts, and the Qumran fragment still
attests to a previous stage in the growth of the book of Judges.

The latter alternative has been upheld by Julio Trebolle Barrera who
published the fragment. In his opinion:

vv. – have been generally recognized by modern critics as a literary
insertion, attributed in past times to an Elohistic source and now gener-
ally considered a piece of a late Dtr. redaction . . . Vv. – cannot be gen-
uine pre-Dtr. or Dtr. material, but a later compilation of juxtaposed Dtr.
formulas6

4 J. Trebolle Barrera, “Textual Variants in QJudga and the Textual and Editorial
History of the Book of Judges,” RevQ  (): –; idem inDJD XIV (): –
.

5 Thus in the Aleppo and Leningrad manuscripts. Even in our times editorial staffs
collate copies or translations with the original in order to ascertain that no paragraph
has been left out. As for QJudga, Richard Hess has noted that the absent verses are
found in the MT between two “open” sections; cf. R. Hess, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and
Higher Criticism of the Hebrew Bible: The Case of QJudga,” in The Scrolls and the
Scriptures (ed. S.E. Porter and C.A. Evans: Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, ),
–. Unfortunately, he deduces from this fact a hypothesis that seems to me as
farfetched. The general correspondence between the Isaiah scrolls from Qumran and the
MT manuscripts concerning the parašiyyot has been upheld by Maori. Cf. Y. Maori, “The
Tradition of Pisqa#ot in Ancient Hebrew MSS: The Isaiah Texts and Commentaries from
Qumran,” Text  (): �-� (Hebrew).

6 Trebolle Barrera, “Textual Variants,” . Thus also E. Tov, Textual Criticism of the
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This peremptory verdict has not been backed up by a minute exami-
nation of the style and the contents of the reproach. Further on we shall
try to fill in this omission. In favor of Trebolle’s thesis one must concede,
however, that in the books of the Former Prophets one comes upon two
instances of late interpolations which did not find their way into all tex-
tual witnesses. On the face of it, we have here two analogue cases which,
therefore, deserve discussion.

In Josh , three verses—vv. ,  and most of v. —contradict the
substance of that Priestly chapter, stand out by their Deuteronomistic
style and are missing in the Septuagint.
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() He shall flee to one of those cities, present himself at the entrance to
the city gate, and plead his case before the elders of that city; and they
shall admit him into the city and give him a place in which to dwell among
them. () Should the blood avenger pursue him, they shall not hand the
manslayer over to him, since he killed his country-man without intent and
had not been his enemy in the past. () He shall dwell in that city . . . until
the death of the high-priest who will be in office at that time. Thereafter,
the manslayer may go back to his home in his hometown, to the town from
which he fled.

As noted by the biblicists of the nineteenth century whom I followed,7
this is a relatively late exegetical addition, written about the fourth cen-
tury b.c.e. by an epigonic scribe who availed himself of Deuteronomistic
idiomatic expressions. In his attempt to describe the judicial procedures
for the acceptance of the manslayer in the asylum, this scribe contra-
dicted the Priestly main story of Josh . This addition was not copied
into the Hebrew manuscript that served as Vorlage for the Greek transla-
tion and therefore, the reported verses do not appear in the Septuagint.
Here we have a tangible proof of the habit of late copyists to interpolate
their texts while imitating the style of the classical documents of the Pen-
tateuch.

Hebrew Bible (nd ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress, ), –. Tov erroneously attributes
the same view to Moore and Burney (cf. below, n. ).

7 Cf. A. Rofé, “Joshua : Historico-Literary Criticism Illustrated,” in Empirical Mod-
els for Biblical Criticism (ed. J. Tigay: Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
), –.
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An even more pertinent analogy is extant in
Kgs :–
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() The word of the Lord came to Solomon saying: () “As for this house
which you are building, if you follow My laws and observe My rules and
steadily keep all My commandments, I will fulfill for you the promise that
I gave to your father David: () I will abide among the children of Israel,
and I will never forsake My people Israel.”

Here too there are signs of interpolation.8 The prophecy deviates from
the context, which is entirely dedicated to the technical description of
the building of the Temple. Besides, this intrusive section is delimited by
a Wiederaufnahme, which is an evident sign of expansion, mostly by a
second hand. Here we note the repetition:

v. : ��
�	� �	�� �� ��	�
v. : ��
�	� �	�� �� ��
� ��	�9

Moreover, the style of this section is a mix of expressions from the
Holiness Code (cf. Lev :, , ) and the Priestly Document (Exod
:), again two major documents of the Pentateuch. Finally, the passage
in question does not obtain in the LXX. No doubt, there is enough
evidence to establish the secondary provenience of the prophecy of Kgs
:– and its late insertion into the report concerning the building of
the Temple.

The similarity of Judg :– and Kgs :– is great indeed. Both
passages present a prophetical speech uttered directly by the Lord or
through an "îš nābî", a speech that expresses the theological outlook
of the author. Prophecies of this kind, which we may define as “his-
toriographic,” are present all along the biblical historical-writings. The

8 Cf. the exhaustive analysis by C.F. Burney, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Book of
Kings (Oxford: Clarendon, ; repr. New York: Ktav, ), –.

9 One must admit, however, that here theWiederaufnahme is not a neat one, because
it is “disturbed” by vv. b–. Important contributions on the Wiederaufnahme are:
I.L. Seeligmann, “Hebräische Erzählung und biblische Geschichtsschreibung,” TZ 
(): –; M. Anbar, “La ‘reprise,’ ” VT  (): –.
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genre is still employed by the Chronicler who scolds King Amaziah
by means of an anonymous prophet, because the king has worshiped
the gods of Seir (Chr :–). Thus, one should not be surprised
if even in later times epigonic scribes introduced into the texts their
own views disguised as the word of God, pronounced by Him or by His
prophet.

Should we conclude, then, that all “historiographic prophecies” belong
to such a late date? Not really. In Sam :– a Man of God blames Eli,
Priest of Shiloh, and forecasts the rejection of his line from being priests
and its substitution by another house of priests, a righteous and devoted
one. Several indicia show that this prophecy is not that late or, at least,
contains some early elements:10 The election of the House of Eli took
place in Egypt, “at (the service of [?]) the House of Pharaoh” (v. ), not
in Sinai, not in connection with Moses and Aaron. Among the duties of
the priests are the carrying of the "ēpôd (v. )—a function that was put to
silence by the D document in its records of the priestly duties (Deut :;
:; :–; :; :). What is said about the future priest “who will
walk before (= serve) my anointed evermore” (v. ) ignores the fall of the
monarchy and the rise of the priestly predominance in postexilic times.
Finally, the description of Eli’s descendants who will go to beg admittance
to one of the priestly offices (kěhunnôt) not just work (#abôdâ) in order “to
eat a morsel of bread,” ignores the distinction between priests and Levites
announced by Ezekiel (:–), established by the Priestly Document
and enhanced by the Chronicler. It is hard indeed to assign a precise date
of composition to the reproach of the Man of God to Eli. Its content,
however, appears to precede the emergence of the two major schools of
the seventh to fifth centuries, the Deuteronomic and Priestly. Evidently,
this prophecy was written during monarchical times, not in the exilic-
postexilic periods.

We may conclude that even if one establishes the secondary character
and the relatively late date of composition of an anonymous prophecy,
this does not determine that date in absolute terms. The age can fluctuate
between the eighth and the fourth centuries, namely between the period

10 Cf. C. Steuernagel, “Die Weissagung über die Eliden (Sam 27–36),” in Alttesta-
mentliche Studien: FS R. Kittel (ed. A. Alt et al.; BWAT ; Leipzig: Hinrichs, ), –
; M. Tsevat, “Studies in the Book of Samuel, I: Interpretation of ISam. :–—The
Narrative of Kareth,”HUCA  (): –. The various opinions expressed on this
passage have been reviewed by H.F. van Rooy, “Prophetic Utterances in Narrative Texts,
with Reference to Samuel :–,” OTE  (): –.
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of composition of the Ephraimite history11 and that of the Chronicler. The
dating of the pericope in Judg :– will be established, therefore, by an
exact scrutiny of this text, not by analogy with comparable passages.

In the first place, one has to assess the function of this passage vis-
à-vis its context. The reproach details the favors of the Lord to Israel in
the past (vv. –), specifies the duties He imposed on the people (v. a),
and ends with mentioning the latter’s disobedience (v. b: ����� �
�
	
� �). In vain one looks for the ensuing divine reaction to the sin of
the nation. Taking as an example Judg :–, one could expect to
read about the people’s repentance. This too is missing. How come? The
reason lies in the function of the passage: it answers Gideon’s assertions.
He mentioned one favor of the Lord: the exodus from Egypt (v. ). The
pericope answers with a whole list of favors, six lines long, reaching from
Egypt to the inheritance of the Land (vv. –). Besides, Gideon assailed
the angel saying: “If the Lord is with us, why has all this befallen us”
etc. (v. ). The reproach of the man-prophet replies that it is the sin
of the people that caused “all this.”12 Therefore, the passage, even being
secondary, has a clear function in the saga of Gideon. Such was not the
case with Kgs :– where the speech of the Lord did not connect
at all with the report of the Temple’s construction. This clear difference
between the two divine speeches indicates a different origin for each of
them.

The next step is the analysis of style. The accumulation of recurrent
idioms conveys the impression of an imitative pastiche; yet, taken one
by one, the idioms are not late. The verb �
��, “bring up,” concerning
the Exodus, is not typical of the main, relatively late, documents of
the Hexateuch: D, H and P. They usually employ �	���, “bring out,”
while �
�� features in passages that were attributed in the past to the
Elohistic Document (E).13 The definition of the Egyptian bondage as �	�

11 Cf. A. Rofé, “Ephraimite versus Deuteronomistic History,” in Storia e tradizioni di
Israele: Scritti in onore di J.A. Soggin (ed. D. Garrone and F. Israel; Brescia: Paideia, ),
–.

12 This has been brought to my attention by Dr. Michael Segal (Hebrew University,
Jerusalem). Most commentators consider the pericope as a justification of the Midianite
oppression described in vv. –. Thus, also Y. Amit,The Book of Judges:The Art of Editing
(Biblical Interpretation Series ; Leiden: Brill, ), . Nevertheless, on p. , she
maintains that vv. – “explain why an atmosphere of disappointment was widespread
among the people and why Gideon uttered such harsh things, doubting the presence of
the Lord among his people and his desire to save them.”

13 J.E. Carpenter and G. Harford, The Composition of the Hexateuch (London: Long-
mans, ), .
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�	���, “house of slaves,” does not belong to the original layer of the Ten
Commandments, as quoted for instance in Ps :–,14 but it appears
in the “lawsuit against Israel” in Mic :–, which has the flavor of early
literature (cf. in v.  the role of Miriam as leader of Israel). The phrase
��	�
� 8� 	��, “I, the Lord, am your god” (v. ) is indeed the hallmark
of legal collections, H in particular, but when connected to ���	� �

	�4��� 	�
� ��, “do not worship the gods of the Amorites,” it sounds as
a paraphrase of the two first commandments. Thus, from the stylistic
point of view, the passage in question does not show signs of recent
phraseology.15

As for the contents, several elements point towards a relatively early
date. V. : “I rescued you from the Egyptians and from all your oppres-
sors; I drove them out before you and gave you their land.” This is not
the representation of the conquest as delineated by the D-Dtr school.
According to the latter, the wars of Canaan were actively fought by Israel
under the Lord’s guidance (Josh –). Here, to the contrary, Israel is
passive: upon entering the Land they were harassed by its inhabitants
(cf. Judg :, which states that Sisera harshly oppressed the Israelites).
Then the Lord intervened to succor his people. Such a description of a
passive Israel is common to Judg :–, as well as Josh :–, and the
speeches of Samuel at the election of Saul (Sam :–a; :–).
We encounter here the theological concept of what was once defined as
“the late Elohistic school,” which I prefer to term as Ephraimite.16

The Lord chased out (��!, v. ) the inhabitants of the Land before Israel.
This is the image of the conquest extant in the older, pre-Deuteronomic
documents, such as Exod :–; :; : and Josh :, .
The D-Dtr school has a completely different portrayal: an annihilation
under the ban, .herem, as explicitly prescribed in Deut . In the latter
chapter, moreover, there is a restatement of Exod : the Lord arrogates to

14 Hos : also paraphrases the first two commandments. A paraphrase of the first
commandment alone is given in Hos :; Ps :.

15 Among the scholars who attribute the reproach to a pre-Deuteronomistic, Elohistic
author or redactor one counts some of the leading names: Budde, Moore, Lagrange, Bur-
ney and Cooke; cf. K. Budde,Die Bücher Richter und Samuel: Ihre Quellen und ihr Aufbau
(Giessen: Ricker, ), –; idem, Das Buch der Richter (KHC ; Freiburg: Mohr
Siebeck, ); G.F. Moore,ACritical and Exegetical Commentary on Judges (ICC ; Edin-
burgh: T&T Clark, ; repr. Edinburgh: T&T Clark, ); M.J. Lagrange, Le livre de
Juges (EBib; Paris: Lecoffre, ); C.F. Burney,The Book of Judges (London: Rivingtons,
; repr. New York: Ktav, ); G.A. Cooke, The Book of Judges (Cambridge Bible;
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ).

16 Cf. n. .
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himself the functions of the angel, and the ban substitutes the expulsion
of the Canaanites.17 The Dtr story of the conquest in the book of Joshua
(chs. –) follows suit: all inhabitants of the Land are exterminated
under the ban. We note here a fundamental difference between the two
schools, the Elohistic-Ephraimite on one hand and the D-Dtr on the
other. Evidently, the reproach of the man-prophet in Judg :– aligns
itself with the older documents which preceded the D-Dtr school.

But the decisive proof that we are not dealing here with a redactional
Deuteronomistic or post-Deuteronomistic layer comes from v. : “And
I said to you: I the Lord am your God. Do not worship the gods of the
Amorites in whose land you dwell.” At first sight it looks as a repetition
of trite expressions, taken from older injunctions, but it is not. When
did the Lord impart this command? According to the order of events,
only after the inheritance of Canaan. It is not part of the Sinai or Plains
of Moab legislation. And indeed, the precept does not run “the gods of
the Amorites in whose land you are going to dwell,” rather, “the gods of
the Amorites in whose land you dwell.” According to this wording, the
command was intimated in the Land after the settlement.18 It was not
given to Moses, nor contained in the Torah.

Such a concept cannot be late, because late biblical authors, in the latter
half of the Persian period, already attributed all divine laws to the Mosaic
legislation. The concept cannot be Deuteronomistic either, because the
D document in Deuteronomy considers the laws as part and parcel of
Moses’ speeches. Thus, Judg :–, as it precedes the emergence of those
proto-canonical tenets, most plausibly belongs to an older document.

In search for additional tracks of this old concept of divine legislation
given to Israel in the Land, we come upon the reproach of the angel of
the Lord at Bokim in Judg :–.19 There, at vv. b– one reads:

�(�4�B� ���	0�4���(
 	
+��(<��*� ����� #:���� 
�� ������� �	
���B� �*	M��
P
� ������� ��
��(� ����R'>� (b)
��/� . . . ��R\(� #:���� 	0���&	�
 �	U�� C�-��
� �� ��+(�/� () :��
&��
 ����+
� 	
�	U�< �0��� ��
�	
F
��
 ����
 C	��/� ���	.��1
� ���&� �5B!�� �� 	
+-(��� �>!/� () :���	
3�� ��R\ �(� 	

]�< ��+��(���

:�^&��
 ����
 C	��*	 ���	0���.�

17 Cf. A. Rofé, The Belief in Angels in the Bible and in Early Israel (Jerusalem: Makor,
), – (Hebrew), and the bibliography quoted there. Pride of place should be
given to D. Neumark, The Philosophy of the Bible (Cincinnati: Ark Publication, ),
passim and especially p. .

18 To my knowledge, the first to note this point was G. Schmitt, Der Landtag von
Sichem (AzTh /; Stuttgart: Calwer Verlag, ), –.

19 For the text-reconstruction and a study of this pericope cf. Rofé, Belief in Angels,
–.
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(b) I brought you up from Egypt and I took you into the land which I had
promised on oath to your fathers and I said “I will never break My covenant
with you. () And you must make no covenant with the inhabitants of this
land . . .” But you have not obeyed Me; what have you done! () Therefore,
I have resolved: “I will not drive them out before you; they shall become
hunters20 against you and their gods will become your traps.”

One faces here an author distinct from the one of Judg :–. In the
first place, because the story contains an etiology explaining the sanctity
of the place: an angel of the Lord appeared there and therefore the people
built an altar on the spot. No such hieros logos is extant in Judg :–.
Accordingly, the messenger of the Lord differs: an angel here, a man-
prophet there. It looks as if the author of Judg :– transferred the role
of the angel to the prophet! And yet, some common elements are extant:
Judges : too does not mention the ban ( .herem), but rather the expulsion
(gērēš) of the Amorites by the Lord; here too, the making of the covenant
with the relative imposition of commands on Israel are recorded after the
entrance to the Land. The latter point is confirmed by the very diction of
the commands: “you must make no covenant with the inhabitants of this
land.” Judges :– corroborates Judg :– concerning the place and
time of the Lord’s covenant with Israel.

However, the fundamental text that tells the giving of the Lord’s laws
to Israel in the Land is Josh . There, at vv. –, one reads:
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() Joshua made a covenant for the people on that day and set them law
and rule at Shechem. () And Joshua wrote these words in a book of Torah
of God. He took a great stone and set it up at the foot of the oak, which is
in the sanctuary of the Lord.

The text is explicit: Joshua made a covenant with the tribes of Israel—
there is no reference to an earlier covenant made by Moses—he set them
“law and rule” at Shechem—same formulation as in Exod : referring
to Moses in Marah—and wrote in a (or: the) book of Torah of God.
What did Joshua write? If not the “law and rule” mentioned above, then
what is meant is all the event of the making of the covenant, inclusive
of the preface and the negotiation with the people. In any case, the
prescription of “law and rule” to Israel and the writing in a/the book of

20 Read .sadîm or .sōdîm.



studying the biblical text 

Torah single out Josh  as against the whole concept first proclaimed
by Deuteronomy (and then accepted by Jews and Christians until the
beginning of historical criticism) to the effect that Moses, the single
legislator to Israel, was the author of the Torah.21

We have here a segment of a pre-Deuteronomistic literary layer, which
I elsewhere defined as “Ephraimite.” According to this layer, the laws
were delivered to Israel in the Land. Coherently, this composition, while
scolding Israel for his sins, does not make appeal to the book of Torah,
but to his duty of faithfulness and obedience towards the Lord (cf. Judg
:–; Sam :–; :–a). In the same way, “the law of kingship”
mentioned in this work (Sam :), not to be confused with “the
practice of the king” (Sam :–), originates with old Samuel, not in
the Mosaic Torah.

In this state of affairs, how should one explain the absence of Judg
:– from QJudga? It is just an omission due to parablepsis, i.e., the
copyist’s eye skipped a whole paragraph. The omission, however, was
favored by the contents of the pericope in question. Although not being
a late addition from the end of biblical times, nevertheless an addition it
is, a relatively ancient one, aiming to reply to Gideon’s complaint “why
has all this befallen us” (Judg :). Its quality as appendix is evident also
from the way it connects to the preceding section:

Judg :–
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() Israel was reduced to utter misery because of the Midianites and the
Israelites cried to the Lord. () When the Israelites cried to the Lord on
account of Midian22

21 Cf. S.D. Sperling, “Joshua  Re-examined,” HUCA  (): –; C. Brekel-
mans, “Joshua XXIV: Its Place and Function,” in Congress Volume Leuven (ed. J.A. Emer-
ton; VTSup , Leiden: Brill, ), –; A. Rofé, “The Assembly at Shechem (Joshua ,
–.): The Text, Literature and History,” in Proceedings of the Twelfth World Congress
of Jewish Studies, Jerusalem, July —August , , Division A:The Bible and its World
(ed. R. Margolin: Jerusalem: World Union of Jewish Studies, ), – (Hebrew).

22 V. a (to the atna .h) is lacking in the LXXB. It was probably omitted due to homoio-
teleuton; cf. J. Schreiner, Septuaginta-Massora des Buches der Richter (AnBib ; Rome:
Pontifical Biblical Institute, ), .
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Elsewhere I defined this kind of connection as a “related expansion.”23

It occurs when a new author attaches his contribution to an existing
report, quoting the last words of the latter and then going on with his
own appendage. Let me emphasize that all the passages identified so far
as related expansions are extant in the various textual witnesses, a fact
that demonstrates the relative antiquity of this technique. To conclude:
it is because of its character as addition, even an ancient one, that the
absence of the passage examined here, was not noted by one (or: some)
of the copyists once it had been omitted by a banal error of parablepsis.
The passage was not essential to the continuity of the narrative.

One cannot avoid the question, how much the conjecture and the
reconstruction here suggested are credible. Three phases have been pro-
posed: (a) a given text; (b) its secondary amplification; (c) its undergoing
a textual mishap that restored the text to its original shape in one of the
textual witnesses. I will answer this question with the example of a sim-
ilar case in Jer . Vv. – are not represented in the LXX. One cannot
expound here the literary and textual history of that chapter.24 Suffice it to
say, that the case of Jer  is even more convincing, because there the tex-
tual accident (phase c) did not obliterate all the results of the preceding
literary activity (phase b).

A general conclusion emerges. The biblical books have a long history
of composition, hundreds of years long. Our textual witnesses, such as
the Masoretic Text, the Samaritan Pentateuch, the Septuagint and the
Qumran Scrolls, when compared with one another, can reveal the textual
vicissitudes that occurred at the end of that long history. They can also
disclose the last literary operations performed in these books, between
the end of the Persian and the beginning of the Hellenistic periods.
But by their very date, they cannot tell us much about the preceding
literary history, when the large historiographical works, the Ephraimite
and the Deuteronomistic, were composed, between the eighth and the
fifth centuries b.c.e. The fortunes of this works should be conjectured

23 Cf. A. Rofé, The Book of Balaam: Numbers :–: (Jerusalem: Simor, )
(Hebrew). The passages listed there as “related expansion” are Num : (to v. ); Josh
: (to :); Sam : (to v. ); : (to :); : (to v. ). To my examples
Y. Zakovitch added one more; cf. his review in Kiryat Sefer  (): –. At p. 
he pointed out as “related expansion” Sam : (to v. ). Fourteen years later, Frank Polak
renamed this phenomenon as “linkage”; cf. F. Polak, Biblical Narrative: Aspects of Art and
Design (nd ed.; Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, ), – (Hebrew).

24 Cf. the outstanding discussion of R. Goldstein, “Life of a Prophet: The Traditions
about Jeremiah” (Ph.D. diss., The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, ), esp. –
(Hebrew).
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with the means of historico-literary criticism. Plausibly, processes that
occurred to biblical books at the time of their creation were utterly
different, perhaps even opposed, to the processes inherent to the later
textual transmission.
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A. Hebrew

On the eve of the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls in , the study of
pre-medieval Hebrew and Aramaic looked considerably different from
what it would look like just a few years after the publication of the first
manuscripts. In this paper I trace in broad strokes the impact of the Dead
Sea Scrolls on the study of Hebrew and Aramaic, as well as their influence
on the question of language contact between Hebrew and Aramaic at
the close of the Second Temple period.1 I begin with the pre-Dead Sea
Scrolls era, move on to the years immediately following the publication
of the first Scrolls, and then on to subsequent scholarship. I conclude
with an evaluation of the contribution of the Scrolls to current linguistic
research.

I. Pre- Research into Hebrew

Research into Hebrew before  tended to concentrate on three topics:

. Biblical Hebrew as reflected in the Tiberian tradition of vocaliza-
tion. This was by far the most widely-studied field of Hebrew.

. Other traditions of Biblical Hebrew, namely, those reflected in the
Babylonian and Palestinian vocalization systems, the Samaritan
Pentateuch, and the Hebrew traditions underlying the Greek
and Latin transcriptions of Hebrew found in the Septuagint, the

1 Neither the earlier (th century) Wadi el-Daliyeh documents nor the contempora-
neous Nabatean documents from the Judean Desert are included in this survey.
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Hexapla, and the writings of St. Jerome.2 These traditions received
far less attention than the Tiberian tradition.

. Tannaitic Hebrew. A quiet revolution was taking place in Palestine
as scholars began to shift their focus from the printed editions to
manuscripts and the living oral traditions.3 This led to a gradual but
dramatic change in the grammatical description of the language of
the Tannaim.

II. Post —Present Research into Hebrew

The publication of the first partial descriptions of the Hebrew Dead Sea
Scrolls in  by Eliezer Lipa Sukenik in �����! ��
	!� in Jerusalem,4 and
by Millar Burrows5 and John Trever6 in their articles in the American
periodicals Journal of Biblical Literature and the Bulletin of the American
Schools of Oriental Research, caught the immediate attention of schol-
ars, which intensified with the full publication by Burrows in  of
QIsaa (the Great Isaiah Scroll) and QpHab (Pesher Habakkuk), and in
 of QS (the Manual of Discipline).7 Articles soon followed both in
Israel and abroad, in which the most striking linguistic peculiarities were

2 See, e.g., P. Kahle,Masoreten des Ostens: Die ältesten punktierten Handschriften des
Alten Testaments und der Targume (Leipzig: Hinrichs, ); idem,Masoreten desWestens
( vols.; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, –); Z. Ben- .Hayyim, “Samaritan Hebrew,” Leš
 (–): –, – (Hebrew); G. Lisowsky, Die Transkription der hebräi-
schen Eigennamen des Pentateuch in der Septuaginta (Basel: Theologische Fakultät der
Universität Basel, ); E.A. Speiser, “The Pronunciation of Hebrew According to the
Translations in the Hexapla,” JQR  (–): –;  (–): –;
 (–): –; E. Brønno, Studien über hebräische Morphologie und Vokalismus
auf Grundlage der Mercatischen Fragmente der zweiten Kolumne der Hexapla des Ori-
genes (Abhandlungen über die Kunde des Morgenlandes ; Leipzig: Brockhaus, );
A. Sperber, “Hebrew Based upon Greek and Latin Transliterations,”HUCA – (–
): –.

3 See, e.g., articles of Henoch Yalon in the volumes he edited, ���
� 	�	��
 �	����� 
�	����, vols. – (Jerusalem: n.p., –) (Hebrew), and ���
 	�	�� (Jerusalem:
Mosad ha-Rav Kook, ) (Hebrew); E. Porath, Mishnaic Hebrew as Vocalised in the
Early Manuscripts of the Babylonian Jews (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, ) (Hebrew).

4 E.L. Sukenik, ������ ��	 � :����	 ����� ������ ���� ��	�! "��� �����! ��
	!� (Jerusa-
lem: Bialik Institute, ).

5 M. Burrows, “Variant Readings in the Isaiah Manuscript,” BASOR  (): –
,  (): –; idem, “Orthography, Morphology, and Syntax of the St. Mark’s
Isaiah Manuscript,” JBL  (): –.

6 J.C. Trevor, “Preliminary Observations on the Jerusalem Scrolls,” BASOR 
(): –.

7 M. Burrows, The Dead Sea Scrolls of St. Mark’s Monastery ( vols.; New Haven:
American Schools of Oriental Research, –).
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noted, viz., extreme plene orthography, weakening of gutturals, length-
ened pronominal forms, pausal-looking forms in context, frequency of
lengthened imperfects (the cohortative), and presence of Aramaic-like
forms.

The most significant initial linguistic contributions were undoubtedly
those of Henoch Yalon, whose studies were not well known in Europe and
North America, because he published in Hebrew periodicals in Pales-
tine.8 Yalon went beyond pointing out the surprising forms that deviated
from the Tiberian Masoretic norm. In an impressive display of erudi-
tion, he gathered parallel phenomena from other sources: Classical Bib-
lical Hebrew, Late Biblical Hebrew, various biblical traditions (not only
Tiberian, but also Babylonian, Samaritan, and Greek and Latin transcrip-
tions), Tannaitic Hebrew, Paytanic Hebrew, the medieval Hebrew reading
traditions (Sephardic, Babylonian, Yemenite), works of Hebrew medieval
grammarians, and Aramaic. His approach stood in sharp contrast with
that found in several other early articles, which tended to focus on the dif-
ferences between the text of QIsaa and the Masoretic Text and similar
readings in the Septuagint and the Targum. Yalon’s illuminating compar-
ison to other Hebrew sources determined the path for all future linguistic
investigations.

During the first decade of the study of the Dead Sea Scrolls, Yalon,
and others who followed his lead, showed that the language of the Scrolls
supplied missing pieces in the history of ancient Hebrew.9 As argued by
paleographers and now confirmed by carbon- dating, the Scrolls fit-
ted in chronologically between Classical Biblical Hebrew and Tannaitic
Hebrew;10 linguists demonstrated that they were contiguous to Late Bib-
lical Hebrew, the Samaritan oral and written traditions of the Pentateuch,
as well as the original language underlying the medieval exemplars of

8 H. Yalon, Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Philological Essays (–) (Jerusalem:
Shrine of the Book, ) (Hebrew). See also additional notes on the language of the
Scrolls in his collected papers, Studies in theHebrew Language (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute,
), – (Hebrew).

9 E.g., M.H. Goshen-Gottstein, Text and Language in Bible and Qumran (Jerusalem:
Orient, ); Z. Ben- .Hayyim, Studies in the Traditions of the Hebrew Language (Madrid:
Instituto Arias Montano, ), –; idem, “Traditions in the Hebrew Language, with
Special Reference to the Dead Sea Scrolls,” ScrHier  (): –.

10 See the seminal article of F.M. Cross, “The Development of the Jewish Scripts,” in
The Bible and the Ancient Near East: Essays in Honor of W.F. Albright (ed. G.E. Wright;
Garden City: Doubleday, ), –. For a summary of paleographic research, see
B. Webster in DJD XXXIX (): –. On carbon- dating, see idem in DJD
XXXIX (): –.
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Ben-Sira and the Damascus Document from the Cairo Genizah. Though
a linear development between Classical Biblical Hebrew, the Dead Sea
Scrolls, and Tannaitic Hebrew could not be shown, these corpora do,
nonetheless, share isoglosses that prove their geographical and chrono-
logical proximity.

Eduard Yechezkel Kutscher’s  book on the language and linguistic
background of the Dead Sea Scrolls was a tour de force and arguably the
most important book written on Hebrew linguistics in the th century.11

Kutscher presented a comprehensive analysis of QIsaa and other Dead
Sea Scrolls in the light of Classical Biblical Hebrew, Late Biblical Hebrew,
Tannaitic Hebrew, Greek and Latin transcriptions, Aramaic dialects, and
Northwest Semitic in general. He composed a detailed linguistic profile of
the language and concluded that QIsaa was a popular version of the book
of Isaiah, whose language reflected “the linguistic situation prevailing in
Palestine during the last centuries b.c.e.”12 Or to be more precise, “the
linguistic anomalies of I Isaa reflect the Hebrew and Aramaic currently
spoken in Palestine towards the end of the Second Commonwealth.”13

He argued that the language of the Scrolls was literary with occasional
vernacular features that had penetrated the text. He thought that the
scribes of the Scrolls attempted to imitate Late Biblical Hebrew as much
as possible and their language “should be considered as the last offshoot
of Late Biblical Hebrew.”14

I think it is accurate to say that Kutscher’s view of the language of
the Dead Sea Scrolls as essentially literary prevails even today, though
it is not shared by all. Already in  both Shelomo Morag and Ze"ev
Ben- .Hayyim emphasized the vernacular in the Scrolls. Morag, in dis-
cussing the origin of the lengthened independent pronouns ���� and
��	�,15 concluded that they were authentic living forms of a previously
unknown Hebrew dialect, and Ben- .Hayyim explained several curious
orthographic practices in the Dead Sea Scrolls as reflecting a pronun-
ciation that was similar to that found in the oral tradition of Samaritan
Hebrew, and which reflected the pronunciation of Hebrew during the

11 E.Y. Kutscher,The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll (Jerusa-
lem: Magnes, ). An English translation appeared under almost the same title, The
Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll (QIsaa ) (Leiden: Brill ).

12 Kutscher, Isaiah Scroll, IX (Hebrew edition).
13 Kutscher, Isaiah Scroll,  (English edition).
14 E.Y. Kutscher, “The Dead Sea Scrolls, Hebrew Language,” EncJud :.
15 S. Morag, “The Independent Pronouns of the Third Person Masculine and Feminine

in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” ErIsr  (): – (Hebrew).
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period when Aramaic was the lingua franca in Palestine.16 Elisha Qim-
ron has continued this approach and for the past twenty years has argued
forcefully in his  and  grammars and in many articles that the
Hebrew in the Scrolls reflects a previously unknown Hebrew dialect.17

The linguistic picture that emerged from the first published Dead Sea
Scrolls in the ’s differed significantly from the language of docu-
ments from Wadi Murabba#at (legal contracts as well as letters, includ-
ing those written by Shim#on Bar Kosiba) and the Copper Scroll (Q),
which Józef T. Milik prepared for publication in the early ’s in DJD
II and DJD III.18 These documents clearly demonstrated that the lan-
guage of QIsaa and that of the other scrolls (e.g., QS, QH) was not
the only language-type attested in the Judean Desert. The Bar Kosiba let-
ters, from a slightly later period than the Qumran material, were written
in what was clearly a variety of Tannaitic Hebrew and showed unequivo-
cal signs of being a vernacular text. Milik designated the language of the
Copper Scroll “dialecte mishnique” on the basis of its similarity to Tan-
naitic Hebrew, in particular, its use of the relative particle �- as opposed
to the biblical ���, and the m.pl. nominal morpheme -n as against the
biblical -m.19

QMMT (Miq.sat Ma#aśeh ha-Torah, originally designated QMish),
which was published officially by Qimron and John Strugnell only in
 inDJDX, though it circulated earlier, added further to the evidence
of linguistic heterogeneity. Qimron and Strugnell summarized the lan-
guage of QMMT as “most closely reflects the Hebrew spoken at Qum-
ran. Its vocabulary resembles that of MH more than that of BH: its gram-
mar resembles BH’s more than MH’s. . . . Its similarity to MH results from
the fact that both MMT and MH reflect spoken forms of Hebrew current
in the Second Temple period.”20

16 Ben- .Hayyim, Studies, –.
17 E. Qimron, “A Grammar of the Hebrew Language of the Dead Sea Scrolls” (Ph.D.

diss., The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, ) (Hebrew); idem,TheHebrew of theDead
Sea Scrolls (HSS ; Atlanta: Scholars Press, ); idem, “Observations on the History of
Early Hebrew (B.C.E. – C.E.) in the Light of the Dead Sea Documents,” in The
Dead Sea Scrolls: Forty Years of Research (ed. D. Dimant and U. Rappaport; Leiden: Brill,
), –; idem “The Nature of DSS Hebrew and Its Relation to BH and MH,” in
Diggers at the Well: Proceedings of a Third International Symposium on the Hebrew of the
Dead Sea Scrolls and Ben Sira (ed. T. Muraoka and J.F. Elwolde; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill,
), –.

18 J.T. Milik in DJD II (): – and DJD III (): –.
19 J.T. Milik in DJD II (): .
20 E. Qimron and J. Strugnell in DJD X (): .
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Following their lead, Morag sought to analyze all the Hebrew mate-
rial from Qumran typologically and concluded that the evidence points
to three different language varieties.21 According to Morag, most Scrolls
were written in “General Qumran Hebrew,” QMMT in “Qumran Mish-
naic,” and as for the difficult language of Q, he chose the neutral term
“Copper Scroll Hebrew.”

Today, now that almost all the manuscripts have been published, and
with the perspective of sixty years of research, it is clear that the Dead Sea
Scrolls have left an indelible mark on Hebrew linguistic research:

. They have demonstrated beyond doubt that the written Hebrew of
the Second Temple period was not monolithic. The literary remains
attested in the late books of the Hebrew Bible, Ben-Sira, the Samar-
itan Pentateuch, and the Dead Sea Scrolls, betray varying features
and constellations of Classical Biblical Hebrew, Late Biblical He-
brew, Tannaitic Hebrew, and Aramaic. The existence of different
dialects in ancient Palestine cannot be denied, though it is not cer-
tain that all the differences in language between the corpora are
dialectal and not due to genre and literary conventions.

. The Scrolls have focused scholarly discussion on the question of
spoken versus written language during the Second Temple period.
After six decades of research, however, the linguistic nature of the
Dead Sea Scrolls is still contested: some argue that the Scrolls reveal
a literary Hebrew with occasional vernacular forms; others believe
that the language in toto reflects a vernacular. All agree that ver-
nacular forms have penetrated the literary texts found at Qumran;
the disagreement lies in the extent of the phenomenon. It should be
stressed that it is only the Bar Kosiba letters from Wadi Murabba#at
and Na .hal .Hever, though from a later period, that provide certain
colloquial evidence, and no less important is the fact that the ver-
nacular of Bar Kosiba differs considerably from the vernacular ele-
ments in the Dead Sea Scrolls.

. The verbal system attested in the language of the Scrolls has, I think,
been one of the unnoticed catalyzing factors in the renewed inves-
tigation into the debate over the temporal vs. aspectual nature of
the Classical Biblical Hebrew verbal system. Though Hans Reichen-
bach’s  book on relative tense has also played an important role,

21 S. Morag, “Qumran Hebrew: Some Typological Observations,” VT  (): –
.
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the evidence for the breakdown of the classical system attested in
Late Biblical Hebrew and paralleled in the Dead Sea Scrolls (e.g.,
the less frequent and non-classical use of waw-consecutive forms),
together with the fact that the Tannaitic verbal system is temporal,
has led to a reassessment of the Classical Biblical Hebrew system on
the part of some scholars, who argue that the Classical system was
in fact temporal from the start.22

B. Aramaic

Research into pre-medieval Aramaic before the discovery of the Aramaic
Dead Sea Scrolls dealt with

. The small corpus of Old Aramaic inscriptions.
. Tiberian Biblical Aramaic.
. The Elephantine papyri.23

. Targumic Aramaic, both that of Targum Onqelos, on the one hand,
and that of the so-called Jerusalem Targumim, on the other hand,
i.e., Targum Pseudo-Jonathan (Tg. Yer I), and the Fragment Targum
(Tg. Yer II).

. Nabatean and Palmyrene.

The publication of Aramaic Qumran fragments in  by Dominique
Barthélemy, Józef Milik, Maurice Baillet, and Michel Testuz, and of the
first lengthy Aramaic manuscript in , QapGen (the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon) by Nahman Avigad and Yigael Yadin, ushered in a new era
in Aramaic studies since it provided scholars for the first time with
documents of early Palestinian provenance.24 Two years later in ,
Kutscher described the language of QapGen in an article that has had

22 H. Reichenbach, Elements of Symbolic Logic (New York: Free Press, ). For a
survey of the different views of the Biblical Hebrew verbal system, see K.M. Penner, “Verb
Form Semantics in Qumran Hebrew Texts: Hebrew Tense, Aspect, and Modality between
the Bible and the Mishnah” (Ph.D. diss., McMaster University, ).

23 A.E. Cowley, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century B.C. (Oxford: Clarendon, ).
24 D. Barthélemy and J.T. Milik inDJD I (): –, –, –; J.T. Mil-

ik, “Le Testament de Lévi en araméen: Fragment de la grotte  de Qumrân,” RB  ():
–; M. Baillet, “Fragments araméens de Qumran : Description de la Jérusalem
nouvelle,” RB  (): –; M. Testuz, “Deux fragments inédits des manuscripts
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a significant impact on Aramaic dialectology.25 Kutscher stressed the
importance of the Palestinian background of the document and exam-
ined its linguistic profile in the light of later Palestinian Aramaic corpora
and other Aramaic corpora in general. Among other things, he showed
the influence of Biblical Aramaic on the language of QapGen, and also
pointed out affinities with later Palestinian Aramaic dialects (Galilean
Aramaic, Christian Palestinian Aramaic, and Samaritan Aramaic) as well
as with Targum Onqelos, whose origin had been disputed (Palestinian
or Babylonian?). Kutscher demonstrated by means of salient features in
QapGen that Targum Onqelos was roughly contemporaneous and also
originally composed in Palestine, though this view has come under attack
in the past two decades by Edward M. Cook and Christa Müller-Kessler.26

Kutscher’s comparative Palestinian approach to the language of the
Aramaic Dead Sea Scrolls has continued to guide research in Qumran
Aramaic to this day. It views the Aramaic of the Dead Sea Scrolls as the
harbinger of later Palestinian Aramaic. Abraham Tal has demonstrated
the value of this approach in a series of articles that lay out a linear
development of certain grammatical features from the Dead Sea Scrolls
up until the Western Neo-Aramaic dialect of Ma#lula. The features he
examined include the suffixed nun on verbal and non-verbal forms,
demonstrative pronouns, and infinitival forms.27

The Aramaic documents from the Dead Sea published before 
were literary works. In the beginning of the ’s, however, Aramaic

de la Mer Morte,” Sem  (): –, ; N. Avigad and Y. Yadin,AGenesis Apocryphon:
A Scroll from the Wilderness of Judaea: Description and Contents of the Scrolls, Facsimiles,
Transcription and Translation of Columns II, XIX–XXII (Jerusalem: Magnes, ).

25 E.Y. Kutscher, “The Language of the Genesis Apocryphon: A Preliminary Study,”
ScrHier  (): –.

26 E.M. Cook, “A New Perspective on the Language of Onqelos and Jonathan,” inThe
Aramaic Bible: Targums in Their Historical Context (ed. D.R.G. Beattie and M.J. McNa-
mara; JSOT ; Sheffield: JSOT Press, ), –. In the same volume, S.A. Kauf-
man (“Dating the Language of the Palestinian Targums,” –, –) attacks
Abraham Tal’s analysis of the language of Targum Jonathan as also being of Palestinian
origin. See A. Tal (Rosenthal),The Language of the Targum of the Former Prophets and Its
Position within the Aramaic Dialects (Tel-Aviv: Tel-Aviv University, ) (Hebrew). See
also C. Müller-Kessler, “The Earliest Evidence for Targum Onqelos from Babylonia and
the Question of Its Dialect and Origin,” Journal for the Aramaic Bible  (): –.

27 A. Tal, “Layers in the Jewish Aramaic of Palestine: The Appended Nun as a Cri-
terion,” Leš  (): – (Hebrew); idem, “Studies in Palestinian Aramaic: The
Demonstrative Pronouns,”Leš  (): – (Hebrew); idem “The Forms of the Infini-
tive in Jewish Aramaic,” in Hebrew Language Studies Presented to Professor Zeev Ben-
.Hayyim (ed. M. Bar-Asher et al.; Jerusalem: Magnes, ), – (Hebrew).
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legal documents (marriage and divorce contracts, deeds of sale, IOU’s)
and letters from two other sites in the Judean Desert (Wadi Murabba#at
and Na .hal .Hever) were made accessible, the most famous being the
Aramaic letters of Bar Kosiba.28 As was the case with the Hebrew letters
of Bar Kosiba, here, too, the language revealed itself to be markedly
different from the literary Aramaic Dead Sea Scrolls, as well as from
the legal documents, which by nature are conservative. Kutscher was
the first to publish a comprehensive analysis of the Aramaic Bar Kosiba
letters from Na .hal .Hever.29 As he did with the language of QapGen,
Kutscher stressed the importance of the letters as genuine documents
of Palestinian Aramaic (as opposed to Tg. Yer I and II) and showed
their affinities with Christian Palestinian Aramaic and Targum Onqelos.
A more recent treatment of the letters can be found in The Documents
from the Bar Kokhba Period in the Cave of Letters.30

A decade went by and the Aramaic of the Dead Sea Scrolls took a new
turn. The publication of QtgJob (Job Targum) in  by Johannes van
der Ploeg and Adam van der Woude31 presented scholars with a slightly
different type of Aramaic from that of QapGen, which was reflected
in orthography, morphology, syntax, and lexicon. Various explanations
were advanced, some attributing the differences to genre, others to chro-
nology, degree of archaizing, or even provenance. On the basis of word
order and dissimilation of gemination by insertion of nun, Takamitsu
Muraoka went so far as to argue that it represented an Eastern type of
Aramaic and thus was not native to Palestine.32 This idea dovetailed with
the argument that there was a library at Qumran containing works from
elsewhere.

28 Milik in DJD II (): –; Y. Yadin, “Expedition D,” IEJ  (): –;
E.Y. Kutscher, “The Language of the Hebrew and Aramaic Letters of Bar Kosiba and His
Contemporaries: . The Aramaic Letters,” Leš  (–): – (Hebrew).

29 Ibid.
30 Y. Yadin et al., eds.,TheDocuments from the Bar Kokhba Period in the Cave of Letters:

Hebrew, Aramaic andNabatean-Aramaic Papyri (JDS; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Soci-
ety, ). The language of the letters is also included in U. Schattner-Rieser, L’araméen
des manuscrits de la mer Morte, . Grammaire (Instruments pour l’étude des langues de
l’Orient ancient ; Lausanne: Zèbre, ).

31 J.P.M. van der Ploeg and A.S. van der Woude with the collaboration of B. Jongeling,
Le targum de Job de la grotte XI de Qumrân (Leiden: Brill, ). See also M. Sokoloff,
The Targum to Job from Qumran Cave XI (Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University, ).

32 T. Muraoka, “The Aramaic of the Old Targum of Job from Qumran Cave XI,” JJS 
(): –.
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Subsequently published manuscripts and fragments from Qumran
have not changed the general picture of the Aramaic of the Dead Sea
Scrolls. The contribution of the Aramaic Dead Sea Scrolls to the study
of Aramaic is no less striking than was the contribution of the Hebrew
Dead Sea Scrolls to the study of Hebrew. I consider the following to be
noteworthy and of lasting importance:

. The Aramaic reflected in the literary documents does not reflect
spoken speech. This was not the initial view of some scholars who
claimed early on to have found the spoken language of Jesus. As is
true for Hebrew, the Aramaic of the Scrolls is a written language that
occasionally reveals colloquialisms. Jonas Greenfield argued that
“Qumran Aramaic is also Standard Literary Aramaic but written
on Palestinian soil.”33

. The concept of “Standard Literary Aramaic,” a term coined by
Greenfield, helps to explain the strong influence of the Biblical Ara-
maic of Daniel on the language of the Aramaic Qumran docu-
ments.34

. Based on a comparison with the Genesis Apocryphon, the dating
and Palestinian provenance ofTargumOnqelos is widely, though not
universally, accepted.

. The evidence from Qumran, along with an increase in material from
all periods of Aramaic, has led to a replacement of the old periodiza-
tion of Aramaic (Old, Middle, and Late Aramaic) proposed by Franz
Rosenthal into a more detailed chronological division (Old, Offi-
cial, Middle, Late, and Modern) suggested by Joseph A. Fitzmyer, in
which the Aramaic Dead Sea Scrolls together with other documents
from the Judean Desert, Nabatean, Palmyrene, Hatran, Edessan,
Targum Onqelos and Targum Jonathan to the Former Prophets, and
the Aramaic words found in Josephus and the New Testament, all
belong to Middle Aramaic ( b.c.e.– c.e.), a period in which
clear local differences distinguish the Aramaic corpora.35

33 J.C. Greenfield, “Standard Literary Aramaic,” in Actes du premier congrès inter-
national de linguistique sémitique et chamito-sémitique, Paris – juillet  (ed.
A. Caquot and D. Cohen; The Hague: Mouton, ), –, ; repr. in #Al Kan-
fei Yonah: Collected Studies of Jonas C. Greenfield on Semitic Philology (ed. S.M. Paul,
M.E. Stone, and A. Pinnick;  vols.; Jerusalem: Magnes, ), :–, .

34 See, e.g., H.H. Rowley, “Notes on the Aramaic of theGenesis Apocryphon,” inHebrew
and Semitic Studies Presented to G.R. Driver (ed. D.W. Thomas and W.D. McHardy;
Oxford: Clarendon, ), –.

35 F. Rosenthal, Die aramaistische Forschung seit Th. Nöldeke’s Veröffentlichungen (Lei-
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C. Hebrew and Aramaic Language Contact

Finally, I turn to the prevailing views on the linguistic situation in Pales-
tine at the end of the Second Temple period current before the discovery
of the Dead Sea Scrolls. The topic aroused considerable interest among
scholars of Christianity and Judaism. In the case of the former, there was
a strong desire to identify the language or languages that Jesus spoke. At
the time, the only way to attempt to recover his language was through the
investigation of the Semitisms in the Greek New Testament. For many,
Aramaic rather than Hebrew, seemed to be their source. See, e.g., Gustaf
Dalman’s influential Die Worte Jesu from , in which he argued that
Jesus spoke Aramaic.36 Of the dialects known in Dalman’s time and avail-
able for comparison, he considered the closest to the language of Jesus to
be those of Targum Onqelos and the Jerusalem Talmud.37

For scholars of Judaism, on the other hand, the language question was
important for determining whether or not Hebrew was still spoken at
the end of the Second Temple period and in the Tannaitic period. The
evidence was thought to lie in the late books of the Hebrew Bible and
especially in the Mishna. During the th century, Abraham Geiger had
argued that the Rabbis during the Tannaitic period spoke Aramaic but
wrote a Hebrew that had no basis in the spoken reality, a Gelehrten-
sprache.38 Other scholars followed him, arguing for the primacy of Ara-
maic and the artificiality of Hebrew. In  Moshe Hirsch Segal took
Geiger and those who adopted his view to task in a seminal article in
which he downplayed the effect of Aramaic on Tannaitic Hebrew and
demonstrated that features of Tannaitic Hebrew could only be explained
if they came from a living language.39

den: Brill, ); J.A. Fitzmyer, “Phases of the Aramaic Language,” in A Wandering
Aramean: Collected Aramaic Essays (Missoula: Scholars Press, ), –. Fitzmyer
first proposed this classification in The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave I: A Com-
mentary (BibOr ; Rome: Biblical Institute, ), – n. .

36 G.H. Dalman, Die Worte Jesu mit Berücksichtigung des nachkanonischen jüdischen
Schrifttums und der aramäischen Sprache (Leipzig: Hinrichs, ). See also the revised
English and German editions: TheWords of Jesus Considered in the Light of Post-Biblical
Jewish Writings and the Aramaic Language (trans. D.M. Kay; Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
); Die Worte Jesu mit Berücksichtigung des nachkanonischen jüdischen Schrifttums
und der aramäischen Sprache (nd ed.; Leipzig: Hinrichs, ).

37 Dalman,Words of Jesus, .
38 A. Geiger, Lehr- und Lesebuch zur Sprache der Mischnah (Breslau: Leukart, ), .
39 M.H. Segal, “Mišnaic Hebrew and its Relation to Biblical Hebrew and to Aramaic,”
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Today, the existence of Hebrew documents and of Aramaic docu-
ments at Qumran and elsewhere in the Judean Desert, as well as the
Hebraisms in the Aramaic documents and the Aramaisms in the Hebrew
documents, prove conclusively that speakers in Palestine before and after
the turn of the Common Era were bilingual.40 Moreover, the similarity
between the Bar Kosiba letters and the language of the Tannaim rein-
forces the view that Tannaitic Hebrew was a living and developing lan-
guage. This was recognized immediately by Milik in  when he pub-
lished the Hebrew letters of Bar Kosiba: “La thèse de savants comme
Segal, Ben Iehuda et Klausner, d’après lesquels l’hébreu mishnique a
été une langue parlée par la population de la Judéa aux époques perse
et greco-romaine, n’est pas plus un hypothèse, elle est un fait établi.
Plusieurs actes de Murabba#ât son rédigés en mishnique.”41

Nonetheless, one gets the impression that some scholars today still
seem to find it difficult to accept the notion that Tannaitic Hebrew, in
addition to Aramaic, was a natural vernacular for large numbers of Jews.
See, e.g., Fitzmyer: “but pockets of Palestinian Jews also used Hebrew,
even though its use was not widespread”;42 or Klaus Beyer: “If one
bears in mind the fact that Greek too was used in the larger cities, it
is difficult to see where Hebrew could have been still spoken in Jesus’

JQR (Old Series)  (): –. See also M.H. Segal, A Grammar of Mishnaic
Hebrew (Oxford: Clarendon, ) and the expanded Hebrew version, ����� ���
  �� �
(Tel-Aviv: Dvir, ).

40 For a recent and thorough investigation of Hebraisms in the Aramaic Dead Sea
Scrolls, see C. Stadel, Hebraismen in den aramäischen Texten vom Toten Meer (Schriften
der Hochschule für Jüdische Studien Heidelberg ; Heidelberg: Winter, ). Greek
papyri, inscriptions, and literary works also point to a trilingual situation among some
speakers.

41 Milik in DJD II (): . See also C. Rabin, “If mishnaic hebrew was a spoken
language in the first century C.E., we are entitled to assume that it must have been spoken,
in some form or other, for some centuries previously” (“Hebrew and Aramaic in the
First Century,” in The Jewish People in the First Century: Historical Geography, Political
History, Social, Cultural and Religious Life and Institutions [ed. S. Safri and M. Stern; 
vols.; CRINT ; Assen: Van Gorcum, ], :–, ).

42 J.A. Fitzmyer, “The Languages of Palestine in the First Century A.D.,” CBQ 
(): –, ; repr. inWandering Aramean, –, . Cf., e.g., “In all likelihood
Hebrew was used in the villages of Judea during this period, Aramaic was used in the
Jewish urban areas and in the Galilee, while Greek was used in the Hellenistic cities
throughout the land and along the coast” (J.C. Greenfield, “The Languages of Palestine,
B.C.E.–C.E.,” in Jewish Languages: Theme and Variations: Proceedings of Regional
Conferences of the Association for Jewish Studies Held at the University of Michigan and
New York University in March–April  [ed. H.H. Paper; Cambridge: Association for
Jewish Studies, ], –, ; repr. in #Al Kanfei Yonah, –, ).
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time . . . Hebrew had not been spoken in Palestine since B. C.”43

The desire of others to attribute the use of Hebrew at Qumran mainly
to reasons of holiness, or the use of Hebrew by Bar Kosiba primarily
to reasons of nationalism ignore the demonstrated vitality of Tannaitic
Hebrew during this period.44 A more nuanced position is that of Hanan
Eshel, who believes that the use of Aramaic in Mur  stems from the
author’s difficulty to express himself in Hebrew.45 Those familiar with
research into the field of Tannaitic Hebrew and into the dialectal varieties
it evidences will surely take strong exception to what appears to be a
lingering prejudice from a bygone era.46

43 K. Beyer, The Aramaic Language (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht), –.
Cook writes in response: “Beyer’s position on Hebrew (that it died c. BCE) is a
futile attempt to turn back the clock” (E.M. Cook, “Qumran Aramaic and Aramaic
Dialectology,” in Studies in Qumran Aramaic [ed. T. Muraoka; AbrNSupp ; Louvain:
Peeters, ], –, ).

44 See, e.g., S. Schwartz, “Language, Power, and Identity in Ancient Palestine,” Past and
Present  (): –. Holiness and nationalism no doubt contributed to the choice of
Hebrew, but they were surely not the factors that enabled the writing of a colloquial type
Hebrew that differed from the more prestigious biblical language. For bibliography on the
choice of Hebrew at Qumran and during the period of Bar Kosiba, see H. Eshel, “Hebrew
in Economic Documents from the Judean Desert,” Leš  (): – (Hebrew).

45 Eshel, “Economic Documents,” . In the same vein he points out P.Yadin :–
: “It was written in Greek because of no means having been found to write it in
Hebrew.” See H. Lapin, “Palm Fronds and Citrons: Notes on Two Letters from Bar Kosiba’s
Administration,” HUCA  (): –, –. In a more recent treatment of
the papyrus by Hannah M. Cotton, however, the difficulty of the Greek reading and
its interpretation is stressed and discussed. She dismisses the older interpretation of
the lines and suggests that Soumaios is not Simeon Bar Kosiba, but rather a Nabatean,
and for this reason he has difficulties writing in the Jewish Aramaic (as opposed to
Nabatean) script. At any rate, Eshel’s interpretation of the papyrus is far from certain.
See H.M. Cotton, “The Bar Kokhba Revolt and the Documents from the Judaean Desert:
Nabataean Participation in the Revolt (P.Yadin ),” inTheBar KokhbaWar Reconsidered:
New Perspectives on the Second Jewish Revolt Against Rome (ed. P. Schäfer; TSAJ ;
Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –. As indicated above, I prefer to see the use of
Aramaic in Hebrew documents (and Hebrew in Aramaic documents) as proof of the
widespread and natural use of the two related languages.

46 See, e.g., M. Bar-Asher, “The Study of Mishnaic Hebrew Grammar Based on Written
Sources: Achievements, Problems, and Tasks,” ScrHier  (): –; idem, L’hébreu
mishnique: études linguistiques (Orbis Supplementa ; Leuven: Peeters, ), –.
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Introductory Comments

§ The study undertaken here is designed to situate the Hebrew of the
Dead Sea Scrolls1 in the historical context of written Hebrew, which
stretches more than  years:2 beginning with Biblical Hebrew,
through the Qumran scrolls, and ending with the language of the Tan-
naim. Throughout this time, a spoken language stood behind this writ-
ten heritage. The intent here is not to embark upon a general study, or to
arrive at general conclusions regarding the relationships between these
three strata of classical Hebrew. General conclusions require comprehen-
sive examinations upon which to build, and what is necessary is this type
of examination of many grammatical and lexical issues. I would like to
offer here studies of just two linguistic issues, which provide insights into
the diachronic developments that encompassed these three strata. It is
clear, however, that every linguistic fact that can be examined through
diachronic lenses will add to the general picture of the language.3

* My learned friends Devorah Dimant, David Talshir, Mordechai Mishor, and Steven
Fassberg read this article, brought a few bibliographic items to my attention, and added
important comments. I thank them all for their help.

1 Obviously, I mean here the scrolls that were actually composed in the time of
Qumran—roughly the beginning of the second century b.c.e. through the second half
of the first century c.e. The scrolls from Qumran that were copied from earlier texts
without any significant changes, such as the second Isaiah scroll from Cave , are not
representative of Qumran Hebrew.

2 In other words, from archaic biblical poetry of the eleventh or tenth century b.c.e.
through literature of the Tannaim, redacted in the third century c.e.

3 There have been many studies of linguistic issues—whether grammatical or lexi-
cal—which have focused on the three major strata of classical Hebrew: Biblical, Qumran
(together with Ben Sira), and Mishnaic. I will mention only a few of these studies: first
and foremost is Kutscher’s book on the Great Isaiah Scroll (Y. Kutscher, 	���
� � ��� ���
�
����	 ���� ��
	!�� ��
�� ��	��	 �
	!� 
� [Jerusalem: Magnes, ]); H. Yalon, ��
	!�
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Before turning to the data themselves, I would like to make two further
introductory comments.

§ First: it goes without saying that the Hebrew reflected in the Qum-
ran texts should be described, on its own terms, as an independent entity.
Scholarship should first establish its lexicon4 and describe the grammar
of the various texts within Qumran Hebrew (QH).5 More than a few
scholars have disputed the claim that QH is nothing more than a reposi-
tory of Hebrew words and forms drawn from disparate sources, and that
in this repository biblical Hebrew occupies pride of place, and Aramaic
forms are found in abundance. S. Morag and E. Qimron, each in his own
way, see in QH an independent entity, i.e., an independent dialect and not
merely artificial or literary forms.6 But clearly even this approach does not
deny the necessity to study QH in its diachronic context, in a sequence
beginning with biblical Hebrew and ending with Mishnaic Hebrew.

§ Second: there is an important methodological difficulty in this type
of study. On the one hand the dates of the Qumran texts are relatively

���
 	��� :����	 ���� (Jerusalem: Shrine of the Book, ) also should be mentioned.
Of course, the important works by M. Kister and E. Qimron belong here, too (see below,
nn. –). I, too, have tried my hand in this field (cf. “A Few Remarks on Mishnaic
Hebrew and Aramaic in Qumran Hebrew,” in Diggers at the Well: Proceedings of a
Third International Symposium on the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Ben Sira [ed.
T. Muraoka and J.F. Elwolde; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ], –, and “�����
 ��� 
�
����� 
� �	����,” Leš  []: –). Further literature is listed in Muraoka and
Elwolde,Diggers at theWell, –; see further the list at the end of that book, –
(which are not paginated). I should also mention that whenever I speak of the Hebrew of
Qumran or the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls, I refer to what S. Morag called “General
Qumran Hebrew” (= GQH; S. Morag, “������ ���� 	�� :����	 ���� ��
	!� 
� ����
,” in
(�88��� �����
) ����	�� 	�	�� 	���� 	���� ���� :�	�
��� �	���� �	��� [Jerusalem, ],
–, –; idem, “Qumran Hebrew: Some Typological Observations,” VT  []:
–, ).

4 In addition to the sources mentioned in the previous note, Kister’s articles on the
lexicon in QH and the Hebrew of Ben Sira belong here (M. Kister, “Some Observations
on Vocabulary and Style in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” inDiggers at theWell, –, and his
other studies listed in Muraoka and Elwolde, Diggers at the Well, ).

5 Here E. Qimron’s books should be mentioned (“���� ��
	!� 
� �	���� ���
�  �� �
����	” [Ph.D. diss., The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, ] and The Hebrew of the
Dead Sea Scrolls [HSS ; Atlanta: Scholars Press, ]) and his many articles (see
Muraoka and Elwolde, Diggers at the Well, –). Qimron is currently working on
an expanded and improved edition of his grammar of QH.

6 See Morag, “Qumran Hebrew,” and E. Qimron, “Observations on the History of
Early Hebrew (B.C.E. – C.E.) in the Light of the Dead Sea Documents,” in The
Dead Sea Scrolls: Forty Years of Research (ed. D. Dimant and U. Rappaport; STDJ ;
Leiden: Brill, ), –, and idem, “The Nature of DSS Hebrew and its Relation to
BH and MH,” in Diggers at the Well, –; against this see J. Blau, “A Conservative
View of the Language of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Diggers at the Well, –.
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well-known to us: they date from a period of roughly three hundred
years, from the beginning of the second century b.c.e. until the second
half of the first century c.e. Additionally, the texts come to us directly,
without the intervention of scribes’ tampering hands.

On the other hand, the Bible, which was completed—or, better, which
crystallized—apparently around  b.c.e., and which includes texts
written centuries earlier, reached us in copies dating only from the sec-
ond half of the first millennium c.e. (the time of the Masoretes). In
other words, a tremendous amount of time separates the dates of the
biblical books’ compositions from the dates of their earliest textual wit-
nesses.7 Additionally, Tannaitic literature, which was edited between the
end of the second- and beginning of the third-century c.e., was trans-
mitted orally for many generations prior to being written, and the earliest
manuscripts date no earlier than the eighth century; the best manuscripts
we have are partly from the end of the first millennium and primarily
from the beginning of the second millennium. So in some senses, QH is
earlier not only than Mishnaic Hebrew, but than biblical Hebrew, as well.

Fortunately, however, we do not have to operate with only these texts
in a vacuum. The historical study of Hebrew in the nineteenth- and espe-
cially the twentieth-centuries has shown that the Masoretes, in Tiberias,
elsewhere in Palestine, and in Babylonia, transmitted a linguistic system
whose basic features match the late biblical period, around  b.c.e.,
and that only very few later influences made their way into the Masoretic
text. The reliable manuscripts of rabbinic literature, too, reflect a Hebrew
which preserves the basic nature it possessed centuries earlier when it
was a spoken dialect. It should be emphasized that with regard to both
the Bible and the Mishnah, the consonantal texts of the best witnesses—
without the vocalizations—clearly reflect authentic representations of the
original languages, or at least the languages spoken when these texts were
finally edited.

It is therefore clear that we can trace phenomena diachronically, in the
accepted chronological order: Bible, Dead Sea Scrolls, Mishnaic Hebrew.
And it is understood that any phenomenon in the Hebrew of Qumran
that is investigated in the context of this sequence needs to be checked
carefully to ensure that the proper historical sequence is used.

I now turn to the two phenomena to be discussed here, one nominal
form and one verbal form.

7 Obviously this is probably less acute with regard to the biblical books that were
copied at Qumran.
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(	
�&���) 	&���/�&���

§ The noun �&��� occurs twenty-five times in the Bible. It can be said
that it has two8 basic meanings:9

a. A verbal noun of the qal, which denotes the action done by one who
is ��<, in either of the two meanings of ��<: one who arrives at a place,
or one who enters a place. In other words, in this meaning �&��� is
the equivalent of the verbal noun—known from QH itself, and from
MH—���	
<.10 This meaning is found in verses such as ,	�
0� C�&�B	/�
,	9����
 C���.	/� ���-�&���
� “they will come to you as a people comes and sit
before you” (Ezek :), and ����Z%��� �	
� 	0�&���
� T*	M����
< &�4��< “when
he enters your gates, as men enter a breached city” (Ezek :).

b. A noun denoting the place11 through which one enters into a differ-
ent place. In other words, in this meaning, �&��� is an equivalent of
the nouns �(��1 and �(�(�. This is the meaning in verses such as �&���
8� �	0��< ����� 	
�	

�H(� “the third entrance of the House of the Lord”
(Jer :) and �&��P(< &�CP(�-
(� �0�&� “standing by his pillar at the
entrance” (Chr :). This meaning should also be seen, in the
derived meaning “port” < “place of entry into the sea,” in -
(� �����R'(�
�B	 �4�&��� “who dwell at the gateway of the sea” (Ezek :). Another

8 Here I follow Ben-Yehudah’s dictionary s.v. (E. Ben-Yehuda, ���	� �	���� ���
� ��
�
������ [ vols.; Berlin-Schöneberg: Langenscheidt, –], :–), except
that I am presenting the meanings in reverse order: what is given there as meaning  is
cited here as meaning , and what is given there as meaning  is here meaning .

9 There are some who detect more than two meanings in the biblical attestations, since
they divide the two meanings into various sub-areas (with no adequate justification). This
is, for example, the view of HALOT; there one will find four meanings.

10 In its only appearance in BH (���
<(< �9\(� ���/�
Z(� 
��0� (�0</�
P(� �(�(��
 �&��)
� �.D
�/� “and,
behold, north of the gate of the altar was the infuriating image [��� � 
��] in the
entrance” [Ezek :]), the noun ���	
< has the second meaning of �&���: a noun meaning
“opening, entranceway.” In Qumran, on the other hand, the word functions as a verbal
noun, as in #��
 ���	� �
��
 “for the beginning of their entry into the Land” (Q 
; ed. C. Newsom inDJDXII []: ; although the editor reads �����, the text should
be read ���	�). This verbal noun ���	
< also appears a few times in Q, which was
published by S. Talmon, J. Ben-Dov, and U. Glessmer in DJD XXI (). For example,
in Q  , ,  (–) we read: [�	�	
�] ��	� “the coming of Eliashib,” ��� ��	�
“the coming of the "mr,” [�	�]� ��	� “the coming of .h[zyr].” The issue of the verbal noun
in MH does not need to be discussed at length here. It is found in general use, such as
�� �� ��	� (m. Naz. :); ����	 	�	� ���	�
 ���� 	�	� ���	� �	 � (y. Qidd. c), and in
specialized usages: ���� ��	� “sunset” (found in expressions like ���� ��	� “his sunset”
[b. Ber. a]), and sexual relations, such as ��	�
 ��	� �	�  
� �
� (m. Yebam. :).

11 This fits with the many other nouns of the pattern 
�� � which denote places, such
as 
I!�, �I �, �&���, and ���&�.
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sub-meaning apparently derived from this one is �&��� in the sense
of “the place of entry (= setting) of the sun”—i.e., the West12—in the
expressions ����H(� �&��� T:�F 	5��(� “beyond the western road” (Deut
:), &�&��� �[B	 ����� “the sun knows its setting” (Ps :), -�M/�
P
�
&�&���-�(�/� ����� “from where the sun rises to where it sets” (Mal :),
and more.13

§ By Mishnaic, or, more precisely, Tannaitic Hebrew changes had
befallen the word �&��� with in both morphology and meaning. There
were two morphological changes:

a. �&��� > 	&���: Very often, instead of some roots containing a medial
wāw and a final "ālep, in MH we find forms with medial wāw and
final yôd. Although most forms, both nominal and verbal, from
the root �88�� appear in manuscripts (and in printed editions) as
derived from �88��, rather than the secondary root 	88��—like ���	
<,
�������, ���C��+; 	
���<, �&�B	, �&��
, �	
�0�, �	
�0�, and more—a few forms
do appear as derived from 	88��. Besides the noun 	&���, the third
person fem. sg. perfect in the qal appears as ���<,14 which is the form

12 A. Even-Shoshan, ed., A New Concordance of the Bible (nd ed.; Jerusalem: Qiryat
Sefer, ), s.v., was not correct when he defined �&��� as sunset. In all the contexts in
which �&��� appears in the construct attached to the sun, it denotes the place, and not the
act, of setting. Even if historically ���� �&��� once meant sunset, its meaning changed to
the place of sunset, as noted in HALOT s.v.: “descent, setting . . . esp[ecially] of the sun >
the west.”

13 It is possible that the expression ���� ���� is “the place into which the sun enters”:
not the entrance itself, but the entire area beyond the entrance. If this is true, we have
two sub-meanings: �&��� “entrance” and �&��� “area into which one enters through the
entrance.”

14 For example, of the eighteen occurrences of the third person fem. sg. qal perfect, 
are vocalized in MS K as ���< (e.g.,m. Yebam. :[]). The only exceptional occurrence of
����<, as if from the root �88��, is inm. Neg : (�	��� ��� �����  �� ,�	� �	��  ��). In MS
Parma de Rossi  (Parma B), too, only ���< appears (e.g.,m.Nid. :;m.Yad. :[]). But
in the passage in m. Neg. :, Parma B also reads ����<. G. Haneman, ���
 
� ������ ����
( 	���-��) ���� �	-��� ����� 	� 
� ����� (Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv University, ), 
already noted that Parma de Rossi  (Parma A) always reads ���, again excepting the
passage in m. Nega#im, where Parma A, too, reads ���. According to Haneman, the tāw
with which the following word begins (“�	��� ���”) explains this exception as “nothing
but a mistaken division of the continuous phonetic string in which the tawswere caught.”
In other words, �	��� ��� was analyzed as �	��� ��� mistakenly. Another possibility is
that the form is not a perfect at all, but a participle; syntactically there is no obstacle to
this interpretation.
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expected from a final yôd root, and not the form ����<,15 as expected
from a final "ālep root.16

I want to emphasize that the form 	&���, known to us from printed
editions, is found already in reliable texts; this is the form in the
“Eastern” sources of the Mishnah, such as Parma B,17 MS Antonin
(A),18 and the Mishnah with Babylonian vocalization.19 However,
reliable “Western” texts show two other realizations: (a) 	&���
(mā

¯
bōyi)—in which the diphthong has been broken up, oy > oyi;20

(b) 	
�&��� (mā
¯
bōy >mā

¯
bōyi >mā

¯
bō"i)—with an "ālep in place of the

yôd.21

b. In biblical Hebrew two different plural forms appear: �	
�&��� as well
as �&�&���. Both, however, appear only in the construct: �	
� 	0�&���
� “at
the entrances of the city” (Ezek :); �B	 �4�&��� “gateways of the sea”
(Ezek :). In rabbinic literature, on the other hand, only the plural
ending �&– is attested, and the form is written ������ in the absolute.
It should be noted that all the reliable witnesses vocalize the form
�&�&��� (with the #� preserved!): MS K reads �	
	�� �&�&�����C (m.
Ter. :) and �	

�0��� �&�&�����C22 (m. Pesa .h. :), and Parma A and
MS Paris –, too, read �&�&��� (twice). This was also the read-
ing of the Babylonian tradition—�&�&������, with a plene spelling

15 On the other hand, it is worth emphasizing that the scribe who wrote the last pages
of MS K (K), in the single example within his corpus, reads ����< and not ���<: ���� ����
��� 	��
 ���� ��� (m. Yad. :).

16 In other verbs and nouns from roots which were originally final "ālep, we also find
III-yôd forms alongside III-"ālep forms. For example, we have ��X(�, 	
���3B�, and �	
�C3	*� on the
one hand, but 	CX(�/	
�CH(�, 	C3B�, and ���H*�/��0X*� (nip#al third person fem. sg. perfect forms)
on the other hand. We even find suppletion within a single paradigm: 	
������ alongside
C�	
���.

17 For example, 	&��P(� . . . 	&��P(� (m. Nid. :, Parma B).
18 For example, 	���� . . . 	���� (ibid., A).
19 This is the form cited by Y. Yeivin, 	
��� �� 	�� �� ���� �	���� ���
� �����

(Jerusalem: Hebrew Language Academy, ), .
20 In MS K there are thirteen attestations of *	&��� (e.g., m. #Erub. :) or 	*	&��� (e.g., m.

#Erub. :), but we also find 	&��� (m. #Erub. :) and 		&��� (m. Nid. :) with the diphthong
intact. In Parma A, too, the form *	&��� predominates (e.g., m. Šabb. :). According to
Haneman, ������ ����, –, the dot under the yôd is not a .hîreq, but amappîq; in other
words, the form in front of us ismā

¯
bōy, notmā

¯
bōyi. On the other hand, the existence of

the form 	
�&��� in MS K, as we cite below, supports the understanding of 	*	&���/ *	&��� in this
MS as a form with the diphthong broken up, mā

¯
bōyi; in 	
�&��� the glide /y/ was replaced

by the glottal stop /–/. Further on this issue, cf. my book 	���	 
� �	��� ���
 ������ �	 ��
�	
�	� (#Edah ve-Lashon ; Jerusalem: Magnes, ), –.

21 There are eight example of 	
�&��� in MS K (e.g.,m. #Erub. : [×]; :; :).
22 The letter between the � and the 
 in this word is certainly a wāw, not a yôd.
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with "ālep, or without it, �&�&�����23—and so, too, in a Yemenite
manuscript of m. Terumot (:).24 The vocalization �&�&��� (in the
two mishnayot just mentioned) is found in the editions printed in
Amsterdam in , Venice in , Mantua in , and Livorno
in . This was also the vocalization adopted by H. Yalon, as well
as by H.N. Bialik (inm. Terumot).

§ The (only?)25 meaning of 	&��� (*	&���, 	
�&���) in MH (and in the language
of the Amoraim) is “a type of street . . . between two rows of houses.”26

It is surprising that whoever wrote the entry for 	&��� in Ben-Yehudah’s
Thesaurus began the entry, “�&��� ���,” intending, apparently, to equate
MH 	&��� with BH �&���. They are clearly not the same, however: in MH
there is something of an expansion of the meaning of the term, and also
some specialization: 	&��� cannot denote the entranceway into a house or
a city, but only a small street which serves as the conduit into courtyards
and to a large street.27 It should be emphasized that 	&���, which means
most basically “small street,”28 is not only found in the rabbinic laws of
#Erubin, but in other contexts as well. For example, it appears in the laws of
ritual purity, as in the case 	� �� ���	� �� ,����
 ���� 	���� ����� #���
#�� �� �	� �
� 	���� �� “a [ritually impure] creeping animal which was

23 The vocalization of
&���-pattern nouns with the preservation of the #� in the plural
is found also for the noun �&���: �&�&��� (m. Makš. :)—so in MSS K, Parma B, Antonin,
and the Babylonian vocalization (Yeivin, �	���� ���
� �����, ), as well as MS Paris.

24 The evidence from the Babylonian vocalization and the Yemenite tradition is cited
by Yeivin (�	���� ���
� �����, ); he also cited the form 	.	&���� in a Yemenite
manuscript of the piyyutim of R.S. Shabazi.

25 See below, n. .
26 Cf. Ben-Yehudah’s Thesaurus, s.v.,  (“�	�� ����� 	�� �	� . . . ���� �	��”). A

similar definition can be found in H.Y. Kosowsky,ThesaurusMishnae (nd ed.; Jerusalem:
Massada, ), s.v. (“—�	� 
� �����
 ���� ���� .�
 ������� ����� ����� 	��
� �� ����
�	
� ���� 	�����”).

27 Compare Kosowsky’s definition, cited in the previous note.
28 It must be said that in one mishnah, at least, it is difficult to understand 	��� as a type

of street: in the opening mishnah of ‘Erubin, the rule is given that �	���� ���! ���� 	���
���	 ��� “a mābōy which is taller that twenty cubits, he shall reduce [it].” It is not, of
course, possible that the rule is enjoining the reduction of the street itself by using a 	�

and a ��� ; instead, only the opening into the entranceway is being reduced. Perhaps 	���
here means the gate (opening) of the street, like the second meaning of the BH lexeme,
as discussed above—in other words, an opening into the street whose top is more than 
cubits (����) to drive needs to be made shorter. I wonder if this may not be an example
of an early mishnah in which the word is used in its meaning as in BH, as we often find
that early mishnayot utilized typically biblical elements (J.N. Epstein and E.Z. Melamed,
�	���� �����
 ������ [Jerusalem: Magnes, ], ; cf. recently my article, “���
 	����
����� �� ��,” in #	��	
 ����
 ����	� ��� :������ ���
�� �	� �� [eds. M. Bar-Asher,
J. Levinson, and B. Lifschitz; Jerusalem, Bialik Institute, ], §).
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found in a small street (	���) defiles retroactively, [as far back as] until one
says, ‘I checked the small street (	���) and there was no creeping animal
there’ ” (m. Nid. :). In other words, this is a legitimate general feature
of MH.

§ I now turn to the data in QH, and to the conclusions that can
be drawn from them. There are now sixteen attestations of the noun
in the texts from Qumran, and another three in restored passages in
fragmentary texts.29 I begin by commenting on the word’s morphology
at Qumran, and then move on to its meaning.

§ a. The singular form appears eleven times. It is almost always
written ����, i.e., its biblical form. In the absolute we find �	�
 �!� 	�
�
���� (Hodayot: QHa VI:–).30 The rest of the attestations are in the
construct. Two examples are ���� 	�	
 �	���� ����� (Community Rule:
QS X:)31 and ��� ���� (Hodayot: QHa XII:).32

Once, however, we find the spelling �	�	��� ���� 	���� 	���� 	���
"
�� ���� 	����@ (Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice: Q  i ).33 It would
appear that the common spelling in the Scrolls—����—is an imitation
of the biblical form, but that the spelling 	����34 in the Songs of the Sab-
bath Sacrifice points towards the form known to us from rabbinic liter-
ature. This, then, provides us with evidence that the “rabbinic” form—
	
�&���/*	&���/	&���—was already in use in the living language in Palestine
centuries earlier than its attestation in the Mishnah. To put it another
way, the common writing with the biblical form reveals a literary conser-
vatism whereas the single exceptional spelling provides us with crucial
insight into the living language.35

29 There is one example in theWar Scroll (QM XIV:; cf. Y. Yadin,��� 	�� ���
� �
	!�
"��� 	��� [nd ed.; Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, ], ), �
	
� ���	 �[��]� ��, and two
examples in the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice: [	��]�� 	�
��[ (Q IV:; cf. F. García-
Martinez and E.J.C. Tigchelaar in DJD XXIII []: ) and ��]��� �° (Q  ;
cf. C. Newson in DJD XI []: ).

30 See J. Licht, ����	 ���� ��
	!�� ��	���� �
	!� (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, ), .
31 J. Licht, ����	 ���� ��
	!�� �	���� �
	!� (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, ), .
32 Licht, ��	���� �
	!�, . Once we find the word written defectively, ���: “��� [��

��]
���
 ���” (Hodayot: Q  ii ; cf. E. Schuller in DJD XXIX []: ).
33 See Newson in DJD XI (): .
34 Prof. E. Qimron accepts the reading 	����, but suggests considering also the reading

�����, in which the final vowel ofmābō", following the quiescence of the "ālep, is realized
not as a long vowel /ō/, but as a doubly long vowel /ō:/! For a different explanation of
	���� proposed by Qimron, see his “A Review Article of Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifices: A
Critical Edition by Carol Newsom,” HTR  (): –, –.

35 In other places where the graphemic string 	���� is found, the plural construct form
	0�&��� seems to be meant, e.g., "
� 	���� (Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice: Q – ;
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b. It should be noted that the only plural form so far attested at Qumran
is �	����. Here, too, it appears in the construct, 	����,36 and with suffixed
pronouns: �	����� �	���� �	���� �	 ���� (QPsa XVIII:–),37 and
��	���� 	�
�� (Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice: Q – ).38

§ The main uses of ���� at Qumran are as follows:

a. A verbal noun with the meaning “coming” (arriving at a certain
place or entrance into a certain place): for example, ��� ���� ��
[���]���� (Hodayot: QHa XII:), meaning “with the coming
(= arrival) of the light from its resting spot” (i.e., the morning);39

���� �	�
 �!� 	�
� (Hodayot: QHa VI:–), in which the word
means “entrance” (the action of the enterer), meaning �!� 	�
�
“which does not allow entrance.”

The word ���� also means “arrival” in the sense of “beginning,”
as in ���� 	�	
 �	���� ����� (Community Rule: QS X:), meaning
the beginning of the festivals (“�	����� 
� ��
	��,” as indicated by
Licht40). The same is true for the line �
	
� ��	 ���� (Community
Rule: QS X:41); as Licht insightfully noted, “���� . . . the begin-
ning of a period of time.”42 There are other examples of the same.

b. A noun meaning “gate, opening,” as in ��	���� 	�
�� (Songs of the
Sabbath Sacrifice: Q – ), which the editor, C. Newsom,
perceptively translated, “the vestibules of their entryways,”43 and

cf. Newsom in DJD XI []: ), and ��� 	
� 	����� (Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice:
Q  i ).

36 See the examples cited in the previous note.
37 See J.A. Sanders in DJD IV (): .
38 See Newsom in DJD XI (): .
39 Licht, ��	���� �
	!�, .
40 Licht, �	���� �
	!�, . Others, too, have translated correctly; cf. e.g., P. Wernberg-

Møller,TheManual of Discipline: Translated and Annotated with an Introduction (STDJ ;
Leiden: Brill, ), , who translates “At the entering of the times,” which is approxi-
mately the translation of J. Carmignac and P. Guilbert, Les textes des Qumran traduits et
annotés, vol. : La Règle de la Communauté, La Règle de la Guerre, Les Hymnes (Paris:
Letouzey et Ane, ), , as well: “A l’entrée des saisons.”

41 Licht, �	���� �
	!�, .
42 This is how it is translated by Wernberg-Møller, Manual of Discipline, , as well:

“the entering of day and night”; Carmignac and Guilbert, Les textes des Qumran, ,
translate, “l’arrivée du jour et de la nuit.”

43 See above, n. . It might be noted that the expression ��	���� 	�
�� can be
well explained as an inverted construct phrase, equivalent to ��	�
�� 	����. This is a
phenomenon well-known in QH, as was shown already years ago by Yalon (���� ��
	!�
����	, ), but which I cannot elaborate here.



 moshe bar-asher

"
�� ���� �	�	��� ���� 	���� 	���� 	��� (Songs of the Sabbath
Sacrifice: Q  i ), in which the first four words were translated
by the editor, “the portals of entrance and the gates of exit.”

§ In essence, the two meanings of �&��� in QH are the same as those
in BH: a verbal noun, “coming,” meaning both “arrival” and “entrance,”
and a noun meaning “gate, entryway.” There are, however, two differences
between BH and QH that should be stressed.

a. The first meaning, “coming,” also serves with units of time to mean
“the beginning.”The expression�	���� ���� is parallel to �	���� 	���
in the same text (Community Rule: QS X:–), and equivalent to
the biblical phrase �	��� (	)���; �&��� and ��N are, in other words,
synonyms meaning “beginning.”

b. The expression ��	 ���� in QH means, therefore, “beginning of the
day,” as opposed to ���� ���� in BH, which originally meant “the
coming of the sun” into the west, and later on denoted “the west”
itself.

Grammatically, however, ���� is used in QH exactly as it is used in MH.
The one exceptional form 	���� in the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice
proves that this form, previously known only from later rabbinic litera-
ture, already existed at this early stage. In other words, this establishes
that the transition to a form based on a final-yôd root (�&��� > 	&��� >
	
�&���/*	&���), known from Tannaitic literature, occurred in Second Tem-
ple times, long before the destruction in  c.e., and centuries prior to
the redaction of the Mishnah.

§ The following table summarizes the data in the three levels of the
language:

Morphology
Biblical Hebrew �&��� �&�&���/�	
�&���44

Qumran Hebrew 	����/����45 �	����46

Mishnaic Hebrew 	&��� > *	&��� > 	
�&��� �&�&���47

44 These two forms are attested only in the construct, ?	0�&��� and?�&�&���, as mentioned
above (see also below, n. ). The form ,	����&� (Sam :) seems to be a singular form,
analogous to ,����&�, and there is no reason to take it as a plural; the LXX, for example,
translates these words with singular nouns of its own: τ,ν %<�δ�ν σ�υ κα� τ,ν ε=σ�δ�ν
σ�υ “your exiting and entering.”

45 As already discussed, ���� is an imitation of the biblical form, whereas 	���� reflects
the form known in the then-current living language.



two issues in qumran hebrew 

Semantics
Biblical Hebrew . Verbal noun, “coming” (“arriving,” “entering”)

. Noun meaning “opening, entryway”; the phrase �&���
����� means “west”

Qumran Hebrew . Verbal noun, “coming” (“arriving,” “entering”); with
periods of time: “beginning”

. Noun meaning “opening, entryway”
Mishnaic Hebrew “Small street between two rows of houses” (the biblical

meaning “opening” may be attested in one mishnah48)

§ To summarize, the morphological change (III-"ālep > III-yôd) took
place already during Second Temple times, as the one attestation of 	����
in the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice shows, although scribes continue
to write ���� in its biblically-attested form. The semantics of the word
remain constant through the Bible and Qumran, however, with two
differences: (a) the phrase ��� ���� is attested only in BH, and ��	 ���� in
QH means morning, not evening; (b) �&��� in QH also means “beginning”
(of a period of time). In MH, on the other hand, 	&��� is not used with
the meanings it possesses in BH and QH, even in the tractates Middot
and Tamid, which deal with the Temple. Its meaning was specialized, as
described, to just a small narrow street between two rows of houses.

��3�� and ��37��� (�	
37���)

§ As is known, the verbal root 	883� meaning “to do, to make,” appears
in the Bible only in the qal49 and nip#al binyanim, and the contrast

46 The form is attested only in the construct (?	����) and with suffix pronouns
(��	����). The pl. construct alone is not enough, of course, to allow us to reconstruct
the absolute form with certainty, since there are nouns with plurals ending in ��– whose
construct form nevertheless shows the ending 	0–. Cf. the excellent article by S. Sharvit,
“�	���� ���
� 	��	�� ���� 	
��� ����,” Me.hqarim ba-Lašon  (): –, on nouns
with two plural endings.

47 The #� is preserved in all reliable witnesses, as detailed above (§b).
48 See n. , above.
49 In HALOT, 	883� “to do” is listed as 	883� I, and in the entry are given a number of

examples of the verb in the qal which are in fact derived from other roots, such as �&3��(<
(Ezek :), which is from 	883� II “to squeeze, crush.” Actually, though, �&3��(< may be
explained as a development of an original �&X(��< (pi#el), as is indicated inHALOT later on
(compare �03��(
 < �0X(��
*).HALOT also lists 	883� III (cognate with Arabic ��� “to cover”)
and 	883� IV (cognate with Arabic ��� “to come, turn, outstretch”); see ibid.
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between them is active/passive,50 as is the contrast between qal and nip#al
for many verbs. Other forms in other binyanimdiffer either in meaning or
etymology. For example, CX
� (Ezek :, ) means “press, crush.”51 There
are no attestations of the root, with the meaning “to do,” in the causative,
whether hip#il or pi#el. In other words, there is no verb comparable to
Modern Hebrew 
	
���
� “to cause one to do” (from qal 
(��1 “to do”)52 or
 	
�7��� from qal  (���.

§ It is worth broadening the scope of this point. There are other
words that have meanings similar to ��3��, such as 
(��1, �(���, �(�B	, �2�<, and
�>!B	. It is true that some of these have more specific or limited meanings,
such as the exertion implied by �>!B	 and the intensive activity implied by
many occurrences of �(���, but they are all squarely in the same semantic
field as ��3��.

The verbs 
(��1 and �(�B	 also do not have causative forms attested, either
hip#il or pi#el.53 The verb �2�<, too, appears only in the qal and the nip#al,
and the one example of the hip#il (Sam :) means “to feed, to fatten,”
and is irrelevant to this discussion.

§ The words �>!B	 and �(���, on the other hand, do have correspond-
ing causative hip#il forms. The two verbs appear together in two verses
in Isa : �B�&��

< ,	
+��>!&� ��/� ���/�
��< ,	
+J(�7��� �� “I have not burdened you
with meal offerings, nor wearied you with incense” (v. ) and 	*�(+J(�7���
,	��R�&��(< 	*�(+��>!&� ,	����4L(��< “you have burdened me with your sins, you have
wearied me with your iniquities” (v. ).54 It is easy to see that in these
verses the verbs carry additional semantic baggage beyond simply “cause
to work”: in (�	*!&� there is the additional sense of “to cause fatigue, exer-
tion, and exhaustion,”55 and the same is true for the other two attestations
of (�	*!&� in BH: C���B!&� ��P(< ��+-(���>� ���	5��S�< 8� ��+��>!&� “you have wearied the
Lord with your talk, but you ask, ‘With what have we wearied [Him]?’ ”
(Mal :).56

50 No examples of the nip#al with a reflexive meaning are found.
51 See n.  above. The form 	
�	0X%� (Ps :), which looks like a pu#al, is not

necessarily related to the pi#el form CX
� cited in the text. Note that the Targum of Psalms
translates at this place, �	����� (“I was made”), and it is possible that this is a qal passive
form—namely the passive of ��3�� “to do”—rather than a pu#al, as mentioned byHALOT.

52 I mean the root 
88�� in the qal and the hip#il.
53 The form �()C	 (Isa :) is best explained as a qal passive form, rather than a pu#al.
54 The Targum translates "	��!�� with "
� �	�	 �� “I overpowered you” and 	���!��

with 	�� ���	 �� “you became strong in front of me.”
55 Compare the Targum’s translations (cited in the previous and following notes).
56 Here the Targum translates (���	�
�) ���	
�� “you have tired (s.o. out)” and ��	
��

(��	�
�) “we have tired (s.o. out).”
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§ In the two verses from Isa  just cited, �	
�7���, too, carries addi-
tional semantic weight: it indicates forced labor, even actual servitude.57

This is also seen in other biblical texts, such as Jer :,,	��/	4�-��� ,	
+J(���(�/�,
which the Targum translates ���	��� 	
��
 ���������. In other verses,
however, this semantic component seems to be absent from �	���, and
all that remains is the causation; if the text does indicate that the labor
is forced and difficult, this is weight not carried by the verb, but by other
words in the sentence, as in T:���< 
0�2�3*	 	.��<-��� �*	M��
� C�
���>'>� “the Egyp-
tians forced the Israelites to work ruthlessly” (Exod :). C�
���>'>� in this
sentence means only “caused that others might work (�88��),” and the
servitude is indicated by the prepositional phrase "���. And in fact, here
Tg. Onq. does not translate with �0<��(�, but with �(
��(�: �	 	���� ��
���
�	� � 
���	 	��. So, too, the Targum of Ezek :, 
���<-T�
�� �()�:J(�C�/�
�4�-
�� ��
&�/! �I4��� &
	0�-��� �	
�7��� “King Nebuchadrezzar of Babylonia has
made his army expend vast labor on Tyre”: �
�� 
��� ��
� ��������
��� 
� �� ��
�� ��		��� �	. The difficulty of the work is indicated by the
internal direct object �
��! ����� = �� ��
��.

§ To sum up, in BH, (�	*!&� means “to cause to work with fatigue or
exhaustion”; �	
�7��� sometimes means simply “to cause to work,” and on
other occasions denotes “to enslave, to force (someone) to labor.”

§ I must stress, though, that nowhere in the Bible do we find any
expression of causing another to perform the will of God, fulfill His
teaching, or obey His commandments. We do find the opposite: along-
side ����� we have the word �	
�7���, and the two even appear in tandem:

0�2�3*	-��� �	
�7��� �����>� ����� ����� “(the sins) he committed and led others
to commit” (Kgs :; :). The opposite, positive, expression, how-
ever, is not attested in the Bible. One may cite the verse mentioned above
(§), ���/�
��< ,	
+J(�7��� �� (Isa :), as an exception, but from the con-
text it is clear that the meaning here is, “I did not weary you through
the bringing of a meal offering,” and not “I caused you to bring a meal
offering to the Temple.”

§ In contrast, the use of the hip#il and pi#el of 	883� are attested in MH
to denote “to cause to do.” In some of the cases, there is nothing more
than causation involved; in others, there is an element of force implied.
Among the many examples are some in which the context reveals that

57 Again, compare the Targum: 	�	!�� “I have multiplied” and ��	!�� “you have mul-
tiplied.”
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the agent is causing another to do the will of God or fulfill His laws. Here
are some examples:58

a. 	�� ��� ����
 ����� �� ����� ����	 "
� �	 ��� ���� “Once Heze-
kiah, king of Judah, caused the community to do (����) the Second
Paschal Lamb (pesa .h)” (t. Pesa .h :).59 Here the king is causing
the people to perform a commandment, the paschal lamb, and it
would appear that some element of force was involved, as well.
Immediately thereafter the text continues, ����� �� 	���� 	��� �

	�� ��� ����
 ����� �� 	���� 	��� =� . . . 	�� ��� ����
 “not because
he forced the community to do the second pesa .h . . . but because
he forced the community to do the second pesa .h” (t. Pesa .h :).60

The same incident finds echoes in the Yerušalmi: ���	�
 	��� �	 ��
	�� ��� ����
 “Hezekiah forced the community to do the second
pesa .h” (y. Ned. : [d]) and 	�	� ��� ����
 ���	�
 ��	 ��	 ��	�
“Hezekiah forced the community to do a second pesa .h” (y. Sanh.
: [d]). It is mentioned in the Bavli, as well: 
���	 �� �	���� 	���
	�� ��� ����
61 (b. Sanh. a).

b. The expression �����/����� �! is well known (m. Gi.t. :).62

c. There are also contexts in which ��37��� (�	
37���) is spoken of as a
positive: ���� �
	�� ����� �	
� �
�� ���� ���
 ��	�� �� 63����� 
�

58 The texts quoted here (from rabbinic literature, piyyut, and other sources) are
from the databases of the Historical Dictionary of the Hebrew Language Project of the
Academy of the Hebrew Language.

59 Alongside the reading ����� of MS Vienna, we find also ��	�� in MS Erfurt and
�	���� (as if from a III-"ālep root) in MS London. A confused form appears already in
the editio princeps: ��	���, which appears to be a mistaken development from Erfurt’s
��	�� with the addition of a �, or of a plene spelling of MS Vienna’s ��	���, with the
confusion of a � with a �. These data and those cited in the following note are quoted,
of course, from S. Lieberman, ed.,The Tosefta According to Codex Vienna, with Variants
from Codices Erfurt, London, Genizah Mss and Editio Princeps (Venice ), vol. : The
Order of Mo#ed (New York: Jewish Theological Seminary of America, ) (Hebrew).

60 MS London has �	���� . . . �	����, and MS Erfurt has 	���� . . . ��	��.
61 The Vilna edition reads �	���, which is derived from �	���� with the loss of the

‘ayin.
62 In later Hebrew, the same expression appears with forms of the binyan 
����: �����

(found a number of times in ��	� ��� by Joshua b. Judah, in the translation by Jacob b.
Šim#on, in the eleventh century; this according to the databases [Ma"agarim] mentioned
above, n. ).

63 Of course, the orthographies ���� and �	��� (participles), and ���	 and ���	 (fu-
tures) could be either pi#el (��_(���, �	
H(���, ��H(�/	, and CH(�	) or hip#il (�����(�, �	
3��(�, ��3��>	, and
C3��>	), but for good reasons, they are taken to be pi#el forms by the reading traditions of the
Sephardim and the Yemenites. It is possible that the hip#il forms—the participles ��3��(� and
�/�	
3��(�—were rejected because they were identical to the singular and plural forms of the
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“whoever causes his fellow to perform a commandment, Scripture
counts it as if he performed it himself ” (b. Sanh. b).

d. Also to be mentioned in this discussion is the well-known expres-
sion, ����� �� ���	 ����� 
��! (b. B. Bat. a)64 whose meaning is
clear: even more important than performing the commandments
oneself is causing another to perform them.65 Many similar exam-
ples can be cited in piyyutim.

§ It has recently become clear that the idea of ��37��� (�	
37���) with regard
to Torah and religious obligations, which is found in Tannaitic literature
and later, already held sway in the intellectual world and language of
Qumran. Thus we find in Q, in speaking of the righteousness of
Zedekiah: ����� 
� �� �����
� ����
 “to do and to cause (others) to
do66 the entire Torah” ( ).67 The orthography �����
 could represent
the infinitive of the nip#al or the hip#il, but the context makes it certain
that it is the hip#il that was intended.68

It is true that syntactically the use of �����
 here in QH differs from its
use in MH—here we find ����� �� �����
, and in MH we have �� �	���
���� �� ����
 ���	��—but the aspect of causation is common to both.

§ To summarize: When we speak of “doing” and its causation in bib-
lical Hebrew, we find the pair �!	 and �	!��, which denote doing accom-
panied by fatigue or exhaustion, and we find the pair �(��� and �	
�7���, the
latter of which on occasion denotes simply “to cause to do” (as in �	
�7���

noun ��3��(�, and the future forms ��3��>	 and C3��>	 were rejected because they were identical
to the qal forms. Only the participial and future forms with final "āleps (	���/�	��� and
	��	/�	��	) could be preserved; we in fact find the form ��	�	���
 in Yannai (������ 
���� �����
, Devarim, �� ���� 	�, ��) and in Pesiq. Rab. : 	��� 8������ �	�� �� �� ����
�	�� �� [�	���/�	���].

64 This phrase expresses clearly the opposite of the �	
�7���/����� contrast found in the
Bible and discussed above, although the syntax of this line differs from that one.

65 The forms 	���/�	���/�	��� and ��	�	��� (see n.  above) are not the only
evidence for a shift from III-yôd 	883� to III-"ālep�883�. For this, see M. Bar-Asher, “�����


88�� ���
� 
���� 	88
 ���! 
� 	���	��,” �	��� ����
� – (): –, , §.

66 The same combination of words, in reverse order, appears in a piyyut of Yannai:
����
� �����
 ����
� ����
 (���� �����
 ������ , Shemot, ���� 	���).

67 This fragment was published by E. Larson, L.H. Schiffman, and J. Strugnell in DJD
XIX (): .

68 So, too, the editors (DJDXIX []: ). In Q  i  (published by E. Schuller
in DJD XXIX []: ), we find �	� �������
 ��
��[. This form of the verb could
represent the nip#al infinitive (C�0�&3��0��
) or the hip#il infinitive (C�0�&3��(��
). The editor
preferred the first (judging from her translation ibid., ), the fragmentary state of the
text does not allow for certainty in either direction, and so no edifices can be constructed
on this basis.
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&
	0�?���),69 but on occasion denotes “to force to work hard, to enslave”
(as in ,	��/	4�?��� ,	
+J(���(�/�).70 If we focus specifically on doing, or causing
another to do God’s commandments or Torah, we find that the concept
is not attested in the Bible at all, although its negative counterpart—�����
and �	
�7���—is well attested: ����� is the basic word, and �	
�7��� denotes
the causation of a sin of one party by another. As opposed to the biblical
state of affairs, in Qumran we find both the idea and the language of ��3��
and ��37���; this is true also for Tannaitic literature and all later literature,
as well, where we find ��3�� and ��H	
�/��37���.71 Again, here are the results
summarized in tabular form:

Basic action Causative
Biblical Hebrew ��3�� –72

Qumran Hebrew ��3�� ��37���
Mishnaic Hebrew (and later) ��3�� ��X
�/�	
37���/��37���

Concluding Comments

§ As I indicated at the outset, I would not venture general conclu-
sions at this point regarding the diachronic relationship between the
three layers of Hebrew discussed here—Biblical, Qumran,73 and Mish-
naic (specifically Tannaitic); I prefer to suffice with what arises from the
two issues studied here. In conclusion, I would like to emphasize a num-
ber of aspects:

§ (a) We have empirical evidence that the word �&��� turned into
	&��� during Second Temple times already, and the only form attested in
rabbinic literature (	&��� > *	&��� > 	
�&���) is already glimpsed in the Dead
Sea Scrolls, but only once. In the remainder of the cases, the scribes
hewed closely to the biblical orthography.

69 Cf. above, §§–.
70 Cf. there.
71 Other examples from piyyut of the pairing of ��� with ���� are found elsewhere

in Yannai: ��	�	� ����� ���� ���� (������ , Devarim, ����� 
�, ); ��	�	���� ��[	���]
(������ , Vayyikra, 	�� �� �
 ��, ); see also the citation above, n. .

72 Cf. what I wrote above (§§, ) regarding ����� "	����� �
.
73 Clearly, when one wishes to speak of the Hebrew used in the period between the

Bible and the Mishnah, one ought to include the Hebrew of Ben Sira alongside that of the
Dead Sea Scrolls, and attention should also be paid to Hebraisms which are visible to us
in translations, such as the LXX. But this is not the place to elaborate.
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Also with regard to ��3�� and ��37��� (or �	
37��� or ��X
�), the Qumran
text reveals that what was is seen in Tannaitic literature, and into the
Amoraic period and piyyut, was in fact already a feature of the Hebrew in
use in Hasmonean times. Furthermore, it is not only the linguistic fact,
but the idea itself—that one who causes another to fulfill the Torah or
commandments is listed alongside one who fulfills them him/herself—
which was already formulated in the time of the Qumran sect. This idea
has no expression in the Bible.

We see, then, that in both issues studied here, the data from Qumran
show that aspects of Tannaitic Hebrew are actually far older than we
would have otherwise known.

§ (b) In contrast, when it comes to the semantics of 	&���/�&���, we
find that the dividing line is drawn sharply between biblical and Qumran
Hebrew on the one hand, and Mishnaic Hebrew on the other. In the
former, (	����) �&��� is a verbal noun (“coming” and “onset [of time]”) and
a noun meaning “entrance, opening,” whereas in MH the meaning of 	&���
(and 	
�&���/*	&���) has become restricted to “a narrow street . . . between
two rows of houses.” If there is even one attestation of the older meaning
of 	��� in the Mishnah, it is a borrowing from the language of the Bible.74

§ (c) This is how diachronic analysis must proceed: every lexeme
and every grammatical feature has its own history. Sometimes impor-
tant thematic developments underlie a word’s development, as when the
idea of causing another to fulfill a commandment comes to take its place
alongside one’s own fulfillment of the commandments, giving promi-
nence to the term ��37��� (�	
37���). The real significance of this painstaking
method, following each feature through all the stages of its history, is not
only in the details thus uncovered, however; it also allows us to contex-
tualize every stage within a diachronic framework stretching over many
generations. It is especially important to realize that the transitions take
place at different times for different features;75 regarding one issue, Qum-
ran may line up with biblical Hebrew and against later Mishnaic Hebrew,
while in other cases Qumran and Mishnaic Hebrew are set off from bib-
lical Hebrew.

§ (d) Additionally, each of the two later layers of the language may
go in one of two directions:

74 Cf. n.  above.
75 For a penetrating study of the idea of a “transition language” in general, and in the

history of Hebrew in particular, see M. Mishor, “�	
	�� ���
��� ������ ��,” Lešonénu la-
#Am  (): –.
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a. They may reveal the changes that have taken place in the language,
by utilizing forms from the living language of the time. In our
context, the uses of 	���/	���� and ���� in Qumran and Mishnaic
Hebrew are examples of this.

b. They may utilize forms borrowed from the Bible: both the scribes
of Qumran (to a great extent) and those of rabbinic literature (to a
lesser extent) mimic biblical forms in their own texts. Here we have
seen the examples of the biblicizing spelling ���� at Qumran and,
less certainly, the use of 	��� with the meaning “entryway” in the
first mishnah of #Erubin.

Often distinguishing between these two is difficult work for the re-
searcher, but accuracy in describing the language depends on success in
puzzling out these details.



THE LEXEMES ����� AND ��� IN THE
POETIC TEXTS OF QUMRAN: ANALYSIS

OF A SEMANTIC DEVELOPMENT

Francesco Zanella
University of Siegen, ThWQ Project

.. Introduction

In the poetic texts of Qumranic Hebrew (QH) the lexemes ����� and ���
occur with semantic values that are unknown in Biblical Hebrew (BH). In
QH����� can refer both to an “offering of a prayer” and to a “contribution
of knowledge,” while ��� denotes a “selected prayer.” The new semantic
values of the lexemes ����� and ��� do not substitute any biblical lexeme,
and could therefore lexicalise new concepts. As I shall demonstrate, these
new notions consist in a positive connotation of speech and speech
acts, which clearly results from the new syntagmatic and paradigmatic
structures of ����� and ��� in QH. Interestingly enough, the innovative
usages of ����� and ��� only apply to texts which current scholarship
understands as “sectarian” and could therefore reflect particular aspects
of an explicitly Qumranic ideology.

The present paper aims at investigating the main syntagmatic and
paradigmatic aspects of the semantic shift of both lexemes from BH to
QH, thereby providing an explanation of its possible conceptual grounds.

.. Poetic Texts of Qumran

As far as a possible definition of the “poetic texts” of Qumran is con-
cerned, I refer to both lists of “Poetic and Liturgical Texts” and “Sapi-
ential Texts” identified by Armin Lange and Ulrike Mittmann-Richert.1
Furthermore, since my specific focus is of a linguistic kind, I would also
include among this group passages from other kinds of texts (e.g., rules)
which are qualified by “poetic” content, context, and vocabulary.2

1 A. Lange and U. Mittman-Richert in DJD XXXIX (): –.
2 An exhaustive list of or Qumranic works reflecting a “poetic language” is available in



 francesco zanella

.. Prayer and Sacrifice in Qumran: A Debated Issue

The new usages of the lexemes ����� and ��� in QH are linked to the
debated issue of the relationship between prayer and sacrifice in Qumran.
As far as this subject is concerned, one may refer to at least two opposing
positions.

... Prayer as a Substitution of Sacrifice

The first perspective consists in understanding prayer as a substitution
for the sacrificial system. This thesis is well supported by Georg Klin-
zing.3 In his monograph, Klinzing exhaustively analyses the issue of the
new trends of liturgy and cult in the Qumranic community: the Ya.had
was without Temple and, therefore, without the possibility of regularly
practicing a sacrificial cult.4 The Ya.had, thus, found a symbolic solution
to this problem: it redefined itself as “Temple” and its prayers as sacrifices.
Furthermore, Klinzing argues “daß das gesamte Leben der Gemeinde in
den Kultus einbezogen wurde. Nicht nur der hochgeschätzte Lobpreis,
der ganze ‘untadelige Wandel’ (QS ,) der Gemeinde und ihre Leiden
im Exil (QS ,) treten an die Stelle des Opfers, und werden unter
kultischem Aspekt gesehen.”5 This perspective is also supported by more
recent papers, for instance, that of Esther G. Chazon who argues that
in Qumran prayer “provided an alternative means of worship as well
as an instrument for the atonement of sin. The sectarian documents
regularly refer to prayer in sacrificial terms, equating it with sacrifice
metaphorically as well as functionally.”6

I. Zatelli, “The Study of Ancient Hebrew Lexicon: Application of the Concepts of Lexical
Field and Functional Language,” Kleine Untersuchungen zur Sprache des Alten Testaments
und seiner Umwelt  (): –, .

3 G. Klinzing, Die Umdeutung des Kultus in der Qumrangemeinde und im Neuen
Testament (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, ).

4 Ibid., –, Klinzing argues: “nach dem Willen Gottes mußte jetzt an die Stelle
des blutigen Opfers etwas anderes treten. Ohne Opfer sollte das göttliche Wohlgefallen
erworben werden.” Furthermore, Klinzing points out that “es gibt eine Reihe von Stellen,
die zeigen, daß man sich wirklich mit diesen Fragen beschäftigte. . . . Was konnte an
die Stelle des gottwohlgefälligen Opfers treten? Auf welche Weise konnte im Exil Sühne
erlangt werden?” (ibid., ).

5 Ibid., .
6 E.G. Chazon, “An Introduction to Prayer at Qumran,” in Prayer from Alexander to

Constantine (ed. M. Kilyz et al.; London: Routledge, ), –, here –.
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... Prayer as a Mere Expression of Righteousness

According to the second position, one should not understand the rela-
tionship between prayer and sacrifice in terms of substitution or equiva-
lence. Russell Arnold, for instance, argues that in Qumran “the essential
comparison is made between the wicked and the righteous, not prayer
and sacrifice,” even admitting that “Qumran texts do use sacrificial lan-
guage in connection with prayer.”7 Prayer, concludes Arnold, “should be
understood, ultimately, not as means of communicating with the divine
nor as a way of filling the void left because of the community’s alienation
from the sacrificial cult, but, rather, as a communal act of righteousness.”8

A similar position is also supported by Paul Heger who also notices that
speech acts (Heger refers to the lexeme ��3) are closer to teaching than
to praising.9 In my opinion, this perspective does not provide a sufficient
account of the completely new usage of the sacrificial vocabulary of the
Bible, which Klinzing extensively analyses.

... Is a Third Way Possible?

A convincing hypothesis is brilliantly discussed by Eileen M. Schuller and
consists in slightly changing the focus of the problem.10 The substitution
of prayer to sacrifice might have been plausible, argues Schuller, but one
should understand it as a “present expediency rather than a theological
rejection.”11 From a theological point of view, Schuller also notices that
many eschatological hopes conveyed by the Qumran texts actually refer
to the restoration of the Temple of Jerusalem, i.e., of the sacrificial cult.
Thus, according to Schuller, “it seems that the recitation of prayers is
not to replace, indeed cannot replace, ultimately the sacrificial system
ordained by God for all eternity in the Torah; only in the present ‘time of
Belial’ did it need to take on that role.”12 A similar perspective is suggested

7 R.C.D. Arnold, “Qumran Prayer as an Act of Righteousness,” JQR  (): –
, here .

8 Ibid., .
9 P. Heger, “Did Prayer Replace Sacrifice at Qumran?” RevQ  (): –,

esp. .
10 E.M. Schuller, “Worship, Temple and Prayer in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Judaism in

Late Antiquity, part :The Judaism of Qumran: A Systemic Reading of the Dead Sea Scrolls,
vol. :Theory of Israel (ed. A. Avery-Peck, J. Neusner, and B. Chilton; HO ; Leiden: Brill,
), –.

11 Ibid., .
12 Ibid.
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by Daniel K. Falk who argues that “both prayer as sacrifice and prayer
as response to exile can be found. The two are not mutually exclusive,
but it does not seem possible to distinguish roughly between praise as
metaphorical sacrifice and petitionary prayer—including confession of
sins—as deriving from an exile ideology.”13

However one chooses to understand it, the relationship between
prayer and sacrifice in Qumran cannot be analysed separately from an
exhaustive semantic investigation aimed at showing how the language
itself expresses it.

.. The Lexemes ����� and ��� in BH

.. �����: Cultic Contribution, Tax

In BH ����� is a lexical item typical of sacrificial vocabulary. The lexeme
often denotes a cultic contribution. Exodus : represents a good
example of this generic usage of �����: C�	
�0� ���4�/�C =���� �(�C��+ �	U0�?
��
�	̀�0� �I4����� �����
��?
���
 �	
L
� 	0��� �4+
� �����*� ����� 
4�/� �B��/	 �(�C��+ �0�. In this
context, ����� lexicalises the giving of goods for the construction of a
common cultic building. Besides this general use, in the cultic texts of
BH the lexeme ����� can denote a specific tax to be paid in order to atone
for the census (see e.g., Exod :).

The poetic-sapiential texts of BH (cf. Prov :) point to an interesting
secular use of the lexeme �����, which might refer to a generic kind
of taxation, namely to an important instrument that should be properly
used by the rulers of a nation.

.. ���: Portion of the Sacrificed Animal, Gift of Food

In the biblical texts, the lexeme ��� is partially linked to the sacrificial
lexicon. The word in fact denotes the gift of portions of the sacrificed
animal, which are not necessarily intended for the priests. This usage
might be exemplified by the passage in Sam :: �BD*���

 �(�B�/� �B�a�
�� �(</�*'>�
��bR��� ��	���R���C ��	9��<?
���
AC �4+��
�. As we can see, the recipients of the ���
are not members of the priestly group. Interestingly, in the cultic texts

13 D.K. Falk, “Prayer in the Qumran Texts,” in The Cambridge History of Judaism,
vol. :The Early Roman Period (ed. W. Horbury, W.D. Davies, and J. Sturdy; Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, ), –, here –.
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as well, the recipient of the ��� is not necessarily a priest.14 In this
regard Exod : and Lev : act as useful pieces of evidence. In
the former verse, the recipient of the ��� is Moses. The latter verse
is more problematic, since the recipient of the ��� actually belongs to
the ���� 	��. An analysis of the context of the verse, however, shows
that the recipient of the ��� is entitled to receive it not because of his
family, but, rather, because he happens to be the one performing the
sacrifice.

As far as the lexeme ��� is concerned, traces of a semantic shift can be
found in Late Biblical Hebrew (cf. Esth :, ; Neh :, ), where the
lexeme refers to the gift of food dishes served at a banquet. A further new
usage of ��� is found in Ben Sira (:), where it occurs with reference to
a “deserved portion,” i.e., “good fate, destiny.” In this case the lexeme ���
is used to connote a good wife (���� ���).

.. Syntagmatic and Paradigmatic Relations
of the Lexemes ����� and ��� in BH

In BH the lexemes ����� and ��� are qualified by well defined syn-
tagmatic and paradigmatic relations, which I exhaustively analysed in
my doctoral thesis.15 On the one hand, ����� shows syntagmatic and
paradigmatic relations with the sacrificial lexicon which the following
lexemes can exemplify: ���� (“cultic contribution”), ���� (“spontaneous
gift to God”), ���� (“offering to God”), �
� (“burnt offering”), ����
(“tithe”). On the other hand, ��� frequently occurs in a syntagmatic rela-
tionship with the verb ��� “to sacrifice” and with lexemes referring to
specific parts of the sacrificed animals which are offered as a present and
then eaten.

In the next part of this paper I aim to demonstrate that the semantic
coordinates of these two lexemes patently vary in QH.

14 In this regard I would not agree with J. Conrad (“�B���,” ThWAT :–) as he
writes that “in priesterschriftlichen Texten bezeichnetmanah den Anteil der Priester am
(Schlacht-)Opfer (Ex ,; Lev , . . . ).”

15 For a revised version thereof see F. Zanella, The Lexical Field of the Substantives of
“Gift” in Ancient Hebrew (SSN ; Leiden: Brill, forthcoming).
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.. The Lexemes ��� and ����� in QH

.. �����: Distribution

In QH almost one third of the  occurrences of the lexeme ����� can be
found in poetic-sectarian compositions. This distribution is at variance
with BH, where the poetic occurrences of ����� are only five out of a
total of . As I shall demonstrate, this innovative poetic milieu is likely
to affect the semantic structures of �����. Noteworthy is that the cultic
Qumran texts still reflect the main context of usage of the lexeme in QH
and that ����� maintains its typical reference to a cultic contribution. In
this section of the paper I focus only on the new usages of the lexeme,
thereby analysing the main syntagmatic and paradigmatic relations of
�����, “offering of a prayer” and “contribution of knowledge.”

... ����� “Offering of a Prayer”

The use of the ����� with reference to an “offering of a prayer” occurs
five times (QS IX:–; X:, ; QSb [Q] XIX:, QShirb [Q]
– ii ).

.... QS X:
The passage in QS X: is a good example of the syntagmatic relations
reflected by the new usage of �����.

	��� ���� ����� �������

and I will bless him (with) the ����� of that, which comes out from my
lips16

����� is here used outside of its typical sacrificial context and occurs
within a new syntagmatic milieu, where the references to the semantic
domain of speech acts play a key role. The lexeme, in fact, can function
(a) as the (prepositional) object of the verb "��, and (b) as the nomen
regens of the genitival syntagm 	��� ���� ����� (“the ����� of that, which
comes out from my lips”), which metonymically refers to an act of speech,
namely to an utterance.

.... QS X:
One may find similar syntagmatic structures in QS X: (par. QSb

[Q] XIX:).

16 Unless otherwise noted, all translations are mine.
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��
 ����  ��� ������ �	��� ����� {°°}

(with) the ����� of lips I will bless Him, as a statute forever engraved

Once again, ����� functions as the nomen regens of the genitival syn-
tagm �	��� ����� (“����� of lips”). The lexeme �	��� (“lips”) metonymi-
cally refers to an utterance. This syntagm should be understood as a sub-
jective genitive, referring to an offering (of a prayer as well as of a blessing)
performed by the lips.17 The lexeme also functions as the (prepositional)
object of the verb "��.

.... QS IX:–
The passage in QS IX:– represents an interesting syntagmatic case.

������ ��� 	�
��� ��
�� ���� ���
 ����
� ���� 
��� ��� ���� 
� ���

 �� ���	�� ����
 �	���

in order to atone for the guilt of transgression and the rebellion of sin,
becoming an acceptable (sacrifice) for the land through the flesh of the
burnt offerings, and the fat parts of the sacrifices, and the ����� of the lips
becoming justice, just like a sweet savour of righteousness

In this passage ����� clearly occurs within a specific sacrificial con-
text which the following lexical items highlight: ��� (“to atone”), ����
(“vegetable offering”), �
� (“burnt offering”), ��� (“sacrifice”), and ���
(“flesh”). In spite of this typical sacrificial context, I take the position that
the lexeme ����� is actually used here with its new semantic value. In
fact, the genitival syntagm �	��� ����� (“����� of lips”) attests to the
reference to an “offering of a prayer.” The mention of justice and righ-
teousness, which one would not expect to find in a sacrificial context, is
also consistent with this.

.... QShirb (Q) – ii 
The occurrence of ����� in QShirb (Q) – ii – provides a
slightly different contextualmilieu.

 �� 	��� 
R�� ������ ��� ��
 ����� 
�� �	�	��

at the beginning of every purpose of the mind is knowledge, and (at the
beginning) of a ����� of an utterance are lips of righteousness

����� occurs here within a context of thanksgiving, blessing, and praise
to God. Once again, the lexeme functions as a nomen regens in a genitival
relation with a lexical item referring to a speaking act (
��, “utterance”).

17 See in BH, the genitival syntagm ���	 ����� (“the ����� of your hand,” Deut :,
) which refers to the contribution offered by the hands of the sender.
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The lexeme �	��� (“lips”) also occurs in the passage.
To conclude, ����� “offering of a prayer” reflects the following syntag-

matic relations.

a. ����� always occurs as a nomen regens, and is always used in a
genitival relationship with the lexeme �	��� (“lips”) and with other
lexical items referring to speech acts. These genitival syntagms are
so consistent and recurrent that it is possible to understand them
as fixed pairs. In these cases, I would tend to analyse the genitival
syntagm as a single semantic unit, since there cannot be a clear-cut
division between the meaning of a lexeme and the meaning of the
genitival syntagms in which it repeatedly occurs.

b. In three occurrences (QS X:, ; QSb [Q] XIX:) �����
functions as the (prepositional) object of the verb "�� (“to bless”).

In light of these data one could argue that ����� denotes a specific
act of praise and blessing. From a syntagmatic point of view, the main
difference between BH and QH clearly consists in using a typical lexical
item of the sacrificial lexicon within a new context qualified by constant
references to speech acts.

... ����� “Contribution of Knowledge”

The use of �����with reference to a “contribution of knowledge” involves
three poetic occurrences (QShirShabba [Q]  ; QShirShabbd

[Q]  ii ; QShirShabbf [Q]  ii ). The syntagmatic struc-
tures of these verses are different from those of ����� “offering of a
prayer.” Such differences, as I contend, would attest to a further new usage
of the lexeme. ����� would here occur with a cognitive nuance reflect-
ing recurrent syntagmatic and paradigmatic relations with lexemes of the
semantic domain of knowledge.

.... QShirShabba (Q)  
The passage in QShirShabba (Q)   represents a good example of
the syntagmatic relations qualifying ����� “contribution of knowledge.”

�	]
° � ���� ����� ���
 ����� [��]

[what] is the ����� of the tongues of our dust (compared) with the knowl-
edge of the g[ods?

����� here functions as the nomen regens in the genitival syntagm �����
���
 (“the ����� of the tongue”). The cognitive nuance clearly results from
the paradigmatic opposition between the syntagms ����� ���
 ����� (“the
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����� of the tongues of our dust”) and �	
� ��� (“the knowledge of
the g[ods”). In the poetic texts of Qumran the lexeme ��� denotes a
“true knowledge (of spiritual realities).”18 In light of this specific value
given to ���, the genitival syntagm ����� ���
 ����� (“the ����� of our
tongues of dust”) would then refer to a human, i.e., typically rough,
kind of knowledge. Thus, the syntagm ���
 �����, subjective genitive,
would denote the contribution of knowledge performed by human utter-
ances.

.... QShirShabbd (Q)  ii 
One may find a similar syntagmatic context in the passage from QShir-
Shabbd (Q)  ii :

��� 	�� ��� ]°° �
.
�° 	°�°��
 ������ ����� "
� �	
� 
�


to the God of gods, King of splendour, and the ����� of their tongues
[seven mysteries of knowledge

The verse is rather fragmentary. Nonetheless, one can identify the follow-
ing syntagmatic data.

a. ����� functions as the nomen regens of the genitival syntagm �����
��	���
 (“the ����� of their tongues”). The third person masc. pl.
pronominal suffix refers to the previously mentioned “chiefs of the
congregation of the King in the assembly.”

b. The syntagm ��	���
 ����� occurs in syntagmatic and paradigmatic
relation to the lexeme ���.

In light of these syntagmatic data one may assume that the genitival
syntagm ��	���
 ����� is used with reference to knowledge. What kind
of knowledge could it denote, if compared with the perfection of the
���? According to lines – these tongues of knowledge are supposed
to “grow strong sevenfold” (���� ��!�). The aim (or the result?) of this
growth could be expressed by line , which refers to “those who cause
knowledge (���) to shine among all the gods of light.” Thus, the kind
of knowledge referred to by the syntagm ��	���
 ����� is supposed to
grow, perhaps in order to reach the perfect level of knowledge which the
substantive ��� lexicalises. In this framework, thus, one may conclude
that the syntagm ��	���
 ����� denotes a perfectible kind of knowledge.

18 M.P. Sciumbata, “Il campo lessicale dei sostantivi di ‘conoscenza’ in ebraico antico”
(Ph.D. diss., Università degli Studi di Firenze, ), –.
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.... QShirShabbf (Q)  ii 
The passage in QShirShabbf (Q)  ii  is the most problematic in
the group.

����� 	��� 
��� ���° 	��
�
 ����[� ]��� 	���
 ������ 	���� vacat �����°

(of) His glory vacat in the chiefs of the ������ of the tongues of knowledge
[and] they bless the God of knowledge together with all the works of his
glory

Florentino García Martínez and Eibert J.C. Tigchelaar interpret the syn-
tagm ��� 	���
 ������ 	���� as a nominative clause,19 thereby interrupt-
ing the genitival chain and interpreting ������ as an absolute state. In
light of the data resulting from the analysis of the previous occurrences,
however, one would expect ������ to be in the construct state, and the
syntagm ��� 	���
 ������ to be a subjective genitive. At present, however,
I do not see any plausible alternative to García Martínez’s and Tigchelaar’s
translation. Apart from the problematic rendering of this text, one may
observe that ����� once again occurs in a syntagmatic relationship with
the lexeme ���
 as well as, in the following lines, with lexical items belong-
ing to the semantic domain of knowledge, such as ���, ��	� (“comprehen-
sion”), and 
�� (“understanding”).

To conclude, ����� “contribution of knowledge” reflects the following
syntagmatic relations.

a. ����� always20 functions as the nomen regens of the genitival syn-
tagm ���
 �����. As in the case of �	��� �����, one should under-
stand ���
 ����� as a subjective genitive, referring to a contribution
(of knowledge) performed by a speech act. The relationship between
����� and ���
 is so close and recurrent that I would tend to anal-
yse both lexemes as a fixed pair, as I did for the lexemes ����� and
�	���.

b. ����� “contribution of knowledge” always occurs in syntagmatic
and paradigmatic relations with lexical items belonging to the se-
mantic domain of knowledge (e.g., ��� and ��	�). In some occur-
rences there is enough evidence to argue that the whole syntagm
���
 ����� refers to a human and perfectible kind of knowledge.

19 See F. García Martínez and E.J.C. Tigchelaar, eds.,TheDead Sea Scrolls Study Edition
( vols., Leiden: Brill, –), :.

20 In the case of QShirShabbf (Q)  ii  this is debatable.
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.. ���: Distribution

In QH seven out of nine occurrences of ��� belong to sectarian poetic
compositions. This distribution is rather surprising, when compared with
BH, where ��� never occurs in poetic texts. The usage of ��� within a
poetic milieu actually affects the semantic value of the lexeme which
occurs with the reference (unknown to BH) to a “selected prayer.”

... ��� “Selected Prayer”

This new use of ��� is found in six21 poetic occurrences (QS X:; QSd

[Q] IX:; QShirShabbd [Q]  i ;  ii ; QPoetic Text A
[Q]  ; QBarkhi Nafshia [Q] b ).

.... QS X:
The passage in QS X: (par. QSd [Q] IX:) represents a good
example of the semantic coordinates qualifying the usage of ��� with
reference to a “selected prayer.”

{���} 	��� ���� �
�� 	��
 	���
� ����  �� 	��	� 
���� [ . . . ]

and for my whole life, engraved statute on my tongue, as fruit of praise,
and I will lift the ��� of my lips

The usage of the lexeme ��� is qualified by syntagmatic relations to
lexemes referring to speech and prayer, thereby providing interesting
analogies with the usage of ����� “offering of a prayer.” In fact, (a) ���
occurs in a syntagmatic relationship with the lexemes ���
 and �	���,
which metonymically refer to an act of speech; (b) ��� functions as
the nomen regens of the genitive 	��� ���. Furthermore, the passage
highlights a parallelism between the genitival syntagms �
�� 	�� (“the
fruit of prayer”) and �	��� ���. Both syntagms refer to the same subject,
i.e., a praise. The former (�
�� 	��) makes explicit reference to it, and
the latter (�	��� ���) metaphorical. Thus, the lexeme �
�� describes the
concrete effects of the speech act (�	���), whereas the lexeme 	�� (“fruit”)
helps us to understand the reference of the lexeme ��� which would then
denote the best part, the selected part of a prayer.22

21 I excluded QpapPrFêtes (Q)  , since the text is highly fragmentary: �.	.�. [
]�. ��. The scroll consists in fragments of texts probably referring to festivals.

22 Moreover, as Klinzing notices (Umdeutung, ) the lexeme 	�� (“fruit”) is itself
a sacrificial term used outside of its specific technical context and transposed onto
the context of prayer. Klinzing furthermore interprets the form ��� in QS X: as a
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.... QShirShabbd (Q)  i 
The passage in QShirShabbd (Q)  i – patently confirms the
syntagmatic relations between ��� and the semantic domains of speech
and prayer, which here also involve singing and rejoicing.

�	��
� ����� �[����]
. �. �� ��� ���� �� 	��
�. 
 ����

let us sing praise to the God of Might with a ��� of choicest spirit to [a
son]g of divine joy

Three data are worth mentioning: (a) the lexeme ��� functions as the
prepositional object of the verb ��� (“to sing praise”); (b) it occurs as the
nomen regens of the genitival syntagm ��� ��� ��� (“a ��� of choicest
spirit”); (c) it once again occurs together with lexical items referring to a
selection (or the result of a selection—cf. 	�� “fruit” in QS X:), namely
the lexeme ��� (“head, top, choicest”).

.... QPoetic Text A (Q)  
�]�°��� ���� 	���
�� °°[

and in my tongue are ���� of thanksgiving

��� functions here as the nomen regens of the genitival syntagm ����
����� (“���� of praise, thanksgiving”). The lexeme is also used in close
syntagmatic relationship with the lexeme ���
.

.... QShirShabbd (Q)  ii 
The passage in QShirShabbd (Q)  ii  represents an interesting
occurrence.

�	°�
� ���� �	�	�� 	���° ��������

and exalt him, o chief princes with a ���, his wonder

��� functions as the prepositional object of the verb ��� (po#lel, “to exalt”).
Moreover, the passage shows that ��� can also occur in the absolute
state with reference to an act of praise. This fact is extremely relevant
semantically, since it shows that ��� can also independently lexicalise
a speech act of praise. I would like to suggest that ��� here reaches a

“Schreibfehler für ����” (Umdeutung, ). In my view, the occurrence in the passage
of the lexeme ���� can be refuted in light of syntagmatic and paradigmatic pieces of
evidence: the occurrence of sacrificial terms together with lexemes belonging to the
semantic domains of speech acts does not apply to the use of ���� (neither in BH nor
in QH), whereas it constitutes a recurring feature of the use of ��� in QH. To conclude, it
is in light of the lexical context of QS X:– that one should here paradigmatically argue
for the occurrence of the substantive ��� instead of ����.
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deeper level of lexicalisation than �����, since its new meaning is not
necessarily expressed by genitival syntagms. Unfortunately, the available
textual evidence is too exiguous to argue that, and this explanation must
remain hypothetical.

To conclude, ��� “selected prayer” reflects the following syntagmatic
relations.

a. ��� always occurs in close syntagmatic and paradigmatic relations
with lexical items of the semantic domains of speech and prayer.

b. These relations are often rendered by genitival syntagms, where
��� functions as a nomen regens, such as �	��� ��� (“the ��� of
my lips”), ��� ��� (“��� of spirit”), and ����� ���� (“���� of praise,
thanksgiving”). One should understand these syntagms as objective
genitives referring to “selected portions, i.e., offerings, of speech
acts” aimed at praising God. These syntagmatic relations are so close
and recurrent that, just like in the case of the lexeme �����, the
study of the meaning of the lexeme ��� cannot be separated from
the investigation of these relations.

c. Interestingly, ��� happens to occur in the absolute state. I consider
this specific case proof that the semantic range of the lexeme ���
itself includes the reference to speech acts, which does not need to
be explicitly expressed through a genitival relationship.

.. A New Connotation of Speech in QH

The data resulting from the semantic analysis of ����� and ��� in QH
show that both lexemes can occur outside of their specific biblical con-
texts. In QH both substantives are in fact transposed onto a new poetic
context which consists in recurrent syntagmatic and paradigmatic rela-
tions with the semantic domains of speech acts (mostly prayer, praise and
blessing) and knowledge. One should also notice (a) that the new usages
of both words do not actually substitute any previous biblical lexeme, and
(b) that they specifically apply to sectarian writings. This begs the ques-
tion of whether these new meanings actually result from extra-linguistic
factors (i.e., whether they reflect new concepts such as beliefs, feelings,
and perceptions) which one should understand as typical of the Qumran
community.

In this regard, one should also notice that the semantic domain of
speech, at least as far as the occurrences of ��� and ����� are concerned,
always reflects a positive connotation. Lips (�	���) and tongue (���
)
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are understood and described as positive instruments aimed at exalting
God. Moreover, the act of praising God and His nature often coincides
with reaching a deeper level of knowledge and results from a process of
acknowledgment and comprehension. Within this specific framework it
became clear that comparing the connotation of the semantic domain
of speech in BH and QH could be useful to detect the presence of new
concepts. A difference in the connotation of this semantic domain could
in fact reflect a process of conceptual shift, of which the new meanings
of the lexemes ����� and ��� would just be a part. In light of the data
resulting from the analysis of ����� and ���, my expectation was to
understand the positive connotation of speech as a typical feature of QH.
Working from this premise, I analysed the occurrences of the lexemes
�	��� and ���
 in both corpora, and the result I could find would actually
confirm my preliminary assumption. In the last part of the paper I
compare some data concerning the connotation of the lexemes ���
 and
�	��� in BH and QH.23

.. Speech in BH and QH

In both BH and QH three kinds of connotations qualifying the usage of
the lexemes ���
 and �	��� can be identified, namely a “neutral connota-
tion,” a “negative connotation,” and a “positive connotation.” The con-
notation is neutral if the lexemes merely refer to specific parts of the
mouth, to geographical entities or to concrete objects. The connotation
is negative if the lexemes are used together with lexical items referring
to falsehood, evil, destruction, lie, and the like. The connotation is pos-
itive if the words are used together with lexical items belonging to the
semantic domains of praise, prayer, wisdom, knowledge, and the like. As
I shall demonstrate, the connotation of these lexemes changes remark-
ably between BH and QH.

... ���

.... BH
In BH ���
 is frequently used with neutral and with negative connota-
tions; each kind of connotation involves  of the occurrences of the

23 Obviously this is not supposed to be an exhaustive study of the whole semantic
domain of “speech” in both BH and QH; rather, this is an attempt to see how the usage
the lexemes ���
 and �	��� may reflect the perception of this concept.
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lexeme. In the first case ���
 can refer to the part of the mouth, to a lan-
guage, to geographical entities (e.g., headland), and to concrete objects
(e.g., flames and blades). In its negative connotation, ���
 denotes an
aspect of the human nature24 linked to exuberance and exaggeration
(see e.g., �
��! ����� ���
, Ps :), which can easily become perver-
sity (�������, Prov :) and cause calamities (���, Prov :; cf. also
Ps :). The tongue is a means of communication between human
beings and an instrument of interrelation between man and God. It often
provokes mischief, evil, deceitfulness (�	���, Zeph :; cf. also Ps :;
Jer :), blasphemy, and falsehood (� �, Prov :; :; :; :; Jer
:; Ps :; cf. also Prov :).25

Only  of the occurrences of ���
 in BH (mostly in the Psalms)
reflect a positive connotation: in these passages the lexeme is used with
specific reference to an act of prayer. In this context, the tongue becomes
“the pen of a ready writer” (Ps :; cf. also Pss :; :; :),
who aims at declaring and singing God’s righteousness (Pss :; :).
Such themes will have a predominant role in the usage of the lexeme in
QH.

.... QH
The connotation of ���
 in QH clearly shows an inverted trend. Half of
the occurrences of ���
 in QH are qualified by a positive connotation,
showing an increase of . In these passages the lexeme denotes a part
of the human body and nature concretely linked to the act of praising,
blessing, and exalting God. In such occurrences ���
 is frequently used
in syntagmatic relationship with the lexeme �	���. Thus, lips and tongue
generate a fountain of words (�� �, QHa XXIII:; QShirb [Q] 
iii  etc.) which are more pleasing than wine (QNarrative and Poetic
Compositionb [Q]  ).26 Each word “forms the foundation of joyous
songs” (QHa XIX:–). In this positive context, the tongue shall be
pure (����, e.g., QMystb [Q]  i ; 	��, QEschatological Work
B [Q]  ) and purged from any kind of abomination (�	�� �,
QS X:). “Human rebellion” and “impure and crafty design” shall not

24 See also B. Kedar-Kopfstein (“�&��
,” ThWAT :): “bei diesen und ähnlichen
Versen geht aus dem Textzusammenhang deutlich hervor, daß ���
 nicht einen ein-
maligen Aussageakt darstellt, sondern eine, allerdings sich in der Rede realisierende,
Wesenart.”

25 An exhaustive list of this kind of connotation is available ibid., –.
26 The Hodayot are numbered according to M. Abegg in Poetic and Liturgical Texts

(ed. D.W. Parry and E. Tov, The Dead Sea Scrolls Reader ; Leiden: Brill, ).
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belong to the praise to God (QS X:). The necessary prerequisite of
praise is the recognition of God’s power, nature, and glory (QHa IV:
etc.). In this regard, praising sometimes results in an experience of pure
knowledge which can be demonstrated as follows: the tongue shall sing
and at the same time the mind (�
) shall understand “the secret of the
origin of the work of all men” (QShirb [Q]  iii ) as well as
the mysteries of knowledge (��� 	��, QShirShabbd [Q]  ii ).
Furthermore, God has engraved “a measuring line (� ) [ to] declare to the
human vessel his lack of understanding” on the tongue of the man (QHa

XXIII:). With “purposeful speech” (���
 	����, QpPsa [Q] –
iv ) the tongue shall be ready to utter holy words (��� 	���, QBarkhi
Nafshic [Q] a+b i ), and its level of understanding will grow
in strength (��!�, see QShirShabbd [Q]  ii –; QShirShabbf

[Q]  –).

... ���
.... BH
Half of the occurrences of ��� in BH are qualified by a neutral conno-
tation: the lexeme explicitly refers to “the fleshy edge of the mouth,”27 to
natural and geographical entities, and to objects (hems, edges). In BH the
usage of the lexeme ��� more frequently reflects a negative connotation
( of the occurrences) than a positive connotation ( of the occur-
rences). Thus, if negatively connoted, the lips represent an instrument
of lying (� �, Prov :; :; :b; Ps :), deceitfulness (����,
Ps :), and flattery (� 
�, Ps :, ). Lips can cause trouble (���, Prov
:), if they are the lips of a fool (Prov :; Qoh :; cf. also Prov :,
), as well as transgression (���, Prov :) and perversion (���
, Prov
:), if they are unclean and impure (���, Isa :). Positively connoted,
the lips are used “to keep knowledge” (���, Prov :; Mal :) and wis-
dom (����, Prov :). Moreover, the opening of lips (	��� ����, Prov
:) shall consist in utterances of truth (���, Prov :) and right things
(�	��	�, Prov :). In the Psalms the lexeme is often used with reference
to the act of praising God (see. e.g., Pss :; :; :).

.... QH
In comparison to BH, the proportion between negative and positive
connotations in QH is patently inverted. In fact, the usage of the lexeme

27 B. Keder-Kopfstein, “����3,” ThWAT :. For the English translation see TDOT
:.
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��� in the Dead Sea Scrolls is largely qualified by a positive connotation
which shows an increase of . If positively connoted, the lips are
shown to have great new features: by the power of the lips the wicked
ones can be killed (QSb [Qb] V:), and with this very power God
generates all the eternal spirits (QShirShabbd [Q]  i ). In light of
these new positive features the texts repeatedly state that “foolish things
and wicked lying [and de]ceptions and falsehoods” shall no longer be
found on the lips (QSf [Q] V:; cf. also QShirb [Q]  ii ),
but, rather discipline (����, QSapiential-Didactic Work A [Q]  ),
fidelity (�����, QInstructiond [Q]  ii ), and righteousness ( ��,
Qcrypt A Words of the Maskil to All Sons of Dawn [Q] – i ).
The utterances of the lips constitute a direct link between man and God
through praise, thereby “forming the foundation of joyous songs” (QHa

XIX:). In this regard, the praise requires mighty lips (��� 	���, QHa

[Q]  i ), because it has to be like a spring, like a fountain (�� �,
QInstructiond [Q] +a ; QShirb [Q]  iii ), and like
the music of a flute (	��� 
	
�, QS X:), so that he who praises God can
do it properly. Finally, it should be noticed that if the lexeme ��� refers
to a prayer, it may also occur together with lexical items of the sacrificial
vocabulary.

... Conclusions

The analysis of the connotation of the lexemes ���
 and ��� in BH and
QH highlights a remarkable difference between the two corpora. Thus, in
BH the usage of both lexemes frequently reflect a negative connotation,
whereas QH attests to a positive connotation. The increase in the pos-
itively connoted occurrences in QH is clearly remarkable for both lex-
emes. As far as ���
 is concerned, this increase directly corresponds to
a significant decrease in the negatively connoted occurrences, which is
also noticeable for the lexeme ���, even if it is in a smaller scale.

What kind of interpretation could be drawn in the light of these
quantitative data? How are they linked to the new semantic values of the
lexemes ����� and ���? I consider these results as evidence that (a) in
Qumran an innovative and positive concept of speech is found, and that
(b) this positive perspective on speech is likely to be linked to the special
cultic and liturgical situation of the Ya.had.

Thus, these results highlight a shift from a negative perspective on the
concept of speech to a positive one. In fact, according to the Qumran
texts, speech is no longer (or mostly not) linked to perversion, falsehood,
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and mischief. Speech acts, rather, consist in praising and exalting the true
nature of God, which must be at first fully comprehended. The act of
praising, therefore, originates from a cognitive (perhaps mystical?) pro-
cess that brings the speaker/petitioner to a deeper level of knowledge.28

Within this framework, at least in the Qumranic “sectarian” texts such a
mixture of praise and true knowledge would become the preferred way
to communicate with God. It may also assume the form of an “oral sac-
rifice” which one perhaps should understand as a substitution of the ani-
mal sacrifices to be offered in Jerusalem. This reference to the sacrifice
is highlighted by the explicit usage of the biblical sacrificial vocabulary
which is actually transposed onto these new conceptual coordinates and
adapted to them.

I argue that that this whole framework is deeply consistent with the
new usages of the lexemes ����� and ��� in QH. Actually, it represents
the conceptual prerequisite of their two new semantic values. In their
new meanings, in fact, both lexemes patently lexicalise these innovative
relations between praise, true knowledge, and “oral sacrifice.”

28 The close relation between prayer and knowledge is clearly highlighted by S.C. Reif,
“Prayer in Ben Sira, Qumran and Second Temple Judaism: A Comparative Overview”
in Ben Sira’s God: Proceedings of the International Ben Sira Conference, Durham—Ushaw
College  (ed. R. Egger-Wenzel; BZAW ; Berlin: de Gruyter, ), –,
: “the Scribe is expected to develop intellectually, to understand God’s mysteries,
and to express himself intelligently and ethically. He should at the same time, however,
appreciate that all this is intended as a religious exercise. He should also therefore humbly
and enthusiastically seek and praise God, pray for the forgiveness of his sins, and take
pride in mastering (and teaching?) the Torah.”



ARAMAIC TEXTS FROM QUMRAN
IN LIGHT OF NEW EPIGRAPHICAL FINDS1

Esther Eshel
Bar Ilan University

A. Introduction

Four Aramaic manuscripts from Qumran Cave  correspond to the third
part of the Ethiopic Book of Enoch,  En. –, which is titled “The
Book of the Revolution of the Luminaries of Heaven.” Since none of these
manuscripts preserve parts of the other Enochic books, it was suggested
that these scrolls circulated independently from the other Enochic works,
and that these four scrolls represent four different copies of a single com-
position. Those scrolls document the “synchronistic calendar,” which is
believed to be the earliest known full synchronization of the movements
of the moon and the sun during the  day year. In his monumental
work on the Aramaic fragments of Enoch published in , J. Milik
presented an edition of these manuscripts,2 to which E.J.C. Tigchelaar
and F. García Martínez later added some unpublished fragments.3

B. QEnastrd ar (Q)

In what follows, I would like to shed some light on one of these scrolls,
QEnastrd ar (Q), based upon two new ostraca found in Mareshah,
which also shed light on the cultural connections between Babylon and
southern Syria during the Persian and Hellenistic periods. TheAstronom-
ical Book of Enoch is dated to around the middle of the third century

1 I would like to thank my colleague, Jonathan Ben-Dov, for his helpful remarks and
for sharing with me the relevant parts of his book prior to its publication, Head of All
Years: Astronomy and Calendars at Qumran in their Ancient Context (STDJ ; Leiden:
Brill, ).

2 J.T. Milik, The Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of Qumrân Cave  (Oxford:
Clarendon, ), –.

3 E.J.C. Tigchelaar and F. García Martínez in DJD XXXVI (): –.
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b.c.e.4 Q stems from the second part of the Astronomical Book of
Enoch, corresponding to  En. –, and also contains the conclusion
of the work, which is lost in the Ethiopic Enoch. Q was dated to the
second half of the first century b.c.e. based on paleographic grounds. It
reads as follows:5

QEnastrd ar (Q)  ii
]°����� �� �� 
�]� �	�� ���� 

� �� [�	���� 6��]� �	�� [���]� ���� [�	�]���� �� �	�� 
���� �� �� ��	��� �� �[	��� ]���� [��] �	�� ���	� 
vacat �� �	��� �	�
� �[� �]� �	�
�[� �]� �	��� ��� 

 this [ . . . ] from its measure [ . . . ]
 a tenth (part) of a ninth (part) [ . . . a tenth (part)]
 of a ninth (part). And the sta[rs] move through the fi[rst gate] of

heaven; [and then] they come forth.
 On first days, [one] tenth [by] one [six]th; on second (days), one fif-
 teenth by o[ne] sixth; on third (days), o[ne] thirtieth by one sixth

[ . . . ]

Q, was described by Milik as a manuscript which “is preserved
practically only in a single fragment, a horizontal strip containing from
six to two lines of the text, which comes from three successive columns
placed towards the end of the scroll. Column i contains a description
of winter; so it should be placed after the existing conclusion of the
Astronomical Book in the Ethiopic Enoch, where we have the description
of the two first seasons only, spring (En. : –) and summer (:
–),” while the Aramaic original probably included all four seasons.7
As noted by J. Ben-Dov, the context of the specific passage included
in frg.  ii quoted above, are the “temporal hours,” which resemble
calculations documented in some Neo-Assyrian texts.8 Thus, scholars
are in agreement as to the scientific knowledge of the author of the so-
called “synchronistic calendar,” being “an offshoot of a Mesopotamian

4 The earliest manuscript of theAstronomical Book of Enoch (QEnastra) was dated by
Milik to the beginning of the second century b.c.e., see Tigchelaar and García Martínez
in DJD XXXVI (): .

5 Milik, Books of Enoch, –.
6 Milik, ibid.,  reconstructs: [�	�]� �	�� [	���]�. The reconstruction of [���]�

[��]� �	�� was suggested by Ben-Dov, Head of All Years,  n. .
7 Milik, Books of Enoch, .
8 J. Ben-Dov, “Astronomy and Calendars at Qumran: Sources and Trends” (Ph.D.

diss., The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, ),  (Hebrew). As for the question of
the placement of this passage in Enoch, see his discussion ibid., , –.



aramaic texts from qumran 

intellectual tradition, reflected in the astronomical series Mul.Apin,”9

which is dated to the seventh century b.c.e. As has been shown, “the
Aramaic fragments describe the movements of the sun and the moon
through the various gates, thus suggesting not only solutions to the
temporal gaps but also to the gaps in space.”10

In Q  ii , we find the phrase ����� ��. The word ����was inter-
preted as “measurement” and translated as “from its measurements.”11

This noun is known in other Aramaic texts from Qumran.12 The closest in
context, albeit fragmentary, is the Aramaic Levi Document, which men-
tions both �	�� and ���� (QLevia [Q]  –). Milik connected frg.
 with the Testament of Levi, chs. –, where the description of heaven
is included, thus suggesting that frg.  might be identified as one of
Levi’s visions.13 Nevertheless, no reference to measurements is included
in these chapters of the Testament of Levi. A reference to the measure-
ments of heaven can be found in Isa : ��� �
�� 
�� ��� ���� �	���
#���, which was translated in the Targum as: ����� �
�� �	�� �����

��	� �
	��� �
	�� ����� ����� �	� ��, “and the length of the heavens
as if with the span established, the dust of the earth as if measures in a
measure . . . ” Thus, we might tentatively conclude, based on Isaiah, that
both Aramaic Levi Document  and Q refer to the measurements
of the heavens, or are somehow connected with it.

Q  ii  mentions that [��]� �	�� [����]� ���� [�	�]���� “the
sta[rs] move through the fi[rst gate] of heaven,” and in lines – of
the same column, a series of days is mentioned, followed by numer-
ical figures, most of which are fractions. Various interpretations were
suggested to these lines,14 concluding, that “it clearly forms part of the

9 J. Ben-Dov, “The Initial Stages of Lunar Theory at Qumran,” JSJ  (): –,
, with references to earlier discussions.

10 Ibid., .
11 Milik, Books of Enoch, ; see M. Sokoloff, A Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian

Aramaic of the Byzantine Period (nd ed.; Ramat Gan: Bar Ilan University Press, ),
–. ���� translates the biblical ��� in both Tg. Neof. and Tg. Onq.

12 E.g. in QNJ ar (Q)   [��	���] ���� 
��[ 	]�[	�]�� ����, “ . . . And so he showed
me the measurement of all [the blocks”; M. Baillet in DJD III/ (): .

13 J.T. Milik in DJD I (): ; see J.C. Greenfield, M.E. Stone, and E. Eshel, The
Aramaic Levi Document: Edition, Translation, Commentary (SVTP ; Leiden: Brill,
), –.

14 Milik, Books of Enoch, ; O. Neugebauer, Ethiopic Astronomy and Computus
(Sitzungsberichte der Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, philosophisch-
historische Klasse ; Wien: Verlag der Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften,
), ; M. Albani, Astronomie und Schöpfungsglaube: Untersuchungen zum astrono-
mischenHenochbuch (WMANT ; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, ), –
.
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Mul.Apin-type astronomical teaching.”15 In what follows, I would like to
discuss the usage of the verb ��� in two additional astronomical texts,
the first is a newly discovered ostracon, found in Mareshah, and the
second is the so-called “Birth of Noah” text (Q), where, based on
the occurrence of ���, I would like to suggest a new interpretation of this
text. But first some introductory words are necessary with regard to the
two ostraca discovered in Mareshah.

C. The Mareshah Ostraca

Mareshah (or Marisa), is located in the Shephela, km north-east of
Ashkelon. The site was partly excavated in the s by Bliss and Macalis-
ter and by Peters and Tiersch.16 More recent excavations were conducted
by A. Kloner.17 Mareshah is mentioned in the Bible, where its earliest ref-
erence appears among the cities of Judah (Josh :). After the destruc-
tion of the First Temple, Mareshah, together with all of southern Judah,
became Edomite territory. In the Hellenistic period Mareshah replaced
Lachish as the capital of Idumea, and during that period a Sidonian com-
munity settled in Mareshah.

Between  and  seventy-two sherds inscribed with Semitic
script were found in Mareshah by Kloner. The majority can be dated
from the fourth to the second centuries b.c.e., based on their paleog-
raphy. The first assemblage to be published in the near future includes
a Hebrew ostracon dated to the seventh century b.c.e.;  Persian and
Hellenistic inscriptions written in Aramaic language and script; two frag-
ments of a Persian inscription written in Phoenician script; two Edomite
inscriptions dated to the Hellenistic period and written in Aramaic script;
and three inscriptions in Jewish script dated to the first or second cen-
turies c.e.18 Important additions to this assemblage are fragments of four

15 Ben-Dov, Head of All Years, .
16 F.J. Bliss and R.A.S. Macalister, Excavations in Palestine during the Years –

(London: Committee of the Palestine Exploration Fund, ); J.P. Peters and H. Tiersch,
Painted Tombs in the Necropolis of Marissa (London: Palestine Exploration Fund, ).

17 A. Kloner, “Mareshah (Marisa),” NEAEHL :–. For the first in a series of
final reports on the excavations at Mareshah during the s and s, see A. Kloner,
Maresha Excavations Final Report I: Subterranean Complexes , ,  (IAA Reports ;
Jerusalem: Israel Antiquities Authority, ).

18 E. Eshel, “Chapter : Inscriptions in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Phoenician Script,”
in A. Kloner, E. Eshel, and C. Korzakova, Maresha Excavations Final Report III (IAA
Reports; Jerusalem: Israel Antiquities Authority, forthcoming).
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bowls bearing scribal exercises, some of which are inscribed on both the
recto and the verso. All together there are  inscriptions of which seven,
written on two bowls, were recently published.19 In later excavations car-
ried out in the last two years by Kloner, more than one hundred and fifty
inscribed sherds and ostraca written in Semitic scripts were discovered.
I would like to express my gratitude to A. Kloner for granting me the
responsibility to publish all Semitic inscriptions found in Mareshah. On
the basis of paleographic considerations, it is possible to date most of
these inscriptions to the Persian and Hellenistic periods. Included in this
corpus is a group of twenty-five Aramaic ostraca with inscriptions of var-
ious types, all sharing the formula �� . . . ��, “If X then Y,” but sometimes
either the protasis or the apodosis is missing, or is not included. The first
published Mareshah text of this kind includes a quotation from an oth-
erwise unknown wisdom text, copied as a scribal exercise on a bowl.20

Among the new finds are two ostraca with the formula “If X then Y,”
which might help us interpret Q. Based on paleographical grounds,
these inscriptions should be dated to the second century b.c.e. From their
content they seem to be related to the Akkadian commentaries on the
omen series.21

Ostracon no.  was written on a body sherd of a jar which measures
×mm. This ostracon includes seven written lines. Above the first
line remains of ink are visible, which might show that the original inscrip-
tion included at least another written line. It reads as follows:

Ostracon No.  from Mareshah
°°°° 

��� �	�
� �� �� ���� 
vacat ����� 

_____
�	�
� �� �� ���� "��� 

	��� ��� 
_____

��	

� ��!� (?)�	� 
]� ���� ��� � ��� 

19 E. Eshel, E. Puech, and A. Kloner, “Aramaic Scribal Exercises of the Hellenistic
Period from Mareshah: Bowls A and B,” BASOR  (): –.

20 Eshel, Puech, and Kloner, “Aramaic Scribal Exercises,” –.
21 Wayne Horowitz, Shaul Shaked, and myself are now preparing these two ostraca for

publication.
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Translation
 [ . . . ]
 A comet (is seen) it is from the gods, it moves
 its movement
 And [or: should] a comet in sight (= is seen), it is from the gods,
 and indeed, you see it!
 If you are hurt by Lilith [or: if you meet Lilith],
 and (by) ŠTQW, and if (you are hurt by) "WTWQ" [ . . . ]

The subjects of the first readable four lines are two objects, ���� and "��,
which are moving or seen. Concerning these two objects it is said: �� ��
�	�
� “it is from the gods.” The key to the interpretation of this passage
is provided by the word "�� which occurs twice in the second ostracon
found in Mareshsah (written as "���).

The noun "�� is known from QtgJob, where it translates the word
�	�� of Job :. As noted by J. Greenfield and S. Shaked, “the word
NZK is of Iranian origin, and has been known to be of that origin, as
it exists as a widely used loan-word in both Syriac naizkā and Arabic
nayzak [and nayzaq].”22 The same term, naizkā, is used in the Peshitta to
Job : mentioned above. The Syriac naizkā means not only “lance,
spear, javelin,” translating the biblical words: ���	�,23 �	��,24 and ���,25

but can also be used with an astronomical connotation for “shooting
stars,” or “meteors,”26 and can thus refer to a comet, such as Halley’s
comet. We therefore suggest interpreting the Aramaic word "�� in the
two Mareshah ostraca as related to an astrological object, i.e. to Halley’s
comet, which is shaped like a spear when seen in the sky. Ancient sources
even feature descriptions of the appearance of Halley’s comet as a spear.27

The historical significance assigned to Halley’s comet in antiquity will be
discussed below.28

22 J.C. Greenfield and S. Shaked, “Three Iranian Words in the Targum of Job from
Qumran,” in J.C. Greenfield, #Al Kanfei Yonah: Collected Studies of Jonas C. Greenfield on
Semitic Philology (ed. S.M. Paul, M.E. Stone, and A. Pinnick;  vols.; Jerusalem: Magnes,
), :–, .

23 Josh :; Job :; :; Jer :; :.
24 Ps :; Nah :.
25 Ezek :; :; :; see further Jdt :.
26 C. Brockelman, Lexicon Syriacum (Halle: Niemeyer, ), ; R. Payne-Smith,

Thesaurus Syriacus (Oxford: Clarendon, –), ; J. Payne-Smith, ed., A Com-
pedious SyriacDictionary founded upon theThesaurus Syriacus of R. Payne Smith (Oxford:
Clarendon, ), .

27 Cf. e.g.Midrash ha-Gadol to Numbers, and Sib. Or. :–, –; :–;
–.

28 For a general study, see H. Hunger et al.,Halley’s Comet in History (ed. F.R. Stephen-
son and C.B.F. Walker; London: British Museum Publications, ).
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Next, lines – of the first Mareshah ostracon read: ����� ���. The
basic meaning of the root ��� is “to move.”29 The phrase ����� ��� is to
be compared with the internal (or: cognate) object known from Biblical
Hebrew, where it is defined as “an abstract noun of action, identical with,
or analogous to the action expressed by the verb.”30 It can be found used
together with intransitive verbs.31 Thus, we might translate the phrase ���
����� as “it moves its movement.” In lines – of this ostracon we might
encounter a word-play of "�� with kāp and ��� with .hêt.

Since ��� appears in an astrological context in the Mareshah ostracon,
it can be compared to two Qumran Aramaic texts of similar character.
The first text is Q  ii which was mentioned above, and which
reads: � �� [�	���� ��]� �	�� [���]� ���� [�	�]����, “And the sta[rs]move
through the fi[rst gate] of heaven; [and then] they come forth” (line ).

The verb ��� is also mentioned in Q, the so-called “Birth of Noah”
text. This composition was preserved in three copies (Q–).32 The
first two copies include fragmentary descriptions of a certain features of a
human body which include different sorts of marks and moles, as well as
the weight of a newborn. The subject of this text is a figure entitled “the
elect of God,” whose name did not survive in the Qumran fragments.
Various identifications of this figure were suggested, among them the
Messiah, Noah, Melchizedek, and the eschatological high priest.33 I am
inclined to agree with the identification of this figure as Noah. In this
text one finds a few mentions of the figure’s ��
�� “birth,” which probably
refers to his horoscope; and more specifically, we read in a broken context
��
�� ��� “his time of birth.”34 It is possible to attribute predictive value to

29 See J.C. Greenfield and M. Sokoloff, “The Contribution of Qumran Aramaic to
the Aramaic Vocabulary,” in #Al Kanfei Yonah, :–, , who connected it to the
Jewish Babylonian Aramaic ���/���, which appears in Magic bowls and means “to move.”
Cf. M. Sokoloff: A Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic of the Talmudic and Geonic
Periods (Ramat Gan: Bar Ilan University Press, ), .

30 Joüon §q.
31 Cf. e.g. Ezek : �	�	 �	�, “he will live life.”
32 É. Puech in DJD XXXI (): –.
33 For a summary of the various suggested identifications, pointing to the possibility

of being a prototype of the Merkavah mystic, see J.R. Davila, “QMess ar (Q) and
Merkavah Mysticism,” DSD  (): –.

34 Puech in DJD XXXI ():  (Q  ); see F. Schmidt, “Ancient Jewish
Astrology: An Attempt to Interpret QCryptique (Q),” in Biblical Perspectives: Early
Use and Interpretation of the Bible in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Proceedings of the First
International Symposium of the Orion Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and
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the references to marks and moles on his body, but it is equally possible
that they are being used as identity markers.35 In one of those fragments
we read as follows:

Q frg.  (par. Q frg. )36

upper margin
]���� ���� �	��� �
	�� �[��(
) (	�) �� 
�]
�  ��� �
	�� �	
	
� �[�� ���� ���� 

(���) �	�]��� ��� �
� �	
 � 
 �[ 
]� �	��[	 ]�	 !
�� �� "�� �	�[�	 

���� �	�]� �
�� �� ���	� [ 
���� �	�� ��]�
[� ]��� �
 ����[ 
lower margin

 [ . . . until] is born and they shall be together from the evening [ . . . ]
 and he at the fif]th[ hour is born at night and comes out who[le . . . ]
 [ . . . at a ]weight of three hundred and fi[fty-(one)] shekels [ . . . ]
 [ . . . in the d]ays, he sleeps until half his days are done [ . . . ]
 [ . . . ] in the daytime until the completion of [eight yea]rs [ . . . ]
 [ . . . ] shall be moved from him; [and] af[t]er e[ight year]s.37

The editor of this text, É. Puech, explains the word ���� in line  as a
fem. participle of ��� originating from Hebrew ��� I, and translates it as
“shall be moved from him.”38 As we have seen, Q  ii , reads: �	�]����
��]� �	��[ ���]� ����[, “And the sta[rs] move through the fi[rst gate] of
heaven.”

Based on this parallel I would like to suggest connecting ��� with the
movement of the stars, thus tentatively reconstructing the text of Q
as something like “[and a star] shall [not] move from him.” This would
connect this phrase to some astrological prediction related to the figures’
future, based on his horoscope.

To come back to line  of the first Mareshah ostracon, its second, hith-
erto unknown object is ����. Of it the ostracon says ����� ���, “it moves
its movement.” One possible interpretation would be to relate this word to

Associated Literature, –May,  (ed. M.E. Stone and E.G. Chazon; STDJ ; Leiden:
Brill, ), –,  n. .

35 For a study of horoscope texts found in Qumran, see K. von Stuckrad, Fröm-
migkeit und Wissenschaft: Astrologie in Tanach, Qumran und frührabbinischer Literatur
(Europäische Hochschulschriften XXIII/; Frankfurt am Main: Lang, ;), –.

36 Puech in DJD XXXI (): –.
37 D.W. Parry and E. Tov, eds.,TheDead Sea Scrolls Reader ( vols.; Leiden: Brill, –

), :.
38 Puech in DJD XXXI (): ; see HALOT :.
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����, “pain, sickness,”39 which can go well with �	�
� �� ��, but less so
with ����� ���. This would be best translated as two separate sentences:
“[ . . . ] the pain (or: sickness) is from the gods. It moves its movement.”
The subject of the movement is not mentioned. Nevertheless, since both
���� and "�� are said to be “from the gods,” since I interpret "�� as a comet,
and since as mentioned above, the verb ��� is also found in Q in
connection with ���� and the stars, one might be tempted to interpret
���� as a heavenly phenomenon as well. A possible interpretation of
���� is a metathesis of the Akkadian mišhu A, meaning “a luminous
phenomenon in the sky, usually produced by stars or a meteor.”40

The word ���� in line  can be found in an astronomical context in
QEnastrb ar (Q)  –, which parallels  En. : (according to
the Ethiopic version).

QEnastrb ar (Q)  –41

(?) �� ]�� ���	��[ ]��� ����� �� ���� 	�� �� [ �� �	
	
� . . . ] 
. . . 	����
� �[���� . . . ] 

 in the night, for] part (of the time), this appearance looks as if it was
the image of a man; and by day for [part(?) (of the time)

 [ . . . ] her [light] only . . .

From line  on of the Mareshah ostracon the text of the ostracon seems
to move to a new subject, i.e. to demons, as we are told: “If you are
hurt by Lilith,” or: “if you meet Lilith.” The female demon Lilith, here
��	
	
, is mentioned once in the Bible, in Isa :, but is known since
the third millennium b.c.e. in Mesopotamia and later also in Syria. The
name Lilith appears in the Aramaic magical texts and in the scriptures of
Mandaean literature of southern Mesopotamia.42

The last line of the ostracon mentions � ���� ��� � �� “and (by) ŠTQW,
and if (you meet) "WTWQ" ”—which, like Lilith, seem to be two addi-
tional demons. Starting with � ����, this noun should be compared with
the Akkadian evil demon utukku(m).43 The second noun � �� seems to

39 Sokoloff, Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, .
40 CAD /:–.
41 J.T. Milik in DJD XXXVI (): –. This verse was interpreted by Ben-Dov

as part of Version II of “Moon I” type ( En. :–, ), describing the light of the
moon at night and day during one lunar moth, as well as its distance from the sun (not
from the gates of heaven); see Ben-Dov, “Astronomy and Calendars,” – (Hebrew),
[–] (English).

42 M. Hutter, “LILITH �	
	
,” DDD (nd ed.; Leiden: Brill, ), –.
43 J. Black, A George, and N. Postgate, eds., A Concise Dictionary of Akkadian (nd

ed.; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, ), .
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be related to the root  ��, meaning “to be silent,” which is used in
Aramaic in both pa#el “to silence” and itpa#el “to be silent.”44 In the
Mareshah ostracon we might explain it with regard to a demon whose
power is to make people deaf-mute, or paralyzed. The term can be
compared with the name � 	�� mentioned on an amulet found in the
Cairo Genizah.45

Moving on to the second ostracon found in Mareshah, only four lines
have survived from this text, the last of which preserves only the head
of a lāmed. Since no remains can be seen above the first line, it might
have been the first line of this ostracon, or else a continuation of now lost
text (see below). In what remained, the right margin can be seen, but the
left end of the lines is missing, thus the width of the ostracon cannot be
reconstructed. The ostracon measures ×mm. It reads as follows:

Ostracon No.  from Mareshah:
]°� ��	� �	 ���� 
] ���� ��� "��� ��� 

]	� ��

� ����� "��� 	� 
]
[. 

Translation
. period comes to an end (or: a payment will be recieved) d°[ . . . ]
. and if a comet, if the spirit [ . . . ]
. that a comet in appearance, MLLT’ dy[ . . . ]
. [ . . . ]l[ . . . ]

This ostracon refers to both celestial bodies ("���) as well as to demons
(����, ��

�). The first line can be read in various ways, and might have
been the beginning of the texts or a continuation of now lost text. It starts
with ��	� �	 ����. This enigmatic phrase can be interpreted in various
ways:

a. We can interpret ���� from the Akkadian middatu, which means
“measure” of either capacity or length, area, and time.46 If we inter-
pret it as “measure of time,”47 and understand ��	� �	 as related to
the Akkadian verb qatû in the quttû form (c), meaning “to go to
the end of a period of time,” here in line  it means something like
“a period comes to an end.”48

44 Sokoloff, Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, .
45 T.-S. AS . line ; see P. Schäfer and S. Shaked,Magische Texte aus der Kairoer

Geniza, vol.  (TSAJ ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), .
46 CAD /:–.
47 Ibid., .
48 CAD :.
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b. Another possibility is to interpret ��	� �	 as a form of the root �� 
in the context of an incantation. The use of the noun ��� in Ara-
maic magic bowls where it designates a “knot, tying,” (cf. “Further, I
adjure, invoke . . . all mysteries of sorcerers . . . knots [�	�� ], blows,
spells . . . ”49) could argue as much for this interpretation as their use
of the verb �� in the pa#el (“to tie,” e.g.: “Thoroughly bound, sealed,
tied [�	��	 	��� ] and charmed [may you be] by the Name [(namely,
of God)]”50), and in itpa#el (e.g. “[ . . . ] the sons and daughters of
Shelta, may they be tied and [���� �	
] bound by an evil, strong
and clasping binding”51). This meaning probably goes back, as noted
by Sokoloff,52 to Akkadian ki.siru “knot, made for magic purposes,”
(e.g. “you tie seven and seven knots and you recite an incantation
over every [knot] you tie”53). In this interpretation, the meaning of
���� remains unclear.

c. Another possible interpretation of ��� �	 ���� is in the context of
payment. The word ����/���� or its emphatic form �����, mean-
ing “payment, duty,” can be frequently found in the Elephantine
papyri,54 as one of their economic loan-words,55 originating from
the Akkadian termmaddattu (mandattu), which has various mean-
ings, among them “tribute,” or “rent (for field etc.), additional fee.”56

The term ��� (which is the parallel of ��� ), meaning a “tie, receipt”
is found in an Aramaic receipt from the Bar Kokhba period, P.Yadin
.57 In this papyrus, the term is used for the partial payment of a lease.
If this third interpretation is accepted, the term ��	� �	 ���� might be
translated as: “[ . . . ] a payment will be received.” As in omen-lists (see

49 J. Naveh and S. Shaked, Magic Spells and Formulae: Aramaic Incantations of Late
Antiquity (Jerusalem: Magnes, ), –, Bowl :–.

50 Ibid., , Bowl :.
51 Ibid., –, Bowl :.
52 Sokoloff, Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic, .
53 CAD :; see R.C. Thompson, Assyrian Medical Texts from the Originals in the

British Museum (New York: AMS Press, ), no. :.
54 DNWSI :; see also B. Porten and J.A. Lund, Aramaic Documents from Egypt: A

Key-Word-in-Context Concordance (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, ), –.
55 See T. Muraoka and B. Porten, A Grammar of Egyptian Aramaic (Leiden: Brill,

),  (no. ), .
56 CAD /:–.
57 Reading in line : �	 ���	 ��� ��� , “This ‘tie’ shall be valid”; see Y. Yadin et al., eds.,

The Documents from the Bar Kokhba Period in the Cave of Letters: Hebrew, Aramaic and
Nabataean-Aramaic Papyri (JDS; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, ), –,
and the discussion of this term on pp. –.
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below), we would have in this case in the second Mareshah ostracon
an apodosis of an unpreserved protasis. The whole sentence could be
reconstructed as: “[If X is seen or happened], then a payment will be
received.”

Line  of the ostracon mentions together with "���, i.e. Halley’s Comet,
also ���� “the spirit,” which is either anonymous, or named in the missing
part of the line. In line  we read ��

�. This word either means “evil
speech,”58 or is a name of a demon.59 Of these two options the second
seems to fit our context better. This demon can be found in the Aramaic
incantation text from Nippur which reads: “ . . . with them are repressed
all evil spirits and impious amulets spirits and Liliths male and female
. . . and counter-charms and MLLT’ (��

�).”60 It can also be found
in a Mandaic golden amulet, which reads: “ . . . and sealed against the
seven speaking ones (���

�)—male and female—who are sent against
men and women” (lines –);61 as well as in an Aramaic incantation
bowl, which reads “ . . . the evil sorcerers, the plaguing demons, the
commanding demons and the speaking ones (��

�) came against me”
(lines –).62

If we are to conclude what we have learnt from the two ostraca dis-
cussed here, they include short and enigmatic sentences, formed as “if
X,” sometimes followed by the sentence �	�
� �� �� probably to be trans-
lated as “it is from the gods.” These short sentences refer to either astro-
nomical objects, the most popular is "(�)��, “a comet” or “Halley’s comet,”
or another “luminous phenomenon produced by the stars or a meteor,”
if we accept such an interpretation for ����. A general reference to the
zodiac cycle might also be found in the second ostracon, if we accept the
interpretation of the phrase: ��	� �	 ���� as “a period comes to an end.”

58 For example, �����	�� ��

��, “and the speech of the (female) goddesses,” in
the Babylonian-Aramaic Bursippa Bowl :; as well as in the construct state: �

� ���
���	
, “and from the (evil) speech of the (slandering) tongue” (line ); see C. Müller-
Kessler, “Aramäische Koine: Ein Beschwörungsformular aus Mesopotamien,” BaghM 
(): –. Thanks are due to Christa Müller-Kessler for her notes and references
concerning this word.

59 Sokoloff, Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic, .
60 J.A. Montgomery, Aramaic Incantation Texts from Nippur (Philadelphia: The Uni-

versity Museum, ), –, no. :.
61 BM  obverse; see C. Müller-Kessler, “A Mandaic Gold Amulet in the British

Museum,” BASOR  (): –, .
62 BM ; see C. Müller-Kessler and T. Kwasman, “A Unique Talmudic Aramaic

Incantation Bowl,” JAOS  (): –, –.
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As an integral part of these astrological objects we can find references to
various demons: ��	

, � ���, � ����, and ��

� as well as to ���� “the
spirit” whose name might have been lost.

The most significant term found in this inscription is "�� or "���. A
detailed description of a comet—maybe Halley’s comet, is found in Pliny
the Elder, Nat. .–.63

“Javelin-stars” quiver like a dart; these are very terrible portent. To this
class belongs the comet about which Titus Imperator Caesar in his th
consulship wrote an account in his famous poem, that being its latest
appearance down to the present day. The same stars when shorter and
sloping to a point have been called “Daggers”; these are the palest of all
in color, and have a glean like the flash of a sword . . . 64

(Pliny the Elder, Nat. .)

D. Halley’s Comet in Jewish Texts of the
Hellenistic and Early Roman Periods

An appearance of Halley’s comet was understood as an important turning
point in various Jewish texts of the Hellenistic and Early Roman periods,
of which the most significant ones are:

. In Sib. Or. , as part of the prophecies on the Nations, among them Gog
and Magog,65 we hear of a reference to the appearance of Halley’s comet.
It reads as follows:

[] All your land will be desolated and your cities desolate ruins.
[] But in the west a star will shine which they will66 call “Comētēs,”

63 Pliny,Natural History (trans. H. Rackham et al.;  vols.; LCL; Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, –), :–.

64 Ibid., –. For the study of Halley’s comet and its appearances through history,
suggesting that the appearance of Halley’s comet in  b.c.e. fits the description of
Isa :– and refers to the end of Nabonidus, see D.V. Etz, “Is Isaiah XIV – a
Reference to Comet Halley?” VT  (): –.

65 J.J. Collins,The Sibylline Oracles of Egyptian Judaism (SBLDS ; Missoula: Scholars
Press, ), –; see idem, “Sibylline Oracles (Second Century b.c.—Seventh Century
a.d.): A New Translation and Introduction,” in OTP :–,  n. j. For another
reference to such astral event, see Sib. Or. :–: “[] All the stars will fall directly
into the sea [] all in turn, and men will call a shining comet [] ‘the star,’ a sign of
much impending toil, [] war, and slaughter.”

66 A. Wolters, “Halley’s Comet at the Turning Point in Jewish History,”CBQ  ():
–, , added “will,” because he assumed it was a future event from the vantage
point of the composition.
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[] a sign to mortals of sward, famine, and death,
[] destruction of the leaders and of great illustrious men.67

The author of this text is usually identified as a Jew living in Egypt, and
the quoted verses are defined as the most ancient part of this book, dated
to the middle of the second century b.c.e.68 A. Wolters suggested a con-
nection between this reference in the Sibylline Oracle and the appearance
of Halley’s comet in  b.c.e., and the various crucial events of that year,
among them the sudden death of Antiochus IV and the purification of the
Jerusalem Temple, by Judah the Maccabee.69 As evidence for the appear-
ance of Halley’s comet in  b.c.e. Walters refers to some cuneiform
tablets.70

. As noted by Wayne Horowitz, there is evidence in some Babylonian
tablets of yet another comet (not Halley’s), which appeared in the ancient
Near Eastern sky a year later, in  b.c.e. This comet was seen also
in Judaea. Horowitz suggested that this astronomical event fortified the
Jewish believe in their victory during the Hasmonean Revolt.

. A comet was said to have been seen in Judea in  c.e., at the outbreak
of the First Jewish Revolt, as described by Josephus: “So it was when a star,
resembling a sword, stood over the city, and a comet (κ�μ�της) which
continued for a year” (Josephus, J.W. .).71 H. Newman suggests that
this event actually refers to two stars, seen one after the other. The first
star Newman identifies with a comet seen by Chinese astronomers in the
summer of  c.e., while for Newman the second is Halley’s comet which
was seen at the beginning of year  c.e.72

. Newman suggested that a fourth appearance of the Halley’s comet
occurred before the outbreak of the Bar Kokhba Revolt, in the year

67 Collins, “Sibylline Oracles,” .
68 Ibid., .
69 Wolters, “Halley’s Comet,” –.
70 See W. Horowitz, “Halley’s Comet and Judaean Revolts Revisited,” CBQ  ():

–, who adds two more Babylonian astronomical diaries which refer to this event.
See further D. Gera, “Antiochus IV in Life and Death: Evidence from the Babylonian
Astronomical Diaries,” JAOS  (): –.

71 Josephus (trans. H.S.J. Thackeray et al.;  vols.; LCL; Cambridge: Harvard Univer-
sity Press, –), :–; see Horowitz, “Halley’s Comet,” –.

72 H. Newman, “The Star of Bar Kokhba,” in New Studies on the Bar Kokhba Revolt
(ed. H. Eshel and B. Zissu; Ramat Gan: Bar Ilan University Press, ),  (Hebrew).
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/ c.e.73 A hint to such event can be found, according to New-
man, in Sib. Or. , written after  c.e. when Hadrian became Roman
Emperor. It reads as follows:

[] But when after the fourth year a great star shines
[] which alone will destroy the whole earth, because of
[] the honor which they first gave to Poseidon of the sea,
[] a great star will come from heaven to the wondrous sea
[] and will burn the deep sea and Babylon itself
[] and the land of Italy, because of which many
[] holy faithful Hebrews and a true people perished.74

Thus, Newman argued that the appearance of a comet or comets before
the Bar Kokhba Revolt was understood by the Jews as a sign for the
coming redemption, as we have seen in the First Revolt. Newman also
found later references to these events in some MedievalMidrashim.75

As argued above, such mention of celestial objects and demons,
phrased in “if X” formula, initially brings to mind the omen lists known
from the Ancient Near East. Nevertheless, omen lists are usually built in
protasis formula: “if something is seen,” followed by an apodosis: “then
something (good or bad) will happen.” But in the Mareshah ostraca the
apodosis is missing. Ostracon no.  seems to preserve seven complete
lines, though we might be missing additional lines, which preceded the
extant text, but did not survive. With regard to ostracon no. , it is clear
that the end of its lines are missing, so that one cannot be sure whether
the original ostracon included the apodosis or not. Therefore, in what is
preserved it cannot be defined as a regular omen text, but as a text related
to this genre.

E. The Mareshah Ostraca and
Mesopotamian Commentaries to Omen Texts

As suggested by W. Horowitz, the fragments found at Mareshah are rem-
iniscent of Mesopotamian commentaries to omen texts which typically
quote a full omen (protasis and apodosis), or passages from an omen, and
then offer exegesis to a difficult word or words. Many examples from the
series Enūma Anu Enlil are available in astronomical reports from the

73 Newman, “The Star of Bar Kokhba,” .
74 Collins, “Sibylline Oracles,” .
75 Newman, “The Star of Bar Kokhba,” –.
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seventh century to the Assyrian kings Esarhaddon and Assurbanipal,76

but late-Babylonian examples also survive in tablets of Enūma Anu Enlil
and its commentaries. More directly relevant to the Mareshah fragments
may be another type of astrological text that preserves short comments
on astronomical observations and/or phenomena drawn from Enūma
Anu Enlil, but without quoting the omens themselves. These are collected
in the Enūma Anu Enlil series in what is today known as Assumed Tablet
.77 This tablet is known from Neo-Assyrian sources, but parallels are
available from the late-Babylonian period as well.78 In this tablet, short
astrological comments are added as a sort of exegesis to the main entry
which comes before. A good example can be found in the entry for Scor-
pio, where it is explained that observations of Scorpio (the constellation
“The Scorpion”) can be correlated with the price of sesame:

The star which stands after it is Scorpio, (the goddess) Išhara—For the
price of sesame, favora[ble].

The ostraca from Mareshah may have been making use of the same
type of learned exegesis in their astrological materials related to comets,
especially if we accept the interpretation of ��	� �	 ���� in line  of
Ostracon no.  as: “[If X is seen or happened], then a payment will be
received.”

Bearing in mind that the majority of Mareshah’s inhabitants were
Edomites, it is interesting to note, that I. Eph#al has shown that the
Jews were not the only nation returning from their exile in Babylon,
but that some Arameans also returned to Nirab. The cuneiform tablet
discovered in Tell Tawilan, a village not far from Petra, proves that some
Edomites might have been familiar with Mesopotamian culture, since
they had returned from Babylon to Edom in the Persian period, bringing
cuneiform tablets with them.79 We therefore conclude that finding texts

76 H. Hunger, Astrological Reports to Assyrian Kings (SAA , Helsinki: Helsinki Uni-
versity Press), .

77 E. Reiner and D. Pingree, Babylonian Planetary Omens, part : Enūma Anu Enlil
Tablets – (BMes .; Malibu: Undena Publications, ), –.

78 E.g. BM  from Hellenistic Babylon; see W. Horowitz and J. Oelsner, “The 
Star-Catalogue HS  and the Late Parallel BM ,” AfO – (–): –
.

79 For the cuneiform tablet discovered in Tell Tawilan, a village not far from Petra,
see: S. Dalley, “Appendix A: The Cuneiform Tablet from Tell Tawilan,” Levant  ():
–. According to the editor, it is a contract “concerning a sale of livestock, in which
the sellers were Samsa-yadi and Samsa-idri, and the buyer was Qusušama# son of Qusu-
yada.” As noted by the editor, the sellers have Aramaic names “with a possible parallel for
the writing of the Sun god name Samsa (with which they are compounded) from Neirab
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that resemble Mesopotamian commentaries on omen series at Mareshah,
the first of which are found in alphabetic script, is of significance and that
they might shed light on the cultural connections between Babylon and
southern Syria during the Persian and Hellenistic periods.

F. The Knowledge of Astronomy in
Southern Syria in the Hellenistic Period

As for the existence of the knowledge of astronomy in southern Syria in
the Hellenistic period, one should mention three astronomical composi-
tions known from Qumran:

a. As noted above, the Astronomical Book of Enoch is preserved in
four Aramaic manuscripts in Qumran. I argued that its synchronis-
tic -day-calendar was dependant on the seventh century b.c.e.
cuneiform composition of MUL.APIN.80

b. QZodiology and Brontology ar (Q) includes two types of
texts: A selenodromion and a brontologion. The selenodromion indi-
cates the movement of the moon through the various zodiacal signs
in the sky during the twelve months of the year. Based on the sur-
viving text the editors suggest that the original text began with
the month of Nisan, and that it was based on a year of  days.
Thus they argued that, “This -day calendar has its origin in
Mesopotamia . . . This calendar is used in traditional Mesopotamian
astronomical works from the late second millennium bce and the
first half of the first millennium bce, such as the astrolabes and
MUL.APIN’.”81 The second text of Q is a brontologion. It in-
cludes two distinct types of brontological texts: the first part is “a
table in which the days of the twelve synodic months?—in each of
which the new moon occurs in one of twelve synodic months—
are correlated with the sign in which the moon is on that day,” and

tablets” (), while the buyer and his father have Edomite names. This document proves
that the Edomites were familiar with the Mesopotamian culture, since some Edomites
had returned from Babylon to Edom; see I. Eph#al, “The Western Minorities in Babylonia
in the th–th Centuries BC,” Or  (): –.

80 For further dependence of Qumran texts recording lunar phases (Q, , a)
on the Akkadian MUL.APIN and Enūma Anu Enlil, see J. Ben-Dov, “Dwq and Lunar
Phases in Qumran Calendars: New Mesopotamian Evidence,” Meghillot  (): –
(Hebrew).

81 J.C. Greenfield and M. Sokoloff in DJD XXXVI (): .
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the second is “A set of predictions based on thunder occurring in
each zodiac sign.”82 E.g. “[If in Taurus] it thunders (there will be)
msbt against [ . . . and] affliction for the province, and a sword [in
the cou]rt of the king, and in the province . . . ” (Q VIII:–).83

Regarding the latter part of Q they argued that, “This goes back
to a well attested section in the Akkadian omens series Enūma Anu
Enlil.” But based on a comparison with a Greek parallel (Supp. gr.
), D. Pingree has suggested that the brontologion of Q is “a
version of either the Akkadian original or one of its Greek descen-
dants.”84

c. QPhysiognomy ar (Q).85 As shown recently by M. Popović,
this text includes only physiognomic teachings (and not astrol-
ogy).86 Since this text also includes some non-scientific material,
which is written in narrative style, Holst and Høgenhaven suggested
that the scientific section was part of a larger apocalyptic composi-
tion,87 while Popović argued that Q was an independent sci-
entific composition. As for the practical application of Q, it
might have been used “as a diagnostic tool during a physiognomic
inquiry.” Such diagnosis “was believed to determine people’s horo-
scopes and the nature of their zodiacal signs and spirits.”88

Nevertheless, as we suggested earlier, the two Mareshah ostraca are not
only dealing with astrology and astronomy, but also with demonology.
Thus, we suggest the following interpretation: The first ostracon men-
tions sighting a comet, which comes from the Gods. It then mentions
some demons, among them Lilith. It thus combines astrology and astron-
omy with demonology. This combination is even more evident in the sec-

82 Ibid., –.
83 Ibid., –.
84 See the discussion of D. Pingree in DJD XXXVI (): –.
85 M. Geller, “New Documents from the Dead Sea: Babylonian Science in Aramaic,” in

Boundaries of theAncientNear EasternWorld: ATribute toCyrusGordon (ed. M. Lubetski,
C. Gottlieb, and S. Keller; JSOTSup ; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, ),
–. A somewhat related text is Q, which in cryptographic Hebrew has many
similarities with Q. See Schmidt, “Ancient Jewish Astrology,” –; Stuckrad,
Frömmigkeit und Wissenschaft, –.

86 M. Popović, Reading the Human Body: Physiognomics and Astrology in the Dead Sea
Scrolls and Hellenistic-Early Roman Period Judaism (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.

87 S. Holst and J. Høgenhaven, “Physiognomy and Eschatology: Some More Fragments
of Q,” JJS  (): –.

88 Popović, Reading the Human Body, .
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ond ostracon, where we have astrology or astronomy, combined together
with demonology. One might speculate that another unpreserved part
might have followed presenting a solution to the problem of being hurt
by a demon. The solution may have involved sympathetic magic.

Such a combination of the various fields of ancient knowledge, such
as astrology, demonology, magic or medicine can be traced in various
ancient texts, among them in some Qumran scrolls such as Q men-
tioned above.89

Q also mentions a specific ���� ��� “granite stone,” which might
have associated certain stones with zodiacal signs and spirits, “used for
purposes of magico-medicinal treatment, or as preventative, apotropaic
elements.”90 This text might have been used, as suggested by M. Popović,
for both “preventive measure, which regulates membership of the group
and prevented wrong people and their zodiacal spirits from entering and
threatening the community, as well as a diagnostic tool, similar to the
magico-medical context, to determine the kind of treatment and cure
for community members attacked by zodiacal spirits of a less harmful
nature.”91 As indicated by Q, the nature of someone’s zodiacal spirits
is modified according to the position of the zodiacal sign at the moment
of birth, which also brings to mind the “Birth of Noah” text mentioned
above.

Another such combination is known from the Testament of Solomon.
This text, as described by C.C. McCown, “is a collection of astrological,
demonological, and magical lore, brought together without any attempt
at consistency . . . [the producer of the text] is a compiler rather than an
author.”92 A major part of the text combines astrology and demonology,
when demons and human beings are said to reside in a star, or a sign of
the zodiac. The most detailed relevant descriptions are those in ch. ,
which lists the names of “heavenly bodies” who are demons, the harm
they cause to humans, and the means for driving them away and curing
people. As noted by P. Alexander, this catalogue combines demonology

89 Popović argued, that the word, “spirit” (���) is used in Q “to refer to spirits that
are related to the zodiacal signs,” that is, “the spirits mentioned in the text are zodiacal
spirits; one for each of the zodiacal signs” (ibid., ). This meaning of ��� might also
be applied to Ostracon no.  from Mareshah, interpreting ���� as also referring to the
Zodiacal spirit.

90 Popović, Reading the Human Body, .
91 Ibid., .
92 C.C. McCown,The Testament of Solomon (Leipzig: Hinrichs, ), .
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with astrology.93 An interesting connection between demons and astrol-
ogy is found later in ch. , with respect to the demon Ornias. In a
description of how demons ascend into heaven it says: “But we who
are demons are exhausted from not having a way station from which to
ascend or on which to rest; so we fall down like leaves from the trees and
the men who are watching think that stars are falling from heaven. That
is not true . . . ” (T. Sol. :–).94

The second century c.e. physician Galen, in his On the Temperament
and Forces of Simple Drugs ridicules a man names Pampilus for claiming
to use thirty-six sacred herbs of the demons (= horoscopes) and decans
from a hermetic text, and also for his use of incantations and spells when
gathering these herbs. This criticism shows that at least some people
believed in existing connections between astrology, demonology, and
medicine in an intricate and meaningful way.95

Conclusions

We have examined some enigmatic texts found in Qumran, all sharing
knowledge of the various fields of astronomy, astrology and demonology.
We were able to suggest better translations for two Aramaic terms which
are documented in Q, by introducing evidence from two ostraca of
about the same date, but of different origin. The two ostraca are from
pagan Mareshah, which was populated by various ethnic groups, such
as Edomites and Sidonites. These ostraca were based on Babylonian
knowledge of astrology and demonology, as were some Qumran texts.
We were able to draw some parallels in terminology, such as the usage of
the noun ���� to be interpreted as referring to a luminous phenomenon

93 P.S. Alexander, “Contextualizing the Demonology of the Testament of Solomon,” in
Die Dämonen—Demons: Die Dämonologie der israelitisch-jüdischen und frühchristlichen
Literatur im Kontext ihrer Umwelt—The Demonology of Israelite-Jewish and Early Chris-
tian Literature in Context of their Environment (ed. A. Lange, H. Lichtenberger, and
K.F.D. Römheld; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –, .

94 Translation according to D.C. Duling, “Testament of Solomon (First to Third Cen-
tury a.d.): A New Translation and Introduction,” in OTP :–, .

95 De simplicium medicamentorum temperamentis ac facultatibus  pr, in Claudii Ga-
leni Opera Omnia (ed. C.G. Kühn;  vols.; Leipzig: Cnobloch, –; repr. Hildes-
heim: Olms, –), :–. See T.S. Barton, Power of Knowledge: Astrology,
Physiognomics, and Medicine under the Roman Empire (Ann Arbor: University of Michi-
gan Press, ), –,  n. . We would like to thank M. Popović for drawing our
attention to this text.
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made by stars or meteors. This in turn, might help us to interpret �����
found in Q as referring to the same phenomenon. Further, I suggest,
based on the usage of the verb��� to describe the movement of the Halley’s
Comet in the Mareshah ostraca, that this word is used in the same way
in the “Birth of Noah” text, thus probably referring to the horoscope of
the “Elect of God.”

Finally, we have looked at the broad context of these texts and com-
pared them with other contemporaneous texts that combine knowledge
of astrology, astronomy and demonology, trying to draw some conclu-
sions as to the cultural connections between Babylon and southern Syria
during the Persian and Hellenistic periods.





FOUR DIMENSIONS OF LINGUISTIC VARIATION:
ARAMAIC DIALECTS IN AND AROUND QUMRAN*

Aaron Koller
Yeshiva University

. Introduction

A significant contribution of the Qumran Aramaic texts to the study
of Aramaic has been the clarification it forced in our ideas of Aramaic
dialectology. This has found expression, for example, in the shift they
provoked from a tri-partite division of the history of Aramaic to a history
consisting of five parts.1 This paper argues that this revision did not go far
enough, however, and that the new data provided by the Aramaic texts
from Qumran and elsewhere in the Judean Desert cannot be accommo-
dated by simply refining our old models of Aramaic dialectology. Instead,
we need to replace them with new multi-dimensional models to account
for the variability now evident in our corpora.

One comment must be made before proceeding. Nearly everything
said below has been said by others, and the intention is to articulate a
realization which, it seems, has been implicit in much recent work.

Both the older tripartite model and the newer five-part model rely
heavily on chronological divisions to make sense of the history of Ara-
maic. In addition, geography plays an important role in all descriptions
of the Aramaic dialects, and the division between Western and Eastern
dialects is a particularly well-studied subject. If we suffice with the two
dimensions of chronology and geography, we ought then to be able to
conclude that texts composed in the same area at the same time will look
similar linguistically; yet this is not the case. We need not admit that
chaos reigned, however: by discussing some aspects of the Aramaic lan-
guage situation in Roman-era Palestine, roughly  b.c.e. to  c.e.,

* This paper owes much of its present form to insightful comments by Elitzur Avra-
ham Bar-Asher on an earlier draft. At a later stage, Prof. Steven Fassberg graciously read
the paper and supplied both criticisms and encouragement.

1 For details and references, see S.E. Fassberg’s contribution to this volume.



 aaron koller

it may be possible to show that a dialectological model which includes
more dimensions of variation can accommodate the data more fully.

. Languages in Palestine: Hebrew,
Aramaic, Greek, Latin, Arabic, Arabian

As is well known, Palestine in the last two centuries b.c.e. and the first
two centuries c.e. was awash in a dizzying array of languages. Fitzmyer’s
survey of the languages involved focused on four: Hebrew, Aramaic,
Greek, and Latin.2 The choice of languages may not have been altogether
justified, but this is not the place to re-open this issue.3 Instead, I wish

2 J.A. Fitzmyer, “The Languages of Palestine in the First Century A.D.,” CBQ 
(): –; repr. in J.A. Fitzmyer, AWandering Aramean: Collected Aramaic Essays
(Missoula: Scholars Press, ), –. See also J.A. Lund, “The Languages of Jesus,”
Mishkan – (–): –; B. Spolsky, “Triglossia and Literacy in Jewish
Palestine of the First Century,” International Journal of Sociology and Language  ():
–; J. Myhill, Language in Jewish Society: Towards a New Understanding (Multilin-
gual Matters Series ; Clevedon: Multilingual Matters, ), –.

3 The role of Latin is not of the same type as the other three; see the recent study of
W. Eck, “The Language of Power: Latin in the Inscriptions of Iudaea/Syria Palaestina,” in
Semitic Papyrology in Context: A Climate of Creativity: Papers from a New York University
Conference Marking the Retirement of Baruch E. Levine (ed. L.H. Schiffman; Culture and
History of the Ancient Near East ; Leiden: Brill, ), –, concluding that it
was used exclusively by people who were “the representatives of (the ruling) power,” and
even they only used it “when representing Rome.” Still, the Latin loanwords in Mishnaic
Hebrew show that it had a real effect on the speakers of Hebrew in Israel, and there
have been excellent recent studies of Latin bilingualism more generally which should
illuminate these issues; see especially the masterful work of J.N. Adams, Bilingualism
and the Latin Language (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ). On the other
hand, two languages which are discussed far less in this context, but which probably
belong in the discussion, are Arabic and the North Arabian dialects. Texts in both
are found relatively nearby to Jerusalem and Qumran. The Arabian dialects are being
spoken and written just  to km away from Jerusalem and Qumran. Dozens of
texts in Thamudic scripts B, C, and D have been found in the Negev (cf. N. Tsafrir,
“New Thamudic Inscriptions from the Negev,” Mus  []: –) and many
more just over the Jordan River; indeed, the longest texts ever found in Thamudic
E come from the Madaba region south of Amman; D.F. Graf and M.J. Zettler, “The
Arabian ‘Thamudic E’ Inscription from Uraynibah West,” BASOR  (): –.
We also know that writers of Safaitic texts had good reason to keep tabs on what
happened in Palestine: see the texts discussed in M.C.A. MacDonald, “Herodian Echoes
in the Syrian Desert,” in Trade, Contact, and the Movement of Peoples in the Eastern
Mediterranean: Studies in Honour of J. Basil Hennessy (ed. S. Bourke and J-P. Descœudres;
Mediterranean Archaeology Supplements ; Sydney: MeditArch, ), –, and
discussed in D.F. Graf, “Language and Lifestyle as Boundary Markers: The North Arabian
Epigraphic Evidence,”Mediterranean Archeology  (): –, . We also have long



four dimensions of linguistic variation 

to focus on another issue: can one really speak of “the Hebrew” or “the
Aramaic” of Roman Palestine?

. Varieties of Hebrew and of Aramaic

The simple answer is no: it is well known that neither Hebrew nor Ara-
maic of Roman-era Palestine were monolithic. While this is a dialecto-
logical given regarding spoken languages, this diversity is more striking
when encountered in the written record, especially since a few centuries
earlier the literary dialects we call Standard Biblical Hebrew and Imperial
Aramaic were so dominant, even if the homogeneity of each of these is
not as great as it sometimes appears.4

My focus will be on the Aramaic side, but let me survey the Hebrew
situation briefly first. Proto-Mishnaic Hebrew must have been spoken
somewhere, and the Copper Scroll and MMT reflect its close kin. Qum-
ran Hebrew is of course very different, and the question of whether it
was a spoken dialect or not need not detain us here. The Bar Kosiba let-
ters are different again, and the Hebrew documents from the time of the
Great Revolt, such as Mur  and , show still more dialectal differ-
ences,5 such as the preservation of the � of the definite article even after

first-century texts in what appears to be classical Arabic from both #En #Avdat in the
Negev and Uraynibah, km east of the Dead Sea; cf. A. Negev, with a contribution by
J. Naveh and S. Shaked, “Obodas the God,” IEJ  (): –, and the much improved
reading of D. Testen, “On the Arabic of the #En #Avdat Inscription,” JNES  (): –
. Of course, Arabs had been living in the Negev for centuries: see, for example, the
onomastic evidence in I. Eph#al and J. Naveh, Aramaic Ostraca of the Fourth Century BC
from Idumaea (Jerusalem: Magnes, ); cf. the discussions in A. Kloner and I. Stern,
“Idumea in the Late Persian Period (Fourth Century b.c.e),” in Judah and the Judeans
in the Fourth Century b.c.e. (ed. O. Lipschits, G.N. Knoppers, and R. Albertz; Winona
Lake: Eisenbrauns, ), –, and E. Eshel, “The Onomasticon of Mareshah in the
Persian and Hellenistic Periods,” in Judah and the Judeans in the Fourth Century b.c.e.,
–, as well as D.F. Graf, “The Origin of the Nabataeans,” ARAM  (): –,
.

4 For studies emphasizing the heterogeneity in these corpora, see especially I. Young,
Diversity in Pre-exilic Hebrew (FAT ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ) for biblical Hebrew,
and M.L. Folmer,The Aramaic Language in the Achaemenid Period: A Study in Linguistic
Variation (Leuven: Peeters, ) for Imperial Aramaic.

5 H. Cotton, “Survival, Adaptation and Extinction: Nabataean and Jewish Aramaic
versus Greek in the Legal Documents from the Cave of Letters in Nahal Hever,” in Sprache
undKultur in der kaiserzeitlichen ProvinzArabia (ed. L. Schumacher and O. Stoll; Mainzer
Althistorische Studien ; Mainz: St. Katherinen, ), –, .
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the prepositions -�<, -��, and -�
.6 With the exception of Proto-Mishnaic
Hebrew, whose home territory is unknown, the other three dialects are
attested within km of each other. This proximity of findspots, when
taken together with the linguistic diversity among the texts, makes a point
which recurs often: where texts are found is irrelevant and potentially
misleading.

Turning now to Aramaic, we can begin up north with the Galilean
Aramaic dialect. In the south there was the Judean Aramaic dialect seen
in the Yadin papyri, as well as the literary dialects of texts such as theAra-
maic Levi Document and the TargumimOnqelos and Jonathan, the differ-
ent dialect of the Job Targum from Qumran, the again different dialect of
the Genesis Apocryphon (more on which below), and Nabatean—again,
found within km of each other. Somewhat more distantly, Wajsberg
has shown in admirable detail that the language of the early Palestinian
rabbis quoted in later Babylonian sources is not Babylonian and not
Galilean, and does not precisely match any other known dialect, either.7

. Multiple Dimensions of Variability

What do we do with this variability? Within models which utilize only
the axes of chronology and geography, this situation will appear chaotic;
multi-dimensional models, on the other hand, will be driven by data
just such as these. There are probably around half a dozen dimensions
required in a model that can account for all the Middle Aramaic data
from Palestine, but three will be explored here. The discussion will begin
with two examples of the impact geography can have, in order to illustrate
its impact beyond the division into Eastern and Western dialects. The

6 Cf. especially D. Talshir, “���

 ������� �	��!	��� ���
 :��	��
 �		��� ���� �	����
�	����,” in ���
	�� �	��� ���
  �� � ����� 
� ����
 ������� 	�	� � :�	��� ���
� �	��	�
(Jerusalem: Hebrew University Academy for Advanced Research, ), –, and also
E. Qimron, “Observation on the History of Early Hebrew (B.C.E. – C.E.) in the
Light of the Dead Sea Documents,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Forty Years of Research (ed.
D. Dimant and U. Rappaport; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; M. Mishor, “	���		�

��!� ���� ���� ������� 
� ���
�,” Leš  (–): –; J.F. Elwolde, “Q:
Its Linguistic Affiliation, With Lexicographical Comments,” in Copper Scroll Studies (ed.
G.J. Brooke and P.R. Davies; JSPSup ; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, ), –
, and J. Lübbe, “The Copper Scroll and Language Issues,” in Copper Scroll Studies,
–.

7 E. Wajsberg, “	
��� ���
�� �	
���	-#��� ��	�	� 
� �	���� ���
�,” Leš  ():
–;  (): –;  (): –.
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discussion will then turn to one syntactic phenomenon which may be
a function of a text’s genre, and finally a brief comment on the role of
linguistic ideologies in dialectology will be offered.

a. Geography

Geographical variability exists, but in many cases we ignore it and make
the “simplifying assumption” of geographic homogeneity.8 Geography
imposes a sense of order when it divides dialects, but geography also blurs
neat Stammbaum pictures when wave effects spread through dialects
which dwell in close proximity but are not closely related.9 No pretense
is being made of offering an exhaustive analysis for the examples below.
Instead, they are meant to serve as illustrative examples; full descriptions
and explanations of each would require a more robust presentation than
is allowable here.

i.Waves: Non-Metathesis

One of the distinctive morphological features of some of the Middle
Aramaic Palestinian dialects is the non-metathesis in the infixed -t-stem
forms of initial-coronal roots.10 Metathesis in such contexts is the rule
in Hebrew and in most earlier and later dialects of Aramaic,11 but the
situation in Roman Palestine seems to have been exceptional.12 The Yadin
papyri and the Bar Kosiba letters show a “consistent lack of the expected

8 See recently R.C. Steiner, “Variation, Simplifying Assumptions, and the History of
Spirantization in Aramaic and Hebrew,” in Sha#arei Lashon: Studies in Hebrew, Aramaic
and Jewish Languages Presented toMoshe Bar-Asher, vol. : Biblical Hebrew,Masorah, and
Medieval Hebrew (ed. A. Maman, S.E. Fassberg, and Y. Breuer; Jerusalem: Bialik Institute,
), *–*.

9 This is of course well known when language contact is studied, but is more difficult
to ascertain, and therefore less often studied, when what is in contact is not distinct
languages but different dialects of the same language.

10 For a generative phonological account of the metathesis (setting aside all philolog-
ical discussions), see E. Aïm, “Aramaic & Hebrew Metathesis,” Proceedings of the Israel
Association for Theoretical Linguistics  (), available online at http://linguistics.huji.
ac.il/IATL//Aim.pdf.

11 Exceptional unmetathesized forms may not be unique to the Roman period; cf.
����	 in Sefire I A , and possibly also �	*��+*	 and the like in BA. See the discussion in
E. Qimron, Biblical Aramaic (nd ed.; The Biblical Encyclopedia Library ; Jerusalem:
Bialik Institute, ), –.

12 For most of this data, see M.L. Folmer, “Metathesis in Jewish Aramaic: A So-
Called ‘Pan-Semitic Feature’ Reconsidered,” in Hamlet on a Hill: Semitic and Greek
Studies Presented to Professor T. Muraoka on the Occasion of his Sixty-Fifth Birthday (ed.
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sibilant metathesis,” with forms like ����� (P.Yadin :), ����� (P.Yadin
:), ����� (P.Yadin :), and ����	 (P.Yadin :).13 Nabatean also
shows this lack of metathesis,14 but the forms in the Genesis Apocryphon
do conform to the metathesis rule.15

This last point is a red herring, though: since the Genesis Apocryphon
was not written at Qumran, all the dialects known to have been used in
the area around the Judean Desert (Yadin papyri, Bar Kosiba letters, and
Nabatean) share this feature. Especially significant is that similar Hebrew
forms from this period are attested, as well, in QIsaa and the Qumran
Hodayot.16 Since this list of dialects crosses all genealogical diagrams
of the dialects’ ancestry, this suggests that the non-metathesis spread
through these neighboring dialects areally, crossing genealogical lines in
doing so.

ii. Stammbaum Issues: Mareshah Bowls and the Aramaic Written in
Idumea

Geography can create different results when a dialect lives alone for
an extended period of time. Some recent additions to our Aramaic
mix are the texts on bowls from Mareshah, published by Eshel, Kloner,
and Puech, which are dated by the editors to around  b.c.e. and
understood by them to be scribal practice texts.17 Although the editors

M.F.J. Baasten and W.T. van Peursen; OLA ; Leuven: Peeters, ), –, esp. .
See also her comments in M.L. Folmer, “The Spelling of the Aramaic Bar Kosiba Letters
Compared to Contemporary Documents,” Dutch Studies .– (): –, .

13 And ����� (P.Yadin :), which is suspected of being an error for ������. The
quotation is from B. Levine and A. Yardeni, in Y. Yadin et al., eds., The Documents from
the Bar Kokhba Period in the Cave of Letters: Hebrew, Aramaic, and Nabatean-Aramaic
Papyri (JDS; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, ), . On the “preservation” of the
initial �, see below, at n. . The non-metathesis is not entirely consistent if the uncertain
reading ������ is correct in P.Yadin :, ; see the epigraphic notes in The Documents
from the Bar Kokhba Period, .

14 See M. Morgenstern, “The History of the Aramaic Dialects in the Light of Discov-
eries from the Judaean Desert: The Case of Nabataean,” ErIsr  (): *–*, *.

15 The Genesis Apocryphon has 	���� (II:), 	���� (II:), ������� (V:), 	����
(XIX:), and ������ (XXI:); see J.A. Fitzmyer,TheGenesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave
 (Q): A Commentary (rd ed.; BibOr /B; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, ),
.

16 E.Y. Kutscher,The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll (Jerusa-
lem: Magnes, ),  (Hebrew).

17 E. Eshel, É. Puech, and A. Kloner, “Aramaic Scribal Exercises of the Hellenistic
Period from Maresha: Bowls A and B,” BASOR  (): –. See also E. Eshel, “Two
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do not comment on the language of the texts, there are a number of
very striking details. This is not the place for a full discussion, but
two features will be singled out, one notably progressive, and the other
archaic.18

On the progressive side, the texts show the word for “wood, tree” as
��, with the dissimilation of the earlier double �. This is the same form

Aramaic Ostraca from Mareshah,” in A Time for Change: Judah and Its Neighbours in the
Persian and Early Hellenistic Periods (ed. Y. Levin; Library of Second Temple Studies ;
London: T&T Clark, ), –.

18 The texts also show hap#el forms with the 〈h〉 (/h/?) preserved, at least word-initially,
although it was being lost already in the Hermopolis papyri centuries earlier. For the claim
that the shift of the hap#el to ap#el was long complete, see, e.g., S.A. Kaufman, review
of S. Segert, Altaramäische Grammatik,” BO  (): –, based on the sporadic
writings in biblical Aramaic; also D.M. Gropp, “The Language of the Samaria Papyri:
A Preliminary Study,”Maarav – (): –, –, and Qimron, Biblical Ara-
maic,  (§...). Both the Hermopolis papyri (T. Muraoka and B. Porten, A Gram-
mar of Egyptian Aramaic [Leiden: Brill, ], –) and the Aramaic incantation in
cuneiform (M.J. Geller, “Philology versus Linguistics and Aramaic Phonology,”BSOAS 
[]: –, ) show a mixture of the two. Even the particularly stubborn Nabatean
scribes cannot preserve more than a handful of hap#els, and those only in the perfect
(Morgenstern, “History of the Aramaic Dialects,” *–*). For differing explanations
of the shift, see S. Kaufman, “Aramaic,”ABD : (“weakening of theHap#el [hktb/yhktb]
to ap#el ["ktb/yktb]”) and I.A. Yun, “A Case of Linguistic Transtition: The Nerab Inscrip-
tions,” JSS  (): –,  (syncopation of intervocalic � in the prefixed conjugation
followed by analogical pressure on the suffixed conjugation), and the idiosyncratic pre-
sentation in Muraoka and Porten,Grammar of EgyptianAramaic, –. In theGenesis
Apocryphon the 〈h〉 is entirely gone, but the scribe of QtgJob preserved it in word-initial
position. To accommodate the data from Nabatean and QtgJob, E.M. Cook, “Qum-
ran Aramaic and Aramaic Dialectology,” in Studies in Qumran Aramaic (ed. T. Muraoka;
AbrNSup ; Leuven: Peeters, ), –,  simply rules that these are “unrepresen-
tative archaisms in the whole spectrum of Middle Aramaic, which uniformly has gone
over to the "Aph"el [sic!].” This data suggests, however, that the transition was not as uni-
form as portrayed (M. Sokoloff, “Qumran Aramaic in Relation to the Aramaic Dialects,”
in The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years After Their Discovery: Proceedings of the Jerusalem
Congress, July –,  [ed. L.H. Schiffman et al.; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society,
], –, ). Further complicating the picture are the forms ����� (������*?)
and ����� in the Bar Kosiba letters (also above, at n. ). These have been explained as
Hebraisms by E.Y. Kutscher, “The Language of the Hebrew and Aramaic Letters of Bar
Kosiba and His Contemporaries: . The Aramaic Letters,” Leš  (): –, 
and this view has remained the conventional wisdom (cf. E.M. Cook, “The Aramaic of
the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty Years: A Comprehensive Assess-
ment [ed. P.W. Flint and J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Leiden: Brill, –], :–,
), although in light of the QtgJob examples, perhaps this should be re-examined;
especially noteworthy in this regard is that the Aramaic within the Mishnah uniformly
preserves the �. Furthermore, in the recently published legal document from Beit #Amar,
the form �
� �� appears; attention was drawn to this by M. Bar-Asher, “On the Language
of the Document from Beit #Amar,” Cathedra  (): –,  n.  (Hebrew). A full
study of the Aramaic within the Mishnah is needed.
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as appears in theGenesis Apocryphon,19 but a more progressive form than
the �� that appears in the Prayer of Nabonidus (Q – ) and other
Qumran Aramaic texts.20

On the other hand, the word ��� “to return” appears, with a � for *
¯
d.

Lest this be explained as a Hebraism, it may be added that the relative
pronoun appears as 	�, not 	�, and I have found no examples in these texts
of graphic � for etymological *

¯
d in actual lexemes.21 The phonological

shift of */
¯
d/ → /d/ is supposed to have been complete by late Imperial

times.22 Because scribes are trained to mask phonological changes in
their written texts,23 we expect most examples of */

¯
d/ to be written with

� in Imperial Aramaic, which is what we in fact find. What is surprising
is that the scribes at Mareshah, working two to three centuries later, are
actually more stubborn than the Imperial Aramaic scribes.24

19 It appears in XIV:, but there U. Schattner-Rieser, Textes araméens de laMerMorte:
Édition bilingue, vocalisée et commentée (Langues et cultures anciennes ; Brussels: Safran,
),  reads ��. I do not know if this is just a typographical error or a different reading.
See Fitzmyer, Genesis Apocryphon, .

20 See J.A. Fitzmyer, “The Aramaic and Hebrew Fragments ofTobit from Qumran Cave
,” CBQ  (): –, .

21 The single counter-example is a PN ���
�� (mentioned as an example of the use
of 
�� in PNs in Eshel, “The Onomasticon of Mareshah,” ), but PNs are obviously
subject to different rules than normal language. This is because if etymological */

¯
d/ was

actually pronounced [d] at this time, the scribes would have to memorize a list of words
in which they said [d] but were to write 〈z〉. (This should not surprise writers of English
or French.) When it came to a PN, however, the scribe would presumably write what he
heard. For a very similar example, compare the PN ����� attested in the Wādı̄ Dāliyeh
papyri (WDSP :), in a corpus which is otherwise distinguished by its rigorous use of
〈�〉 for etymological */

¯
d/ (on the name see recently F.M. Cross, “Personal Names in the

Samaria Papyri,” BASOR  []: –, ).
22 See U. Schattner-Rieser, L’araméen des manuscrits de la mer Morte, I. Grammaire

(Instruments pour l’étude des langues de l’Orient ancien ; Lausanne: Zèbre, ), .
Schattner-Rieser also points out () that in QEng ar (Q)  iii  the scribe first
wrote 	� and then corrected the � to a �. Might this point to a scribe who was trained in
a place like Mareshah, where he was taught to write 〈	�〉, and then moved to a place like
Qumran where he had to be re-taught to write 〈	�〉?

23 See especially R.C. Steiner, “Papyrus Amherst : A New Source for the Language,
Literature, Religion, and History of the Aramaeans,” in Studia Aramaica: New Sources and
New Approaches (ed. M.J. Geller, J.C. Greenfield, and M.P. Weitzman; JSSSup ; Oxford:
Oxford University Press, ), –.

24 Something similar is true for the Samaria Papyri, and Gropp notes: “In spite of being
chronologically later [than Egyptian Imperial Aramaic texts], the language of the Samaria
Papyri is even more consistently conservative.” Note the comment of D.M. Gropp to this
effect inDJDXXVIII (): , and see Gropp’s fuller study: “The Language of the Samaria
Papyri,” –.
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Remaining in the same geographic area, but glancing backwards chro-
nologically, we find that almost all of the texts we have from the Negev
show this same pattern. The fourth-century ostraca published by Eph#al
and Naveh, for example, also use 	� consistently, although there is one
other example of *

¯
d written �.25 In the fourth-century Arad ostraca, too,

the relative pronoun is 	�.26 On the other hand, the fourth-century texts
have the Imperial Aramaic form for the word “wood,”  �.

What does this show? If in fact the Negev should be treated as a
scribal monolith (an open question at this point), the shift of */

¯
d/ →

〈d〉 took place apparently at some point after the third century, whereas
the writing of */ .d/ shifted from 〈 �〉 to 〈��〉 rather quickly—between
the fourth and third centuries.27 By strict chronological guidelines, the
Mareshah bowls apparently should be classified as Middle Aramaic. But
clearly this is too broad a brush with which to paint our picture: the
scribes in the Negev did not follow the same rules as the scribes in
Qumran or Syria, and there is no reason to have expected that they
would.28

b. Genre

In response to the claim that Qumran Aramaic represented a vernacular
dialect, J.C. Greenfield argued that it was a late representative of the
literary dialect he termed Standard Literary Aramaic. This dialectal claim
has now been buttressed with detailed morphological and syntactic data

25 Eph#al and Naveh, Aramaic Ostraca; the exception is the word ��� “ram” (no. ).
Here, too, the initial � in the hap#el is still preserved, even intervocalically in prefix-
conjugation forms.  � appears in nos.  and ; hap#el forms are 
��� (passim in
the corpus), ���� (no. ), �
� � (no. ), �	 � (no. ), and =[ ]�� (no. ). The
last form is restored =[��]�� by Michael Sokoloff in his review of Eph#al-Naveh, IEJ 
(): –,  n. . Similar—but less certain—patterns can be seen in the texts
published by A. Lemaire: Nouvelles inscriptions araméennes d’Idumée au Musée d’Israël
(Transeuphratène suppl. ; Paris: Gabalda, ), and Nouvelles inscriptions araméennes
d’Idumée, vol. : Collections Moussaïeff, Jesselsohn, Welch et divers (Transeuphratène
suppl. ; Paris: Gabalda, ).

26 J. Naveh apud Y. Aharoni, Arad Inscriptions (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society,
),  (inscription no. ).

27 One may wonder whether the scribes in the Negev ever learned to write ��,
or whether the phonological dissimilation was immediately reflected in their scribal
practices.

28 It is worth emphasizing that this is presumably a matter of scribal training rather
than dialectology, although without more data, it is difficult to be certain.
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by Fassberg.29 The full significance of this claim is not limited to the
detailed analysis of Qumran Aramaic, but makes an important claim
about the language used in a written text. If Greenfield is correct, one
must ask what would prompt a writer to utilize a standard literary dialect,
as opposed to a vernacular, in writing a particular text. But this also opens
the door to ask whether there was only one standard literary dialect of
Aramaic: perhaps different types of texts would be composed in differing
literary dialects. Were there different registers of Aramaic appropriate for
different genres of texts?

One isogloss which does seem to illustrate the significance of genre is
the syntax of direct objects.30 There are three constructions attested in
Aramaic: pronominal suffixes, a synthetic construction with the direct
object marked with the particle �	(�), and a similar construction with the
object marked with the preposition -
. Pronominal suffixes are attested
in Old Aramaic already, but those same texts also show the particle �	(�);
notably, the texts from Tel Dan and Bukān both show this construction.
On the other hand, this particle is not attested in the (eastern?) Fa

˘
hariya

inscription, and is later almost certainly missing from (eastern?) Imperial
Aramaic, as well.31

29 See J.C. Greenfield, “Standard Literary Aramaic,” in Actes du premier congrès inter-
national de linguistique sémitique et chamito-sémitique, Paris – juillet  (ed.
A. Caquot and D. Cohen; The Hague: Mouton, ), –; repr. in ‘Al Kanfei Yonah:
Collected Studies of Jonas C. Greenfield on Semitic Philology (ed. S.M. Paul, M.E. Stone,
and A. Pinnick;  vols.; Jerusalem: Magnes, ), :–; S.E. Fassberg, “Salient Fea-
tures of the Verbal System in the Aramaic Dead Sea Scrolls,” Aramaica Qumranica: The
Aix-en-Provence Colloquium on the Aramaic Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. D. Stökl Ben Ezra and
K. Berthelot; STDJ; Leiden: Brill, forthcoming).

30 Most of the data is collected by A. Rubin, Studies in Semitic Grammaticalization
(HSS ; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, ), – (esp. – and –), but
the little analysis he provides is idiosyncratic, and this is most likely not an example of
grammaticalization. Earlier important studies (not superseded by Rubin’s) are Kutscher,
“Language of the Hebrew and Aramaic Letters,” –, esp.  n. �, and A. Tal, “The
Dialects of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic and the Palestinian Targum of the Pentateuch,”
Sef  (): –; see also Cook, “Qumran Aramaic and Aramaic Dialectology,”
. There is still much more to be said about the history and distribution of this syntactic
feature in the various dialects.

31 The western distribution makes a possible connection with Hebrew �� tempting,
and it seems likely that this is a feature whose early history will include a description of
areal spread.
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In Middle Aramaic, it is found only a handful of times in all of the
Qumran Aramaic texts (never in the Genesis Apocryphon),32 but often in
Nabatean and consistently in epigraphic Judean Aramaic, as represented
by the Bar Kosiba letters and the texts from Wadi Murabba#at and Na .hal
.Hever. It is also standard in later epigraphic Judean Aramaic, such as the
synagogue inscriptions of Ein Gedi and Jericho, and in CPA, as well as
the fragments of Palestinian Targumim.33

Eastern dialects, on the other hand, mark the direct object with a
-
: this is found occasionally in Imperial Aramaic, and is standard in
Mandaic and Syriac and in certain syntactic environments in JBA,34 as
well as the Genesis Apocryphon and other Qumran Aramaic texts,35 as
well as the non-translational parts ofTargumOnqelos and Jonathan.36 The
third syntax, suffixed objects, falls out of favor in most Middle Aramaic
dialects but is often used in Nabatean and Qumran Aramaic, and turns
out to be the norm in Galilean JPA.37

32 It appears, for example, in the chronograph that is Q (  �[�]�� �	 �
��, and
probably five more times in the same text); for the possible implications, see M.O. Wise,
“To Know the Times and the Seasons: A Study of the Aramaic Chronograph Q,” JSP
 (): –,  and below.

33 E.Y. Kutscher, Studies in Galilean Aramaic (trans. M. Sokoloff; Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan
University, ),  n. .

34 M. Morgenstern, “�	
��� �	���� �	�	� �����,” �	��	��� �	���� – (): –
. The particle �	 appears in JBA only in the more archaic and/or literary dialect;
cf. M. Sokoloff: A Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic of the Talmudic and Geonic
Periods (Ramat Gan: Bar Ilan University Press, ), ; esp. with the comments of
E. Wajsberg, “�	���	� �	
��� �	���
 ���� ��
	�� �	� 
�	� �	���,” in Sha#arei Lashon:
Studies in Hebrew, Aramaic and Jewish Languages Presented to Moshe Bar-Asher, vol. :
Rabbinic Hebrew and Aramaic (ed. A. Maman, S.E. Fassberg, and Y. Breuer; Jerusalem:
Bialik Institute, ), –, .

35 See for example the comments of Fitzmyer, “The Aramaic and Hebrew Fragments
of Tobit,”  with n. , regarding the consistent use of -
 rather than �	 in QToba–d ar
(Q–).

36 It should be mentioned that this is attested in BH as well: cf. Sam :; Sam :;
Job :, and Amos : according to R. Gordis, “Studies in the Book of Amos,”PAAJR /
(/): –, . P.K. McCarter, IISamuel (AB ; Garden City: Doubleday,
),  claims that these are influenced by Aramaic, but since the Aramaic picture is
far from uniform, this is not a helpful suggestion.

37 For Nabatean Arabic influence has sometimes been suspected, but (a) the syntax
is native to earlier Aramaic, (b) this would leave Qumran and Galilean Aramaics unex-
plained, and (c) early Arabic does show -� prefixes marking direct objects. (For this last
point, see S. Hopkins, Studies in the Grammar of Early Arabic Based Upon Papyri Datable
to Before A.H. /A.D. [Oxford: Oxford University Press, ], –.)
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Pronominal
Synthetic : �� Synthetic : -� suff.

Old
Aramaic

Frequent (note Dan and
Bukān), but not Fa
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Frequent

Imperial
Aramaic

No Yes

Middle
Aramaic

Tg. Onq. and Ps.-J. only
translating BH ��

Tg. Onq. and Ps.-J. in
non-translational passages

Nabatean

Epigraphic Judean Aramaic
(Bar Kosiba letters, Wadi
Murabba#at, Na .hal .Hever [and
later inscriptions of Ein Gedi
and Jericho])

QapGen ar and other QA
texts

Nabatean
Sporadically in Qumran
Aramaic

Late
Aramaic

JBA in “literary or archaic
passages”

Mandaic, Syriac, JBA Galilean JPA

There is clearly much to say about this distribution, but here the focus
here is on the Qumran texts, and especially on the Genesis Apocryphon.
Setting aside the Targumim as a geographic wild-card, we note that the
Genesis Apocryphon lines up with the Eastern Late Aramaic dialects. If we
insist on geography as our sole organizing criterion, we would be forced
to conclude that the Apocryphon is eastern. Although this possibility
should not be ruled out a priori, it seems unlikely.38

A better possibility, it seems, is to consider the fact that the Genesis
Apocryphon and the Targumim, which alone among the Middle Aramaic
dialects share the use of the -
, are also related by genre. Certainly this
would not be a simplistic question of “formal” as opposed to “colloquial”
registers,39 but the economical explanation is to divide up these texts

38 Dialectological discussions of Middle Aramaic texts of unknown provenance are
particularly complicated because many of the isoglosses characteristic of later Eastern
Aramaic texts are difficult to date. For example, the Uruk incantation has imperfects with
initial yod, for example, but seems to have plurals in -ē. For discussions of the former,
see S.A. Kaufman, The Akkadian Influences on Aramaic (AS ; Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, ), –, whose theory has since been confirmed by the Fa
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inscription (and the summary in A. Rubin, “On the Third Person Preformative n-/l- in
Aramaic, and an Ethiopic Parallel,” Ancient Near Eastern Studies  []: –).

39 See also M.O. Wise,Thunder in Gemini: And Other Essays on the History, Language
and Literature of Second Temple Palestine (JSPSup ; Sheffield: JSOT Press, ), 
n. . Interestingly, Cook, “Qumran Aramaic and Aramaic Dialectology,” – n.  notes
that although Beyer claimed that the shift of intervocalic yod > aleph was supposedly a
phenomenon of the vernacular Judean Aramaic, it is not found in the Bar Kosiba letters.
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by genre: epigraphic texts (Nabatean, Bar Kosiba, Na .hal .Hever, Wadi
Murabba#at) which use �	 vs. literary or biblically-oriented texts (Targu-
mim, Genesis Apocryphon) which use -
.40 Neither is necessarily “collo-
quial,” and neither can be assumed to clearly reflect the spoken dialect.
It may be a question of register (one more self-consciously literary, and
the other more prosaic), or simply a matter of genre: different grammat-
ical structures would be used for different types of literary products in
different literary genres.

c. Ideological

The final variable I would like to mention here is ideology. For lack of
space, I will forego a specific example, and just note that there is ample
evidence not only that Aramaic speakers in Roman Palestine paid atten-
tion to what language they and others were speaking, but that they made
language choices in part based on ideologies and value-judgments—like
all speakers in multilingual societies throughout human history. This lin-
guistic consciousness is occasionally articulated in Qumran and Jubilees,
but is covertly expressed in a number of ways.

Little has been done in studying the ideological values of the different
Aramaic dialects, although the use of Nabatean and Judean Aramaic
dialects in such close proximity provides excellent raw material for the
study of at least one example. Another example is the use of Standard
(Jewish) Literary Aramaic studied now by Fassberg. If he is correct,
this is an ideologically charged dialect whose use is meant in part to
connect the work being written to earlier works such as the book of
Daniel.41

The ideological power and uses of Hebrew has been studied more. One
of the striking examples is the use of Hebrew by the rebels of the Great
Revolt as well as Bar Kosiba’s revolt.42 There have also been a few attempts

40 For Q, Wise plausibly suggested that the use of �	 indicates that it was a private
text, made for independent study, and not a literary composition. Note that elsewhere,
Wise insists that there are no autographs among the Qumran corpus (Thunder in Gemini,
– n. ), which would necessitate at least a modification of the idea that any text
would be simply a scholar’s independent notes, so to speak.

41 Fassberg, “Salient Features of the Verbal System in the Aramaic Dead Sea Scrolls.”
42 H.M. Cotton, “The Languages of the Legal and Administrative Documents from

the Judaean Desert,” ZPE  (): –; H. Eshel, “Documents of the First Jew-
ish Revolt from the Judean Desert,” in The First Jewish Revolt: Archaeology, History, and
Ideology (ed. A.M. Berlin and J.A. Overman, London: Routledge, ), –; H.M.
Cotton, “Language Gaps in Roman Palestine and the Roman Near East,” in Medien
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at reading the ideology of Qumran Hebrew, but these have not yet been
entirely convincing, I think.43 According to Seth Schwartz, the compo-
sition of the Mishnah in Hebrew was also an ideological statement.44

Although some have expressed reservations, I think the suggestion has
much to commend it, if it can be appropriately nuanced. Moshe Bar-
Asher has pointed to the lack of foreign loanwords in rabbinic prayers, as
opposed to rabbinic texts, and explained this as an ideologically-driven
decision;45 I would add that this shows an impressive level of linguistic
sophistication on the part of the formulators of the prayers.46

. Conclusions and Directions Forward

Before concluding it is worth stressing a point that has long been known
and has recently been emphasized by Schattner-Rieser: the heterogeneity

im antiken Palästina: Materielle Kommunikation und Medialität als Thema der Palästi-
naarchäologie (ed. C. Frevel; FAT /; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –.

43 W.M. Schniedewind, “Qumran Hebrew as an Antilanguage,” JBL  (): –
; S. Weitzman, “Why Did the Qumran Community Write in Hebrew?” JAOS 
(): –; W.M. Schniedewind, “Linguistic Ideology in Qumran Hebrew,” inDiggers
at the Well: Proceedings of a Third International Symposium on the Hebrew of the Dead
Sea Scrolls and Ben Sira (ed. T. Muraoka and J.F. Elwolde; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ),
–.

44 S. Schwartz, “Language, Power and Identity in Ancient Palestine,”Past&Present 
(): –; idem, “Hebrew and Imperialism in Jewish Palestine,” in Ancient Judaism in
its Hellenistic Context (ed. C. Bakhos, JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), –. Compare
also I. Glus .ka, “	��� �	�� ��� �� �	���� 	���� 
� ‘�	���
� �������’,” Balšanut #Ivrit –
(): –.

45 M. Bar-Asher, “Les Formules de Bénédiction forgées par les Sages (Étude Prélimi-
naire),” REJ  (): –, esp. –.

46 All this is worth stressing because in both the Gospel of John (:; :, , ;
:) and in Acts the word Hebraisti seems to be used for Aramaic. Some explain
that this shows “the apparent perception of ancient Palestinian Jews that Hebrew and
Aramaic were essentially the same language” (J.M. Watt, “The Current Landscape of
Diglossia Studies: The Diglossic Continuum in First-Century Palestine,” in Diglossia and
Other Topics in New Testament Linguistics [ed. S.E. Porter; JSNTSup ; Studies in New
Testament Greek ; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, ], –, –; so, too,
Fitzmyer, “The Languages of Palestine in the First Century A.D.,” ). If this is correct,
it is strikingly different from the situation in the Jewish texts just analyzed. A case can
be made, however, that the authors of John and Acts do mean to refer to Hebrew, not
Aramaic at all. But if Hebraisti really does refer to Aramaic, what does this say about the
culture out of which the Gospel of John and Acts emerged? I leave these questions to
others to sort out. It should suffice to emphasize that if John or Paul equates Hebrew with
Aramaic, he is living in a different world than the Jews of Roman-era Palestine.
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of the Aramaic texts found at Qumran.47 It is not just QtgJob and the
Genesis Apocryphon that are exceptional, as there are clearly different
groups of texts among the smaller ones, as well. Schattner-Rieser has
suggested that some of the texts date from the Persian period, some
from Hellenistic times, and some from later on,48 and this is probably
true, but as I have been arguing throughout, chronology need not be
our sole explanatory model. Geography, genre, and ideological affiliation
may also dictate language choices.

It must be admitted that this makes life more difficult. A final example
regarding the Genesis Apocryphonmay make these difficulties clear. One
of the linchpins of Kutscher’s theory of Onqelos’ origins was that the
language of the consonantal text of Onqelos matched that of the Genesis
Apocryphon, and so was Palestinian in origin. But two objections ought
to be raised to this line of argumentation. First, the place of origin
of the Genesis Apocryphon is unknown. Second, there may be other
explanations for the features shared by these texts, such as that of genre
discussed above, which may supersede considerations of time and place.
I do not wish to contest the point that the Targumim have their roots in
Eretz Israel of the first century, but I do wish to question the assumption
that shared features must be explained on the basis of geography and
chronology alone. One could easily think of other reasons the Genesis
Apocryphon and the Targumim may share a linguistic heritage, whatever
the origins of each. The Roman Period was linguistically fluid, politically
and socially tempestuous, and culturally rich, and all sorts of interesting
things happen in environments like that.

47 Contrast, for example, Cook, “Qumran Aramaic and Aramaic Dialectology,” –.
48 Schattner-Rieser, L’araméen,  divides the corpus into Hellenistic texts (parts of

QEn ar, QLevi ar, QVisions of Amram ar, QPrNab ar), more recent texts (QtgJob,
QapGen ar), and Persian period texts (parts of QEn ar, Q [formerly called “Proto-
Esther”], QPrNab ar [!]).
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This article1 continues my study, “The Earliest Evidence for Targum

1 Abbreviations and Sigla employed: < BTA = has BTA influence; ! = new reading;
AL = Aramaic London bowls in the Samir Dehays Collection; ALD = Aramaic Levi
Document; AMB A, B = J. Naveh and S. Shaked, Amulets and Magic Bowls: Aramaic
Incantations of Late Antiquity (Jerusalem: Magnes, ); Amulet A–B, Paul Ghetty
Museum = R. Kotansky, “Two Inscribed Jewish Amulets from Syria,” IEJ  (): –
; AO = Antiquité Orientale, Louvre; APM = Allard Pierson Museum in K.A.D. Smelik,
“An Aramaic Incantation Bowl in the Allard Pierson Museum,” BO  (): –;
BM = British Museum; BS = Bowl Syriac; BTA = Babylonian Talmudic Aramaic; CBS =
Collection of Babylonian Section, Philadelphia in J.A. Montgomery, Aramaic Incantation
Texts from Nippur (Publications of the Babylonian Section ; Philadelphia: University
Museum, ); C. Müller-Kessler, Die Zauberschalentexte in der Hilprecht-Sammlung,
Jena, und weitere Nippur-Texte anderer Sammlungen (Texte und Materialien der Frau
Professor Hilprecht Collection of Babylonian Antiquities im Eigentum der Friedrich-
Schiller-Universität Jena ; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, ); CPA = Christian Palestinian
Aramaic; GA = Galilean Aramaic; Geller A–D = M.J. Geller, “Four Aramaic Incantation
Bowls,” in The Bible World: Essays in Honor of Cyrus H. Gordon (ed. G. Rendsburg;
New York: Ktav, ), –; Gordon A–F = C.H. Gordon, “Aramaic Magical Bowls
in the Istanbul and Baghdad Museums,” ArOr  (): –, pls. –; Gordon
G = C.H. Gordon, “An Aramaic Exorcism,” ArOr  (): –; Gordon H =
C.H. Gordon, “Aramaic and Mandaic Magical Bowls,” ArOr  (): –, pls. –;
Hermitage bowl = A.J. Borisov, “Epigrafičeskie zametki,” Epigrafika Vostoka  ():
–; HS = Hilprecht-Collection in Müller-Kessler, Zauberschalentexte; HSM = Havard
Semitic Museum; IM = Iraqi Museum; JDA = Documentary Jewish Aramaic (Na .hal
.Hever, Murabba#at, and others); JTS = Jewish Theological Seminar; KS = Koine Syriac;
M = Mandaic; Moriah bowl = C.H. Gordon, “Magic Bowls in the Moriah Collection,”
Or  (): –; Moussaieff = D. Levene, A Corpus of Magic Bowls (London:
Kegan, ); Moussaieff  = S. Shaked, “ ‘Peace be Upon You, exalted Angels’: on
Hekhalot, Liturgy and Incantation Bowls,” JSQ  (): –; Moussaieff  =
D. Levene, “ ‘If You Appear as a Pig’: Another Incantation Bowl (Moussaieff ),” JSS
 (): –; Moussaieff amulet = M.J. Geller, “More Magic Spells and Formulae,”
BSOAS  (): –, pls. –; MSF A, B = J. Naveh and S. Shaked, Magic Spells
and Formulae: Aramaic Incantations of Late Antiquity (Jerusalem: Magnes, ); QA =
Qumran Aramaic; S = Syriac; SA = Samaritan Aramaic; SD = Samir Dehays Collection
in D. Levene and S. Bhayro, “ ‘Bring to the Gates . . . upon a Good Smell and upon Good
Fragrances’: An Aramaic Incantation Bowl for Success in Business,”AfO  (–):
–; SLAT = Standard Literary Aramaic in Babylonian Talmud; SLBA = Standard
Literary Babylonian Aramaic in magic bowls; TA = Targum Aramaic; TJPA = Targum
Jewish Palestinian Aramaic; VA = Vorderasiatisches Museum; WA = Western Aramaic;
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Onqelos from Babylonia and the Question of Its Dialect and Origin.”2

In this article I argued that the language of the two official Targums,
Onqelos and Jonathan, is based on a linguistic import from Palestine.
This language transfer occurred at the latest after the destruction of
the Second Temple, but before the devastation of Nehardea. I discussed
the theory of Edward Cook, who claimed that Syriac and both official
Targums share certain morphemes found in Palmyrene and Qumran
Aramaic.3 He classified them as Central Aramaic, following an earlier
suggestion of Daniel Boyarin.4 Cook selected the following linguistic
features for his arguments: . The independent personal pronoun of the
third plural masculine; . The independent personal pronoun of the
second singular masculine and the first plural; . The demonstrative
pronouns of nearness; . The suffixes of the third singular masculine on
plural nouns and verbs and the third singular feminine; . The suffix of
the masculine plural on participles of the verbs lamed-yod (III-y).5

For the inflection of the imperfect, Cook considered a different set of
problems and postulated a double series for the imperfect, one indicative
with y-prefix and one jussive with l-prefix.6 This, however, raises the
question of how the l-prefix can occur in certain Aramaic dialects and

Wiseman bowl in Müller-Kessler, Zauberschalentexte, d. Certain bowl texts that do
not belong to large public collections are cited by its publication or accepted standard
abbreviations, e.g., Geller A or Gordon H.

QA texts are quoted according to their official Qumran editions. In case of diverging
reading this is specifically noted. The TA, SLAT and Geonic examples can be taken from
the references dictionaries and grammars and are only indicated in case of important
divergence. The data of the Aramaic bowls in SLBA is more extensively cited, since there
exist no comprehensive study or overview to date. Preference is given to quoting the col-
lection number of the text material as many text editions carry reading mistakes or list the
data under incorrect grammatical categories, e.g. Levene, Corpus, see C. Müller-Kessler,
“Of Jesus, Darius, Marduk . . . : Aramaic Magic Bowls in the Moussaieff Collection,” JAOS
 (): –.

2 Journal for the Aramaic Bible  (): –. The journal is a forerunner of
Aramaic Studies, Sheffield Academic Press, now Brill, Leiden.

3 See E.M. Cook, “A New Perspective on the Language of Onqelos and Jonathan,” in
TheAramaic Bible: Targums in theirHistorical Context (ed. D.R.G. Beattie and M.J. McNa-
mara; JSOTSup ; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, ), –, esp. –.
It continues his article on the position of Qumran Aramaic, see idem, “Qumran Aramaic
and Aramaic Dialectology,” in Studies in Qumran Aramaic (ed. T. Muraoka; AbrNSup ;
Leuven: Peeters, ), –.

4 See D. Boyarin, “An Inquiry into the Formation of the Middle Aramaic Dialects,”
in Bono Homini Donum: Essays in Historical Linguistics in Memory of J. Alexander Kerns
(ed. Y. Arbeitman and A.J. Bombard; Amsterdam: Benjamins, ), –.

5 See Cook, “New Perspective,” –.
6 See ibid., .
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periods, such as in Tell Fekheriye, at an early stage but not in the Aramaic
dockets and endorsements (seventh to sixth centuries b.c.e.) from Upper
and Lower Mesopotamia. The feature is not at home in Imperial Aramaic
of the West (Egypt) and the East (Mesopotamia, Iran, including the
recently published few texts from Baktria and unpublished Ostraca from
Babylon). l- is attested, however, in Biblical Aramaic (only for 	��) and
in a number of Qumran Aramaic texts (Book of Giants, Enoch [various
sources], Targum of Job), the private documents from Wadi Murabba#at
(only for 	��) but not in theGenesis Apocryphon, and other Judean desert
documents. The usage of the l-prefix did not live on in Western Aramaic
at all. It is considered an Eastern Aramaic feature that merged later with
n- as a positional variant. It is also not a morpheme in SLBA, comprising
TA, SLAT, Aramaic in magic bowls, and the Geonic responsa. While one
could still argue that on account of the y-prefixTg. Onq. andTg. Jon. were
translated in Palestine and later redacted in Babylonia, this cannot be said
of the magical bowl texts and Geonic responsa that share between them
more features (graphical conventions, morphemes, syntagms, lexemes)
with Targumic Aramaic than with any of the Western Aramaic dialect,
despite some minor variations.

Cook only dealt with grammatical phenomena, as the lexical affinities
were not an issue in his article. I claimed, however, that the background
of the eastern Targum Aramaic dialect is probably the “Rabbinic” lit-
erary language as found in the Aramaic of Qumran. This is the dialect
that had been transferred to Babylonia at the latest after the Revolt of
the Jews against the Romans. It forms a mutual group with Syriac, based
on common lexemes.7 This dialect stands in contrast to Western Aramaic
(Christian, Jewish Palestinian and Samaritan Aramaic) and the true East-
ern Babylonian Aramaic dialects (Babylonian Talmudic Aramaic, koiné
Babylonian Aramaic, Mandaic). The Hebrew loanwords in Targum Ara-
maic have to be exempted from the lexical comparison as they are not
relevant for Syriac. These loans are often not identical to the ones attested
in the surviving text corpus of Qumran Aramaic.8 The documentary lan-
guage type from the Judean desert also continued in Babylonia but only
in the style of transmission of text formulae in the Babylonian Talmud.

7 A. Tal, The Language of the Targum of the Former Prophets and its Position within
the Aramaic Dialects (Tel Aviv: Tel-Aviv University Press, ), XI (Hebrew), dealt with
this relationship.

8 See now C. Stadel,Hebraismen in den aramäischen Texten vom Toten Meer (Schrif-
ten der Hochschule für Jüdische Studien Heidelberg ; Heidelberg: Winter, ).
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In his monumental work on the Aramaic texts from the Dead Sea,
Klaus Beyer defined the term Babylonian Documentary Aramaic (siglum
u in grammar and glossary) as a continuation of Hasmonean. It is attested
in the legal language of the divorce writ, the Fast Scroll, etc., and is
closer related to the texts from Qumran than to Babylonian Targumic
(siglum bt). It shows the following features: 	��� “you f.”; 	�	- “your f.”;
	� “who”; ��� and �	�� “this”; ��� “ten”; �� “daughter of ”; 	�- suffix 
sg. with verbs III-y; �		- suffix  sg.f. on verbs III-y.9 The diverse terms
used by Beyer for the Aramaic dialects before and after the turn of the
Common Era in Palestine and Babylonia are more than confusing. The
Jews did not stop using certain literary dialects and later created new ones
according to period and geographical surrounding. These dialects were
either transferred to Babylonia10 or underwent further developments
within the Western Aramaic dialects of Palestine (CPA, GA, SA, TJPA
= Beyer gt).

The Aramaic as found in the Qumran texts, in Nabatean, partially in
JDA, and later in SLBA that includes the official Targums (Tg. Onq., Tg.
Jon.), SLAT (Babylonian Talmud), most of the magic literature on bowls,
and writings of the Geonim is rather fixed and continues the SLA type
from Imperial Aramaic onwards with incorporated loans from Hebrew
and certain innovations (see below, §). That this SLA type had been
under the influence of the linguistic geography where it was in use is
not surprising, since such loans are to be expected. For example, the first
appearance of the nota accusativi is in Nabatean and Qumran Aramaic.
This makes the final redaction of the Aramaic part of the book of Daniel
rather late, where it occurs only once. It is does not occur in the Idumea
ostraca.11 The full development of the usage of �	 can be better observed
in SLBA (see below, §) than in good Western Aramaic dialects such
as CPA that restricts its use to pronominal suffixes. The western amulet
texts from Palestine and Syria in Aramaic script, however, display similar
usage.

9 See K. Beyer, Die aramäischen Texte vom Toten Meer: samt den Inschriften aus
Palästina, dem Testament Levis aus der Kairoer Genisa, der Fastenrolle und den alten tal-
mudischen Zitaten: Aramaistische Einleitung, Text, Übersetzung, Deutung, Grammatik /
Wörterbuch, deutsch-aramäische Wortliste, Register ( vols. and Ergänzungsband; Göt-
tingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, //), :.

10 Also Beyer is of the opinion that this dialect (bt) continues as import in Babylonia,
see K. Beyer,The Aramaic Language (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, ), .

11 This particle is not attested in the Idumea texts.



the linguistic heritage of qumran aramaic 

It stands to reason that the Qumran Aramaic text witnesses do not
show a homogenous language type as the SLBA texts do.

The only intermediary text between Qumran, JDA, and SLBA in Baby-
lonia is the ALD from the Cairo Genizah. Another potential witness
would be the lead roll incantation from the Moussaieff collection, but it is
unprovenanced.12 It cannot be denied that the ALD shows common fea-
tures withTg. Onq. andTg. Jon., as some authors have rightly pointed out,
but the language is not so advanced as the latter. The forerunner of the
ALD points to a compilation soon after the transfer of SLA from Pales-
tine to Babylonia, at the latest after the revolt against the Romans (
b.c.e.). The arguments are the following: the historical -� prefix for haf#el
and once for itpa#el are partially in use; non-assimilated spellings are still
extant � ���
 (:);  ���� (:); the long imperfect of 	�� occurs; the con-
junction 	�� is employed; the demonstrative pronouns ��, ���, and �
	�
occur outside fixed idioms; historical spellings such as in the conjunc-
tions 	� “that” and 	�� “when” (frequent) are extant;13 √

	�� (��	����) is
plausible as a root in SLBA too, e.g., 	���	� “is appearing” (Moussaieff
:); it preserves the nouns �� “wood, tree,” ��� “flock,” and the verb
��� “to wash” (frequently attested)14 that are not in use in Late Aramaic
on account of total dissimilation � < � (see below, §.); Hebrew lex-
emes are found: ��� “to conceive,” ���� “honour,” and 
��� “wall” etc.15

The innovations that make theALD from the Cairo Genizah an eastern
text source are the following: plene spellings: ����� “his neck” (:); pl.
emph. �����	 “haunches” (:); the perfect suffix 	�- with the verb group
III-y (e.g., 	�	�� :; 	�	�� :; :; 	��� :; 	�	� :; 	�	�� :);
the nominal ending ��- for adjectives, ordinals, and gentilics: �����
“unclean” (:, ); the use of the lexemes ����	��� “chase” < Iranian and
����� “conflict” might point to a close lexical affinity of Targum Aramaic
with Classical Syriac, but need not be the result of Syriac influence,16

12 This intermediary text has not been incorporated as such by Beyer,Die aramäischen
Texte, vol. .

13 J.C. Greenfield, M.E. Stone, and E. Eshel, The Aramaic Levi Document: Edition,
Translation, Commentary (SVTP ; Leiden: Brill, ), , have listed it as an “adverb,”
although it is a conjunction.

14 The intermediary forms of  �� “to wash, rinse” and of  �� “to smite” are still
unattested.

15 See S.E. Fassberg, “Hebraisms in the Aramaic Documents from Qumran,” in Studies
in Qumran Aramaic, –. �� “to smoke” is not just limited to Hebrew as indicated by
Greenfield, Stone, and Eshel, Aramaic Levi Document, , but it also occurs in QA and
in Eastern Aramaic (TA, BTA, M).

16 This was proposed by Greenfield, Stone, and Eshel, Aramaic Levi Document, .
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since both share many lexemes.17 The same is true for ���	�, a term for
“a special sort of fine flour,” which is now attested for QA and in the
preceding Idumea ostraca. The ALD also shows eastern overtones that
appear in Tg. Onq. and Tg. Jon., such as the plural of the emphatic state
ending 	- /-ē/ and infinitive forms of the derived stems 	
��	 and 	
�� �.
But other Babylonian features are not found in this Targum yet.

By describing a written dialect and its graphic features, one can obtain
a certain idea of its geographical affinity. Since we are dealing with a lit-
erary language type that was in use as a “Kunstsprache” or “scholarly lan-
guage,” however, spellings tend to be rather conservative.18 The following
selected features are intended to demonstrate the close relationship of
QA and the Aramaic attested in the documents from the Judean Desert
with their linguistic heir in Babylonia, i.e., SLBA. The various linguis-
tic features that are in use in these texts hardly deviate from each other.
Among the SLBA bowl texts there exists a certain conformity, as can be
demonstrated in the tables below.

. Graphic Features

.. Final hê

The most striking graphical trait is that final /ā/ is frequently marked by
hê instead of "ālep in SLBA. Spellings may vary from text to text or even
in one and the same text.19 It is not only limited to the emphatic state
as Beyer claimed,20 but can also be found in other morphemes. Often it
depends on the provenance of the text source. "Ālep in this position is the
rule in the Eastern Aramaic dialects such as Syriac and Mandaic, and is
also predominant in BTA.

17 See Müller-Kessler, “Earliest Evidence,” .
18 See G. Dalman,Grammatik des jüdisch-palästinischen Aramäisch (Leipzig: Hinrich,

), , who understood TA as a “Kunstsprache” and belongs to the group of scholars
who favour a Western origin.

19 One cannot simply generalize this spelling convention as done by Beyer, Aramaic
Language, .

20 See Beyer, Die aramäischen Texte, :.
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... Pronouns

��� “I” (AMB B:; CBS :); ��� “this” (MSF B:).

... Emphatic State

�	�� “the healer” (Moussaieff amulet obv. ’); ���� “the earth” (HSM
:; Moussaieff amulet obv. ’); !����	� “evil” (Geller A, ); �	
	
�
“at night” (HS :); ���	� 	�� “the human beings” (Moussaieff :);
���� “the desert” (CBS :); ���� “the loin” (BM :);21 �����
“the darkness” (BM :, ); ���	 “the day” (Moussaieff amulet
rev. ’); !���	
	
 “Liliths” (Geller A, ); ���
� “the angel” (Mous-
saieff amulet obv. ’); !����� “the oath” (Geller A); ��
	� “the pic-
ture” (MSF B:); ��	� “the amulet” (Geller A); ��� “great” (Geller
A, , ; BM :; Moussaieff amulet obv. ’, ’, ’); ���� “great”
(CBS :); ��	�
� “the plunderess” (CBS :); ��� “the name”
(Geller A, , ); ���� “the ban” (IM : inner circle c); and many
other examples.

... Perfect pe#al of Verbs III-y

��� “he was” (Geller A;22 CBS :).

... Active/Passive Participles Singular Feminine or Masculine of
Verbs III-y

�	���	� “is appearing (itpe#el sg.m./f.)” (MSF B:; B:); �����
“who takes (sg.f.)” (Moussaieff :); �	�� “(Lilith) plagues (sg.f.)”
(HS :); ��	�� “overturned (sg.f.)” (HSM :); etc.

21 The meaning of this common Aramaic and Hebrew term for “loin, hip” eluded
the editor: “����: The meaning is supplied from context, since although the Mishnaic
Hebrew passive participle #��� “decreed, decided,” is common, an Aramaic noun ����
seems to be unattested.” See Geller, “Four Aramaic Incantation Bowls,” esp.  n. . This
Aramaic word, however, changes in Aramaic between /r/ and /l/ on account of phonetic
conditions depending on the dialect, and is well attested since Biblical Aramaic onwards
in the standard dictionaries, see HALOT :; J. Levy, Chaldäisches Wörterbuch über
die Targumim (nd ed.; Leipzig: Baumgärtner, –), b; Jastrow b.

22 Occurs in periphrastic tense ���	
� �	��!� �	���� !����	� 	��� 
� �	
� ���� “who
ruled over evil spirits. I adjured and decreed upon you” and not “which rules over all evil
spirits. I adjure and I decree against you” as Geller, “Four Aramaic Incantation Bowls,”
.
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.. Graphic � for *〈ś〉 instead of �
This orthographic trait prevails in Aramaic square script texts in QA,
JDA, and SLBA, and even in good BTA texts.23

... Etymological Cases

QA, JDA show always � for *〈ś〉 instead of �. This feature also continues
in SLBA: ��� “flesh” (AMB B: < BTA); �	��	� “his flesh” (AMB B:
[KBA]); 
���	 “Israel” (Moussaieff :; :; : < BTA) but 
���	
with supralinear correction (Moussaieff : < BTA); ���
�� “their left
hand side” (CBS :); ���	��� “their hairs” (APM :); const. ��
“prince of ” (Moussaieff :) but ��� “the prince” (Moussaieff :;
amulet obv. ’).

... Non-Etymological Cases

QA, JDA: �	�
� “Selas” (X .Hev/Se  ).—SLBA: �����
 “to shackle”
(Moussaieff :); !������ “you (sg.m.) are shackled” (AMB Bb:).
All are variant spellings of a saf#el ����;24 	����� “his Seraphs” (Mous-
saieff :).

.. Non-Spelling of Final yod in Nouns of Roots III-y

QA: ���� “an oath” (Q  ii ); ����� “the oath” (Q   [Tob
:]*); JDA: ���� frequent—SLBA: !����� (Geller A; frequent in TA).

. Phonetic Features

To describe phonetic features in a written standard dialect or language is
a speculative endeavour. Nevertheless, historical spellings such as graph-
emes for gutturals are extant in QA, JDA, and SLBA. It should be pointed
out that in good SLBA texts one does not find any mixing of these

23 See for this graphical trait already Beyer, Die aramäischen Texte, :–, .
24 See for more examples of this particular verb in magical context in C. Müller-

Kessler, “SS .TM, ŚS .TM, Ś .S .TM, S .S .TM or ŠSTM: A Technical Term for Shackling Demons:
Contributions to the Babylonian Aramaic Dictionary,” Ancient Near Eastern Studies 
(): –. It is also to be noted in a collated reading: !����	� instead of �	���	�
(Moussaieff :) as in Levene, Corpus, .
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graphemes. This absence has already been observed for Tg. Onq. and Tg.
Jon. as well as for the Geonic responsa. It is a graphical trait comparable
to QA and JDA text material where the orthography appears in the ety-
mological form. How can any loss of gutturals in an established and fixed
literary language be proved anyway? It does not come as a surprise that
Babylonian scribes could still handle this literary language and write it
without major scribal slips. One must presume that during their training,
word lists were probably used, although none have been preserved, from
which the scribes drew their spelling skills, since one is dealing here with
a written language where spellings were fixed. It speaks for a good scribal
practice that was later transferred to Babylonia. A comparable situation
existed for many centuries in Europe in the form of “Gelehrtenlatein.”

.. Retaining Gutturals

... Retaining "ālep, hê, and #ayin

Gutturals are retained in QA and JDA. This is also the case in reliable text
sources in SLBA,25 especially when "ālep occurs as a second radical in a
root.

QA: af#el pass. participle pl.m. �	���� “ill” (QapocrLevib? ar [Q]
 *).—SLBA: pass. participle pl.m. �	���� “ill” (AMB B:); it is also
attested in the impf. ���!� �	 !������� “that you (pl.m.) will make her
body ill” (Moussaieff amulet obv. ’).

Biradical nouns in QA, JDA retain the augmented hê in the plural.26—
The same is to be noted for SLBA: ������ “our fathers” (MSF B:);
pl. abs. ���� “maids” (SD :); ����� “the names” (AMB B:). How
conservative spellings in Geonic and SLAT can be is demonstrated by
the word for “thigh” �	��� “his bones” b. Gi.t b [Geonic source]; Sword

25 There is no confusion of gutturals to be found in the SLBA bowl texts as claimed
by Levene, Corpus, . When it occurs, it is limited to KBA texts (Moussaieff ; CBS
+; ; BM ; ; K ) or BTA texts (BM ; Moussaieff );
BS (AO .; IsIAO ); KS (AMB B; MSF B; IM ) or text formulas drawn
from Mandaic (e.g. AMB B) that are so far in the minority. Even there the spelling
conforms to the expected orthography. This is comparable to the diversity of language
layers in the Aramaic part of the Babylonian Talmud. The magical bowl texts in Aramaic
square script cannot be taken as a homogenous dialect. Studies like H. Juusola, Linguistic
Peculiarities in the Aramaic Magic Bowl Texts (StudOr ; Helsinki: Finnish Oriental
Society, ), introduced more confusion than describing the actual dialect diversity
in the magical text corpus on account of the lack of a methodological approach.

26 For relevant examples, see Beyer, Die aramäischen Texte, vols.  and .
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ofMoses :; in a SLBA bowl it appears already without �: !�	�� “bones”
(Gordon H). In QA and JDA this lexeme is not attested.27

... "Ālep is Unstable in the Verb Group I-�.

It is reduced to a vowel when closing a syllable since the earliest Ara-
maic attestations. Sometimes even the vowel letter in first syllable is
not expressed in the script.—SLBA:

√
���: ����	� “you (pl.m.) shall per-

ish” (Moussaieff :) but �����	� (Moussaieff :);
√

��: !�	
�	� “you

(sg.f.) shall go” (MSF B:);28 √	��: 	��	� “you (sg.m.) may be healed”
(Moussaieff :);

√
���: ��	�
 “to bind” (Moussaieff :);

√
	��: 	�	�

“(the flame) will come” (AMB B:); ���	 �
 “they shall not come” (MSF
B:); ���	� �
 “you (pl.m.) shall not come” (Moussaieff :).

.. Non-Apocope of Final Consonant

Despite a few examples extant in text editions, one has to point out that
all these are based on misreadings and are in need of be being corrected:
!��
	 � “I take” (CBS :).29 The old reading ��	 � would be a case of
syncope or assimilation but not of apocope. Only the Syriac variants of
this formula show a syncopated form.

... Non-Assimilation of Initial nûn to a Pharyngeal

QA: ����� “to bring down” (QtgJob XXXI:).—SLBA: ������ “we
brought down” (CBS :; :* < BTA).

... Non-Assimilation of nûn to tāw

QA:����� “wife” (QapGen XX:); JDA: 	���� “my wife” (Mur  ).—
SLBA: !�	���� “his wife” (BM :; Geller B); �	���	� (HS :;
Moussaieff :); �	��	� (Moussaieff :); ���	� (HS :, ); cf.
	��� “my wife” (Mur  , ),30 but there are already cases of assim-

27 The statement by Beyer, Die aramäischen Texte, : is perplexing, since he does
not indicate in which of the dialects an apheresis of #ayin occurs in ����.

28 According to C. Müller-Kessler, “Die Beschwörung gegen die Glaukom-Dämonin:
Eine Neubearbeitung der aramäischen Zauberschale aus dem Smithsonian Institute,
Washington, D.C. (MSF B),”WO  (): –; esp. .

29 See J.N. Epstein, “Gloses babylo-araméennes,” REJ  (): –; esp. .
30 Is obviously a mistake for the independent personal pronoun  sg.f.
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ilation as in the independent pronoun of the second person in cer-
tain bowls with eastern overtones: !��	� “the wife” (Moussaieff :);31

�	��	� (CBS :; :, , ); ���	� “his wife” (Moussaieff :);
���	� “the wife” (BM :; :; :).

.. Assimilation of Final nûn in the
Preposition �� to the Following Consonant

A Western Aramaic trait inherited from Hebrew is the assimilation of
final nûn in the preposition �� to the following consonant. In Bibli-
cal Aramaic it is attested in Ezra :, ; Dan :,  and in QA it
occurs in Targum of Job, ALD, rarely in JDA.32 Further it is attested in
a number of cases in Tg. Neof., and it is most frequent in the Eastern
Targumim33 and in the SLBA bowl texts: ������ “from behind” (MSF
B:); 	��	� “from Ahay” (Moussaieff :); ���� 	��� ����� “from the
four corners of the earth” (Gordon D); 	�	�	� “from Immay” (Mous-
saieff :); ���	� “from a place,” ��	��	� “from a town” (SD :);
	����	� “from his sons” (Moussaieff :); �	�	�	� “from his house”
(Moussaieff :); !�	�	�
�	� “from their (f.) milk” (Moussaieff :);

�� “from each” (MSF B:; CBS :); �������	� “from their gar-
ment” (CBS :); ������
	� “from their clothes” (CBS :); ��
	�
“with” (CBS :); �
	�
	� “from above” (Gordon D); ��	�	� “from
beyond” (CBS :; :); !�	���	�	� “from his deed(s)” (Wiseman
bowl ); ��
	� “below” (Gordon D); 
	�	� “above” (CBS :); ���	�
�	�� ��� “from the mouth of seven rivers” (Moussaieff : < BTA);
�	��	� “from his name” (Wiseman bowl ); !�	����	� “from his story”
(Wiseman bowl ); �	� 	 	���� ����	� “from below the throne of his
honour” (Hekhalot bowl line ’ [German private collection]) but ���	�
�	� 	 	���� ���� �� � �� “fire went out below the throne of his honour”
line ’.34

31 See Müller-Kessler, “Of Jesus, Darius,” .
32 See Beyer, Die aramäischen Texte, :; Ergänzungsband: ; :. In Mandaic

it never occurs, in contrast to Beyer’s listing.
33 See Dalman, Grammatik, .
34 C. Müller-Kessler, “Eine ungewöhnliche Hekhalot-Zauberschale” (paper presented

at the XXVIII. DOT, Bamberg  April ).
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. Independent Personal Pronoun

.. ��� “he”

Striking is the phenomenon that the spellings of the independent per-
sonal pronouns in QA, and also JDA correspond to later SLBA. The his-
torical spelling of ��� in QA and JDA appears again in SLBA bowls,
Geonic Aramaic, as well as in standard phrases in the Babylonian Tal-
mud. The common eastern variant is ��without "ālep (KBA, M except for
BTA ��	�). ��� is rarely employed in SLBA as an independent pronoun,
but it functions as a copula or object pronoun. A few examples are ����
�	��� �� �����	 	�� ����� ��� “and he was in the presence (lit. at the seat)
of R. Joshua bar Perahiya” (Moussaieff :);35 �	 
	�� �	�! ��� “he, his
lot, and his part” (Moussaieff :).36

.. �	� “she”

The same as for the masculine pronoun can be said of the feminine. In
QA and JDA �	� is the regular form. This feminine variant is hardly ever
attested. Only one example can be noted in a KBA bowl text ���	����	� �	�
“she (Dilbat) will spread them (the mysteries)” (CBS :).37 In the
unpublished variant CBS + only the first letter hê is legible. In
the function as a copula it occurs in �� �	� �	� ��� “this is the seal-ring”
(Istanbul uncatalogued line ).38

.. ���� “you (sg.m.)”

QA: ���� frequent; JDA: not attested.—Recently more examples of this
non-assimilated variant have surfaced in SLBA: ��	� ���� ��	��� ��	��

35 According to the Syriac parallels it should be the deictic pronoun of distance.
36 Levene, Corpus, , lists quite a number of attestations, but most of them are not

the independent personal pronoun “he.” M: and M: are Hebrew forms in a
Hebrew sentence, M:, , ; M:, , ,  are participles of the auxiliary verb
	�� “to be” used in the periphrastic tense, M: reads ��� “was,” and M: is the
demonstrative pronoun ���� “that.” This leaves only the following passages in Levene’s
glossary: M:; M:,  and M: with the independent personal pronoun.

37 �	� occurs in unclear context in BM :, see J.B. Segal, Catalogue of the
Aramaic andMandaic Incantation Bowls in the BritishMuseum (London: British Museum
Press, ), .

38 In H.V. Hilprecht, In the Temple of Bêl at Nippur (Philadelphia: Department of
Archaeology, ), photo after p. .
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��	� “you are bound and sealed, you, evil Šeda” (AL: unpublished);
variant: ��
�� ��� ��� !
!
!� ���� “you MGLGLG, the great prince of
the world” (SD :–); by analogy it is also employed for the second
feminine singular to stress the object after the perfect: �	���� �	 ���
��	
	
 ���� “since I forsook and let go, you, Lilith” (HS :–).
The assimilated form ��, however, is frequently attested (Exod : =
HS :; Wiseman bowl ; AMB B:! < BTA influence)39 of Late
Aramaic in general with the exception of Mandaic "n"t.40

.. 	��� “you (sg.f.)”

QA, JDA: 	��� frequent.—SLBA: 	��� (BM :; CBS :; Mous-
saieff :; Moussaieff :, , ; frequent). However, an apocopated
variant occurs in ��	
	
 	� ��� �	�	��� ��	�� “bound and sealed are
you, you, Lilith” (Moussaieff : < BTA). Late Aramaic dialects tend
to assimilated forms 	�� (CPA, SA, GA) or apocopated forms ��� (BM
:) or "n"t (M) for both genders. Syriac, however, shows the same
orthographical spelling but with assimilated pronunciation.

.. ��� “I”

The spelling of the first singular plural is often attested with final hê as in
QA, JDA and Western Aramaic (JPA).—SLBA: ��� ��� “I said” (AL:
unpublished).

.. ���(	)� “they (m.)”

QA ���� and in JDA ���(	)� are already spelled without initial hê and
defectively.—SLBA: in Babylonia the pronoun mostly occurs in plene
spelling: ���	� (MSF B:; BM :; Moussaieff :) but in defec-
tive spelling ���� (CBS :; BM :) as well.

39 The text should not be emended to 〈�〉�� as suggested by the editors, since it makes
better sense to emphasize the subject with the pronoun before the imperatives �	�� !��
���	
� �	� �	! ��� “you, lord, come, meet (and) come upon them”; see C. Müller-Kessler,
“More on Puzzling Words and Spellings in Aramaic Incantation Bowls and Related Texts,”
BSOAS (in print) for the new interpretation. Cf. also in 
� ��	��� ��	
� !����� ���� “you, bind
and harness and gird against” (CBS :).

40 Magic bowl texts hardly ever contain a second singular masculine, since mostly
female demons are addressed in the singular or plural feminine.
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... Syntactical Usage of Independent Pronouns

In QA and JDA the independent pronouns show similar syntactical usage
as in the SLBA bowls in Babylonia. It can be well demonstrated by the
example of the third person plural masculine ���	�.41

.... Independent Pronouns as Object Pronouns
Object pronoun ���	� �� 	 “he will call/name them” (AL: unpub-
lished); as object suffix and pronoun: 	�
� ���	� ���	�	��� “he proclaimed
them against you (sg.f.)” (Moussaieff :); in use in TA as well ���� �
�
(Exod : Tg. Onq. =  N :).42

.... Independent Pronouns for the Usage as Copula
Copula: ���� ���	�� “(who) are their children” (CBS :); �	��
� ���	�
“they are angels” (CBS :); �	
	
� ���	�� ���	� �	����� “who are vine-
yards in the vision of the night” (AL: unpublished).

.... Independent Pronouns to Stress the Subject
To stress the subject: ���	��� ���	� PN �� �� PN� PN �� ��� PN� “and this PN
bar PN and this PN bat PN, they and their sons” (Gordon D–; similar
Gordon B–).

.... Independent Pronouns before the Imperfect
To stress the subject before the imperfect: �����	 ���	� “they shall break”
(Moussaieff :); �����	� ��
��	 ���	� “they shall annul and ban” (CBS
:); �� �	� ���	 ���	� “they shall go and go out” (CBS :–); ���	�
��� ��
��	� ����		 “they shall dry and remove her blood” (Moussaieff
:).

.... Independent Pronouns to Form the Active Participle Present
To form the active participle present: ���	� �	� �� 	� “because they com-
mand” (Moussaieff :).

.. �	�	� “they (f.)”

QA: �	�	�—SLBA: �	�	� (AL: unpubl.; BM :).

41 For examples in QA, see Beyer, Die aramäischen Texte, : and :.
42 See Müller-Kessler, “Earliest Evidence,” .



the linguistic heritage of qumran aramaic 

.. ����� “you (pl.m.)”

QA and JDA has still �����, while SLBA shows only assimilated spellings
���� (BM :; CBS :; Wiseman bowl , ).

.. �	��� “you (pl.f.)”

For QA and JDA exist no attestations. The long variant �	��� does not
occur in a magic bowl, since the text has the assimilated variant �	��
(Hermitage bowl :).43

.. ����� “we”

The long form ����� is attested in QA and JDA (QapGen XIX:;
QEnGiantsc   etc.)—It is in use in SLBA texts,44 among them the
magic bowls (Moussaieff :; CBS :). All the non standard Late
Aramaic dialects tend to shortened variants ���, ��� (BTA, CPA, GA, SA),
in M "nyn.45

One can conclude that the standard forms of the independent personal
pronouns were transferred to Babylonia and are retained in Eastern
Aramaic only in the artificial language of SLBA.

. Pronominal Suffixes

The pronominal suffixes conform in QA, JDA and in SLBA to the same
spelling.

.. 	��- “his”

QA: 	����� “his (body) members” (Q III:); 	���� “his teeth” (Q
III:); JDA: not attested.—SLBA: 	��
� “against him” (CBS :);
	���� “before him” (CBS :; :; Moussaieff : < BTA);
	����� “his Seraphs” (Moussaieff :).

43 Old reading in M. Sokoloff, A Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic of the
Talmudic and Geonic Periods (Ramat Gan: Bar Ilan University Press, ), a.

44 See ibid., b.
45 ��� is listed under bZauberschalen in Beyer,Die aramäischen Texte, :. This is not

the case, since only the long form ����� is attested except for one KBA text (BM :a),
where a short form ���� is to be noted.
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.. ��- “her”

QA: ��- is frequent in the Genesis Apocryphon and the ALD, while other
QA and JDA texts show only �-.—SLBA: ��- is sometimes attested:
������� “her lips” (Num : Tg. Onq.); ��
 �� 	�� �
 “do not cause her
distress” (Moussaieff amulet rev. ’);46 ��� ���
�� �
 “do not take hold
of her” (Moussaieff amulet rev. ’); ���!� “her body” (Moussaieff amulet
obv. ’).

.. 	�	- “your (sg.f.)”

QA, JDA:47 	�	-; �	-.—SLBA: 	�	�	 “you” (CBS :; Moussaieff :;
:); 	�	
 “to you” (Moussaieff :, ); 	�
 “to you” (CBS :);
	����	� ��� “your letter of separation” (CBS :); 	�	
� (CBS :
; BM :, ); 	�
� “against you” (CBS :; Moussaieff :).

. Demonstrative Pronouns

Another striking similarity is to be noted for the demonstrative pronouns
that are retained in the non-augmented stage in SLBA. One cannot
just speak of archaic forms like Epstein48 and Sokoloff49 when a certain
literary language style did not cease. Other SLA lexemes were retained as
well and are not specifically indicated in the JBA Dictionary of Sokoloff
as archaic.50

46 This text without a collection number appears on a lead amulet strip written in ink
and was published by Geller, “More Magic Spells and Formulae,” –. It displays
rather conservative spellings. Although the object has no provenance it has the eastern
filiation type with �� instead of -� ���� as in Palestinian amulets.

47 The singular masculine form "- in use for the feminine in X .Hev/Se :, ,  is
obviously caused by analogy.

48 See J.N. Epstein, A Grammar of Babylonian Aramaic (Jerusalem: Magnes, ),
– (Hebrew).

49 See Sokoloff, Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic, .
50 The article by G.W. Nebe on deictic pronouns is more in the style of “Wörterbuch-

Philologie.” The pronouns are not drawn from primary text studies. Therefore many
unchecked readings based on unattested spellings are found in his “Zu den Bausteinen
der deiktischen Pronomina im babylonisch-talmudisch-Aramäischen,” in Der Odem des
Menschen ist eine Leuchte des Herrn (ed. R. Reichman; Schriften der Hochschule für
Jüdische Studien Heidelberg ; Heidelberg: Winter, ), –.
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.. ��, �	� “this”

QA: �� frequently attested; JDA: not attested.—SLBA: this plene spelled
form �	� of the masculine singular demonstrative pronoun of nearness
occurs more or less in fixed expressions that were already in use in QA.
Only one example so far occurs outside a fixed expression: ����	� �	�
“this (magical) bond” (MSF B:); ���	 
�� ���	 �	� “this day of all days”
(CBS :); �
�
� �� sic���� �	� ���	 �� “from this day and this hour
for ever” (Moussaieff :); �
�
� �	� ���	 �� “from this day and for ever”
(MSF B:; B: similar); ��	� �	� “this amulet” (Moussaieff :);
��� �	� “this mystery” (MSF B:).

.. ��, �� “this”

QA: �� (frequent); JDA: �� (Babatha archive); �� (Murabba#at).—SLBA:
an exception is the spelling �� ����� “and this hour” (HSM :). The
more frequent spelling is ��: �� ����� “this oath” (Moussaieff :); PN
PN �� �� “this PN bat PN” (Gordon D); �
��
	� �� ��	�� �	� ���	 ��
“from this day and this hour till forever” (Moussaieff :).

.. ���, �	�� “this”

QA: not attested; JDA: ��� is typical for the Engedi documents ���	 ��
�
� �� ��� (Mur  ); ���� ��� “this document” (P.Yadin :).—SLBA:
��� ��� “this mystery” (AMB B:); PN �� ��� PN “this PN bar PN”
(Gordon D–); mostly in fixed expressions: �
�
	� �� ����� ��� ���	 ��
“from this day and this hour for ever” (HSM :); �
�
� �	�� ���	 �	�
“from this day for ever” (MSF B:, ; similar ��� Moussaieff :;
:; :; :; AMB B:II; BM :); ��� !�
�� �
	� “receive
this counter-charm”51 (Moussaieff :).

.. ��� “this”

QA: frequent; JDA: frequent.—SLBA: not attested.52

51 The reading should better be �
�� and not �
�	 as often found in various editions,
since it is the verbal noun pa##el of

√

� . Cf. Mandaic qwbl", however, in Syriac it is qybl".

52 The only attestations known so far is a misreading by Montgomery (Aramaic
Incantation Texts from Nippur, ) in a magic bowl AIT : (CBS ), where the
text shows ���.
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.. �	
	� “these”

QA and JDA have only defectively spelled forms �
�, �	
�.—SLBA: here
the spelling may vary and occurs without initial hê in the historical
form: �	
��� !�	
	� “these who go” (APM :); �	�	�� �	
	� “these
bonds” (AMB B:; BM :; :); !����� �	
	� “these signs”
(MSF B:); ����� �	
	� “these names” (BM :); �	
	� ���
�� “all
these” (BM :); �� ��� �	
	� ����� “these names who are called”
(BM :); �	
	� (BM :; :).

. Noun Patterns

The noun pattern qatōl/ūl for the directions of the wind was borrowed
from Hebrew into QA and JDA. Its usage continued in WA and it is also
extant in SLBA.

.. Colour Terms

The noun pattern for colours are borrowed from Hebrew into QA, and
later WA: ���� “black” QEnd  i ;  ��	 “green” QtgJob XXXII: and
JDA: � ��� “red.”—SLBA:  ��	 “green, yellow”; �� ��� “red” Deut :
Tg. Onq.; the eastern pattern quttāl, however, is also attested.

.. Directions of the Wind

The noun pattern for the directions of the wind ����� “north” and �����
“south” are the regular forms in QA and WA. The other set, as known
from Syriac, Mandaic �	��! “north” and ��	� “south”—probably the orig-
inal Aramaic ones—only occur in Enoch. They are also extant in later
SLBA.

QA: ����� QapGen XVII:; ����� QapGen XVI:; JDA: �����
P.Yadin :; ����� P.Yadin :.—SLBA: common in Tg. Onq. and Tg.
Jon. and in the magic bowls: ����� (VA :; BM :); �����
(VA :; similar BM :).
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. Prepositions and Conjunctions

.. �� “if ” < Hebrew

QA: �� frequent; JDA: not attested.—SLBA: ���	� �	� ���	
� sic	�� �
 ���
�	�� ��� “and if I did not bring water upon you (pl.m.) from the mouth
of seven rivers” (Moussaieff : < BTA); ��	
�� ����� �		��	� �� “if
you (sg.f.) will be head and have power” (Moussaieff :); ����	� �
 ���
�	�	� �� �� �	�� “and if you (pl.m.) do not go out and leave from his house”
(Moussaieff : < BTA).

.. =� “also”

QA and JDA: =�.—SLBA: =�. If Tg. Onq. and Tg. Jon. would have been
composed in Palestine, the conjunction would have been spelled =�� as
in CPA, GA and SA.

.. 	�� “since”

QA: While this conjunction occurs in QA, it is not attested in JDA.—
SLBA: In TA it is the conjunction of cause. For the SLBA bowl texts
including the Geonic responsa there are no examples. This conjunction
	�� derives from the interjection ���. It is not in use in Western Aramaic.

.. 
	�� “on account of ”

QA: The preposition 
	�� is already attested in the Genesis Apocryphon
but not in JDA.—Later it is extant in WA (CPA [lbdyl], SA, JPA) as well
as in TA, Geonic, and in the SLBA bowl texts: ��� �	�� 
	�� “because of
his great name” (Moussaieff :–). It is the eastern preposition 
���
that is only attested in QtgJob in the non-assimilated variant 

� ��.

.. -� 
	�� “because”

The conjunction 	� 
	�� occurs a few times in QA but is not attested in
JDA.—TA, Geonic: The use of 	� 
	�� continues there as well. It appears
once in an unclear passage of a KBA bowl text (CBS :).
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.. -� ��� “how”

The conjunction -� ��� is loaned from Hebrew and is extant in QA but
not in JDA. It is extant in the eastern Targums (TA) and the SLBA bowl
language. There are also passages found in the Babylonian Talmud and
later in the Geonic literature that make use of this “Western” conjunction.
SLBA bowl attestations are: ���
 �	�	�� ��� “as you (pl.m.) have eyes”
(AMB B:); ��	� 	���	�� ��� “as his name is blotted out” (AMB B:);
���	��
 �	��	� 	�	! 	�	� �	��� ��� “as the sixty Šedas write their Ge.t-
document for their wives” (HS :); ���� ��	� 	��� ��� “as the first
Šeda changed (his path)” (Moussaieff :); . . . �� !��	��� ��� “as
they parted from . . .” (Moussaieff :); �	�	 � !�	��� ����	�� ��� “as
powerful Cherubin were broken” (Moussaieff :) etc.

. Direct Object Markers

In QA and JDA the direct object is very often not marked, very rarely
introduced by the marker borrowed from Hebrew, known as nota
accusativi �	, randomly by -
. The option with the direct object suf-
fix53 is given preference. A case as described by T. Muraoka is the verb
	�� “to show” which can either take a direct object (object suffix) or an
indirect object. This is not correct.54 The option for verbs in Aramaic is
that they might merge between transitive or intransitive usage. Different
text sources (QEnastrb  ; QEnGiantsb  ii+– ; QVisions of
Amramf  ii–  with -
 and QtgJob XXXVI:*; XXXVIII:55 with
object suffix or not marked) may show variation in usage.

In SLBA one finds a different situation. Here �	 is the predominant
feature to introduce the direct object. It occurs more often than -

as accusative marker or the object suffixes. An Aramaic origin of this
morpheme can clearly be ruled out, although many studies still claim that

53 An object suffix cannot be termed a proleptic suffix as by T. Muraoka, “The Verbal
Rection in Qumran Aramaic,” in Studies in Qumran Aramaic, –; esp. .

54 Muraoka, “Verbal Rection,” , is vague on the matter of direct and indirect
objects, whereas the glossary in Beyer,Die aramäischen Texte, is far more reliable, since it
especially lists prepositional objects and gives detailed information on verbs with direct
and indirect objects. A preposition in Semitic languages can always give a verb a different
meaning.

55 The syntagm �[�]�	��� ���
 ���	 (QtgJob XXXVI:) has to be understood “he will
inform them (concerning) their deeds” with accusative.
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the Hebrew Vorlage is responsible for its usage in Tg. Onq. and Tg. Jon.56

This position can no longer be maintained on account of its frequent
occurrence in SLBA in general. This particle makes it appearances from
Nabatean and Qumran Aramaic onwards and cannot be considered
archaic but an innovation at that period. It stands out in the dialect
geography of Babylonia as an alien morpheme and can only be taken as
an artificial linguistic institution that developed into regular usage. Only
in instances when the Vorlage is dependent on a Jewish text, even magic
bowls inscribed in Syriac script, do texts employ �	 as well.57 This particle
�	 takes only singular suffixes and never plural ones.58

Since vague ideas still persist in Aramaic studies concerning the lin-
guistic details in the magic bowl material, it should be pointed out that
good SLBA bowl texts do not make use of object suffixes, but consistently
introduce the accusative by �	 and not by -
. In some glossaries of magic
bowl publications (e.g., MSF; Levene, Corpus) one finds incorrect attri-
butions. There the preposition -
 is declared as an “acc. particle.”59 This
misinformation is caused by the fact that the editors do not distinguish
between transitive and intransitive verbs.60 -
, however, is employed in
this magic text group as a preposition,61 or can denote with pronomi-
nal suffixes possession.62 Also in the passage ���	
 ���� 	� �
� “do not
go near them” (Gordon G) -
 shows the function of a dative particle,63

56 See among the supporters of this view Muraoka, “Verbal Rection,” .
57 The particle is attested in only two texts: npqwn ytky “they shall drive you out”

(VA :). The other example occurs in a number of variants in the same text dmqbl
y"th (CBS :) dmqbyl y"th (BM :); corrupted variant y"h (Finnish National
Museum VK ::); y"twh not with Seyāmē, but dot on hê (AMB B:).

58 According to Naveh and Shaked, Amulets, , 	�	�	 is a plural suffix, although 	�	-
is the expected suffix of  singular feminine in SLBA.

59 It had been listed as such in the glossary of Naveh and Shaked,Magic,  that was
later taken over by Levene, Corpus, , in the glossary, but in M:, , , ,  (KBA),
�	
 ��
		�� “I ask him” M: (BTA), and M:,  (< S) -
 is introducing a direct
object.

60 In Levene, Corpus, : M:; M:, ; M:; M:; M:, ; M:,
; M:; M:; M:; M:; M:.

61 See ibid.: M:; M:, , .
62 See ibid.: M:; M:; M:; M:; M:; M:, , , .
63 Also in wlmytlyh dgbryn “and for the coming to him of men” (SD :) l- cannot

be a dative particle as explained by Levene and Bhayro, “ ‘Bring to the Gates,’ ” , since
an intransitive verb 	�� “to come” cannot govern a direct or indirect object. According
to the syntax it has to be here a proper name or noun “possession” < *m’ "yt lyh “what he
has” as it stands parallel to tyhwy lyh l PN br PN wl"ysqwpt bytyh wlšrywt ydyh d PN . . .
wlmytlyh “(healing) shall be for PN bar PN and for the threshold of his house and for the
loosening of PN . . . and for what he has/owns/PN” (SD :–).



 christa müller-kessler

since the text employs �	 in other passages to introduce the direct object.
In a case where -
 introduces the direct object, it is mostly before proper
names with the verb

√
 �� in the af#el: PN
 �	
 �	 	��	� “who distresses

PN” (Gordon H), PN
 �
  	��� “and distresses PN” (AMB B:), �
�
PN
 �	
 !�	 	�	� “so that you do not distress PN” (MSF B:)64 but �
�
��
 �� 	�� “so that you do not distress her” (Moussaieff amulet rev. ’).65

All the other examples derive from texts that are composed in an eastern
style dialect, e.g., BTA or KBA, or have eastern linguistic overtones.66

One more example occurs in a set of variant texts with identical clients
	�	
 ������� ����� “I adjure and put an oath upon you (sg.f.)” (Moussaieff
:; :; MS /:; MS /:). All text variants show
what is probably an eastern form with a reduced -
 < 
�, as partially
attested in BTA and Mandaic.67 The af#el of ��� always governs either �	
or 
�.68

.. Direct Object without Marker

There are hardly any cases in SLBA texts to be noted where the direct
object follows without a marker, e.g., 	��� ��
��	 “they shall annul sor-
cery” (Gordon C–); ��	� �
��
 “to annul Šeda” (Gordon B); 
	� �
�	��	� ��
	� ���! “who kills a man with his wife” (CBS :–), and
more examples in the same text.

.. Direct Object with Object Suffixes

The direct object can also be indicated by object suffixes. This more
historical Semitic way of expressing the direct object occurs infrequently
in QA and JDA and later continues in TA. That TA (Tg. Onq. and Tg.
Jon.) gives preference to object suffixes is another argument to deny any

64 According to Müller-Kessler, “Glaukom-Dämonin,” .
65 ��	� ����
 � �� �
 “you did not reach the Holy Mountain” (QapGen XIX:) has

to be a second person and not a first singular with object suffix, since  �� requires a direct
object. The first person needs to be expressed in the following style *����
 �
 � ��.

66 In the SLBA bowl texts this construction is only attested with the verb
√
 ��. It is

noteworthy that the af#el of
√
 �� in WA is attested either as intransitive in CPA, JPA

or transitive in JPA (before PN without marker; �	 and -
 with pronominal suffixes or
without in Tg. Neof.).

67 See T. Nöldeke, Mandäische Grammatik (Halle: Buchhandlung des Waisenhauses,
), , –.

68 -
 occurs in "
 �� ���� (Papyrus of Oxyrhynchus :), see M.J. Geller, “An
Aramaic Incantation from Oxyrhynchos,” ZPE  (): –.
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Palestine origin, since in WA object suffixes are rarely employed, whereas
Tg. Onq. and Tg. Jon. show plenty of examples. Not all can be adduced
to a Hebrew Vorlage in Tg. Onq. and Tg. Jon., since the translators were
writing in a good Standard Aramaic. Attestations in SLBA bowls are very
rare: ���	� ���	�	��� “he proclaimed them” (Moussaieff :); �����
	 “they
will clothe her” (CBS :); �����	 “they will cover her” (CBS :);
!��	�!��� �
� ��	���� �
 “do not make (sg.f.) her quiver and do no enrage
her” (Moussaieff :); !	���	�� �
 “do not cause him to quiver” (MSF
B:).69 Both bowl texts show Babylonian Aramaic overtones in other
morphemes and syntagms as well.70

.. Direct Object with nota accusativi �	

One way to mark a direct object is the nota accusativi. Beginning with
Nabatean and Qumran Aramaic, this Hebrew morpheme came into reg-
ular use in the dialect geography of Western Aramaic. Not all scholars are
convinced of the Hebrew origin of this particle. The issue why, however,
cannot be addressed in this study.71 �	 can be suffixed by a pronominal
suffix or be followed by a noun, personal or place name.

QA: 	��	�� �	 
�� “you (sg.m.) will introduce my deeds” (Qc  i
); ����� ����� �	 ���� “praise the memory of your (pl.m.) Lord” (Qap-
Gen X:); �[�	]� �	 ["]�� ��
� “God praised Job” (QtgJob XXXVIII:);
JDA: ���]� �	 "	
 =
[�� “[I shall] change your do[cument]” (Mur 
). Compare a similar construction with two objects (indirect, direct)
after the verb yhb in succeeding CPA: ldn dyhb yth lrw .h qdyšt’ bgwkwn
“the one who gives him to the Holy Spirit among you (pl.m.)” (Thess
: O). One would have expected yth after lrw .h qdyšt"; other exam-
ples are: yhb yty [l .h]rbn “he handed me over to destruction” (Lam :

69 Corrected in Müller-Kessler, “Glaukom-Dämonin,” .
70 A similar distribution of expressing the direct object with a suffix can be found in

three text variants of Toldot Jeshu: ��	
� 
� 	������ �
� H; ��	
� 
� �	������ �
� G; �
�
��	
� 
� �	�	 ���� B. All various direct object indications are possible in eastern Jewish
text sources, see W.F. Smelik, “The Aramaic Dialect(s) of the Toldot Yeshu Fragments,”
Aramaic Studies  (): –, esp. –.

71 Beyer, Die aramäischen Texte, :, as well as Stadel, Hebraismen, , took it
as Canaanite. Fassberg, “Hebraisms,” obviously did not consider it a Hebraism in QA,
since he did not treat it in his article. M. Morgenstern, “The History of the Aramaic
Dialects in the Light of Discoveries from the Judaean Desert: The Case of Nabataean,”
EI  (): –, however, doubted it and considered �	 a non-Aramaic particle.
The latter contribution is not found in Beyer, Die aramäischen Texte, :, and Stadel,
Hebraismen.
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O); yhb yth l’r:ysyn “he gave it (the land) to the tenants” (Matt :
C); yhb yth l’ymh “he gave him to his mother” (Luke : Pg).72—
SLBA:73 ���� �	 ����
 “to annihilate Sodom” (BM :–); �	 ���	
PN “they may heal PN” (AL: unpublished); 	��� 
� �	 �	���� ����
��	�	� 	��	� �	��� “who moves and makes quiver all body members of
the human beings” (Gordon H); ��	�	� 	�� �	 �
���	� “who destroys
human beings” (Gordon H); PN �	 �� ��	 “they shall embrace PN”
(CBS :); ��� �	 �
��� “who begot Hawa” (CBS :); PN �	 ��	�

“they cursed PN” (BM :); ���
 �	��� 	�� �	 ������ “I brought down
what they had heard” (CBS : < BTA);���	� ���� �	 ��� “take the evil
spirit” (Moussaieff :);�	
	� �	 �
	�� “drop his power” (BM :);
PN �	 ��	��� “they shackled PN” (BM :); PN �	 ��!� ���	� ����
“the evil spirit met/plagued PN” (AL:); PN �	�� �	 
�� 	� �
 “do not
kill this PN” (CBS :); ����� ��� �	 �	
� 	� �
 “do not kill her sons
and her daughters” (CBS :); �	����� �	  	��� “who removed his
chariot” (CBS :); ��	! �	 �	���� “who makes quiver the side” (Gor-
don H/); �
���� ���	� �	 �	���	� “who makes quiver the left hand
limb” (Gordon H); ��	�	� 	��	� ���� 	��� 
� �	 ����� “they make quiver
all body parts of the human beings” (Gordon H); �	�	� �	��� !�	 �	��� “I
adjured74 evil spirits” (Moussaieff amulet obv. ’–’); 	����	�� �	 ��	!�
“she disturbed his thoughts” (Gordon H); ��	�	� ��	! �	 �	!��	� “who
disturbs the right hand side” (Gordon H); PN �	 ���	�
� ����
 “to pro-
tect and save PN” (Moriah bowl :); �	��� �	 ��	
� “they removed his

72 CPA passages cited according to the standard edition by C. Müller-Kessler and
M. Sokoloff, A Corpus of Christian Palestinian Aramaic ( vols.; Groningen: Styx, –
).

73 The usage of �	 is similar in the WA dialects: �� ��	� �	 !�	���	� ��� 
�� “in
each place wherever you see this amulet” (AMB A:–) not “in every place where
the amulet will be see (����	�)” as Naveh and Shaked, Amulets, . Two other obscure
interpretations are suggested by Beyer,Die aramäischen Texte, Ergänzungsband: : “wo
dieses Amulet in Erscheinung tritt,” but in the glossary (ibid., ): “man sieht”! How
can an accusative object follow a passive verb as in Naveh and Shaked, Amulets, , or
even indicate the subject of a passive according to Beyer, Die aramäischen Texte, :?
PN �	 	�� “heal PN” (MSF A:); PN �	 ��� “protect PN” (MSF A:); PN �	 ����� “you
shall heal PN” (Amulet B:–); PN �	 ��� “heal PN” (Amulet B:–); PN �	 �
�� ���� “save
and protect PN” (Amulet A:).

74 The addition in �	�	� �	��� [���]�	 ����� (Moussaieff amulet obv. ’–’) by Geller,
“Magic Spells,” , is not possible, since the text requires a pronominal suffix third plural
masculine [���]�	 ����� and not a second plural. Also the construction with �	 plus a
pronominal suffix referring to the following direct object is not possible in Aramaic. It
should read �	�	� �	��� �	 �����. Only the object marker -
 may be repeated again before
the direct object with a pronominal suffix, or with a prepositional object introduced by
-�, ��, and 
�.



the linguistic heritage of qumran aramaic 

spirit” (BM :); ��	
 	��	�� �	 � ���	� “who tortures the thoughts
of the heart” (Gordon H).

.. �	 with Pronominal Suffixes

QA: ��	 ��!
�	 “they will split him” (QtgJob XXXV:).—SLBA: ��
�

	�	 “to teach me” ALD :; �	�	 ���� 	�� “heal and protect him” (AL:/
unpublished); ����	 �	��� “I bound you (pl.m.)” (CBS :); ��
	���
����	 “I annul them” (MSF B:); ����	 
	��	� “I shall annul you (pl.m.)”
(Moussaieff : < BTA); �	�	 ���
� “muzzle him” (BM :)
(SLBA); �	��	 ��	��� “they overtook him” (AMB Ba:); ��	 �
	�� “de-
stroy her” (BM :); ����	 �
��
 “to destroy you (pl.m.)” (CBS
:; Moussaieff :); �	��	  ��	�
 “to strangle him” (AMB Ba:);
	�	�	 �����	 “they shall excommunicate you (sg.f.)” (Moussaieff :);
����	 �	��� “I sealed you (pl.m.)” (CBS :); 	�� ��� 	��! ��� �	� 
�	�	 !�	��� ����� “canes of seven nodes of seven sorcerous women that
pain him” (Moussaieff : < BTA);75 �	�	 �����	� �
 “do not subdue
him” (MSF B:–); ��	 �	��
� �
 “do not knead her” (AL: unpub-
lished); ����	 	��	� “I shall smite you (pl.m.)” (Moussaieff : < BTA);
����	 �� ��� �
 “do not harm them” (MSF B:); �	�	  �� “you shall
bring him out” (BM :); ����	 � ��
 “to bring you (pl.m.) out”
(CBS :; Moussaieff :); ����	 !�	��	� “I shall defile you (pl.m.)”
(Moussaieff : < BTA); �	�	 ��	�
 “to help him” (BM :);
�	�	 	�� “he answered him” (MS /:); ����	 ����� “I release you
(pl.m.)” (Moussaieff :); ����	 �	
 “(she) roasts them” (Moussaieff
:); ����� ����	 
� ���
�� “Sidrus killed all of them” (AMB Ba:–
); �	��	 
� 	�
 “to kill him” (AMB Ba:); ����	 ���	�� ��� “I love
you (pl.m.)” (AMB B:); 	�	�	 � ��
 “to distance you (sg.f.)” (Mous-
saieff :); ����	 ������ “I beswear you (pl.m.)” (AMB B:); �	���
	�	�	 “I sent you (sg.f.)” (HS :); !����	 �	��� “I sent them (pl.m.)”
(APM :); �	�	 ��� �� “when he heard him” (CBS :, / <
BTA); 	�	�	 �����	 “they shall ban you (sg.f.)” (Moussaieff :); �����	
	�	�	 “they shall break you (sg.f.)” (Moussaieff :).76

75 Reading and interpretation of �	�	 �	��� ����� 	�� ��� “ . . . of the seven sorcerous
women are riding” in Levene, “ ‘If You Appear as a Pig,’ ”  cannot be correct as a
transitive verb is required before �	�	. A solution with the verb ��� could be 	�� ���
�	�	 �	��� ����� “ . . . of seven sorecous women overriding him” (Moussaieff :).

76 For WA see the following examples: ��	 
�� �[
] “[to] kill him” (AMB A:);
��	 �����
� ��	 �	��
� “and to heal and to protect him” (MSF A:); "	�	 �� �	� “that he
shall uproot you (sg.f.)” (MSF A:–), but before a PN: PN
 	�� �� “you, heal PN”
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..With -


Another possibility to introduce the direct object is to employ the prepo-
sition -
. An exception is found in a text formula that shows both
accusative markers -
 and �	: ���	
 �	
� short for �	
 
� * “he killed
her son” (AMB Ba:) which was probably influenced by the western
amulet Vorlage ���
 
� (AMB A:), �	��	
 
�� 	� �
 “I shall not kill
the children” (AMB Bb:) but with �	 in �	��	 
� 	�
 “to kill him”
(AMB Ba:).

. Verb Inflection

.. ��-, ��- Suffix Perfect of  Singular Masculine

The perfect suffix of the second singular is ��-, ��- in QA but it is not
attested in JDA.—SLBA: only in TA one finds ��-, but for the magic bowl
it is not extant so far, since mostly only feminine singular demons are
addressed in the second person.

.. ��- Suffix Perfect  Plural Feminine or
Imperative  Plural Feminine with the Verbs III-y.

QA, JDA: not attested.—SLBA: �	���	� “(heights) be dissolved” (HS
:), in another variant ��	���	� (Moussaieff :).

.. -	 Prefix of the Imperfect  Singular and Plural Masculine

This common imperfect prefix -	 in Aramaic is also in use in SLBA
despite the common eastern -�/-
 ones in the surrounding dialects (BTA,
Mandaic, Syriac) from Hatra onwards. Even the individual magic bowl
texts discriminate here between -	 and -�/-
 prefix. Only in cases when
the magical frame is composed in another dialect does the prefix differ
between frame and magical formula.77 The unique text source that could

(MSF A:); "	��	 ����� “I bind you (sg.f.)”; ����	 ����� “I adjured you” (Silver Amulet
lines ,  in R. Kotansky, J. Naveh, and S. Shaked, “A Greek-Aramaic Silver Amulet from
Egypt in the Ashmolean Museum,”Mus  []: –).

77 This is the weakness of the study on the linguistic peculiarities by Juusola, Linguistic
Peculiarities, –, on this matter. It makes his methodological approach question-
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have thrown light on the question of continuity of the prefix -	 in the
east is the Aramaic Uruk incantation in cuneiform. This text, however, is
lacking any evidence of imperfect forms.78

.. �	- Affix of the Imperfect  Singular Feminine

QA: *�	���� “you shall do” (QapGen XIX:); �	

�� “you shall speak”
(QapGen II:); JDA: �	��� “you (sg.f.) will be” (Na .hal .Hever documents
frequent); �	��� (Mur  ).—SLBA: �	
�	� �
 “do not go” (Moussaieff
:); !�	���� “you shall make ill” (Moussaieff amulet obv. ’); �

�	��	� “do not you appear (itpe#el)” (HS :–); �		��	� “you shall be”
(Moussaieff :); �	���	� �
 “you shall not return” (CBS :); �

�	���� “you shall not be friendly” (CBS :); �	��	� �
 “do not appear”
(Moussaieff :); !�	��� “you shall deliver” (Moussaieff amulet obv. ’);
�	� 	� �
 “do not stand” (Moussaieff :); �	�
�	� �
 “do not rule”
(Moussaieff :).

.. Imperfect Affix of  Feminine Singular

The imperfect affix of the  singular feminine �		- only occurs in JDA.
SLBA shows it as well.

.. 	- Affix Imperative  Singular Feminine

This consistent SLA ending is attested beginning with Imperial Aramaic.
QA: 	��� “rejoice” (Q   [Tob :]); JDA: not attested.—SLBA:√

��: 	
	�� “let fall” (BM :); 	
��! “form” (BM :); 〈	〉�
!

“shave” (HS :); !	���� “seal” (CBS :; :); 	���
 “enchant”
(CBS :); 	���� “blow” (BM :); 	�� � “uproot” (HS :);
	 ��	� “flee” (HS :);

√
 ��: 	 �� “go out” (CBS :); 	��� “hear”

(CBS :, ); 	
	� “receive” (CBS :); 	
�� “kill” (BM :);
!	��� “knot” (CBS :); 	��
� “draw out” (BM :); 	��� “hear”
(CBS :);

√
��	: 	�	� “sit” (BM :).

able, since he takes every text on a magic bowl as a complete unit. Most of the magical
bowl texts, however, are imbedded in doxological frames that differ in dialect or even
language (Hebrew) from the magic formula.

78 Other indicative features as demonstrative pronouns, conjunctions, and infinitives
of the derived stems are lacking as well.
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.. Infinitives of the Derived Stems

Infinitive patterns of the derived stems can define a dialect group in
Aramaic. The following patterns (qattālā and [h]aqtālā) are transmitted
from Tell Fekheriye through Imperial Aramaic up until the Geonic time
and can be taken as the basic infinitive type of “Hocharamäisch.” The
other two types are typical for Western Aramaic (maqattālā, maqtālā)
since the Hermopolis papyri and A .hiqar frame or for another Aramaic
literary dialect type (maqattālū, maqtālū) since the A .hiqar proverbs
onwards.79

... pa#el: qattālā

QA: �
��
 “to destroy” (QtgJob XXIV:); �

� “to speak” (QtgJob
XIV:*); JDA: only with �-prefix �
� �: �����
 “to sell” (X .Hev/Se  );
�� �
 “to acquire” (X .Hev/Se  ); �
� �: �����
 (X .Hev/Se  ).—SLBA:
����
 “to destroy” (BM :); �
��
 “to annul” (Gordon B); �
��

“to destroy” (Moussaieff :); �����
 < *����
 “to seal” (HS :);
����
 (BM :); �����
 < *����
 “to protect” (HS :); ��	�

“to help” (BM :); �����
 “to sustain” (BM :); � ��
 “to
remove” (Moussaieff :; :).

... (h)af#el: (h)aqtālā

QA: ����� “to bring down” (QtgJob XXXI:); � ���
 “to bring out”
(QtgJob XXXI:); �����
 “to satisfy” (QtgJob XXXI:); �	�	�
 “to
bring” (QtgJob IV:);80 JDA: �
� �: � ���
 “to deepen” (X .Hev/Se
 ) but �
� � in �����
 “to sell” (X .Hev/Se  ); � ���
 (P.Yadin
:); but �
���
 “to bring in” (P.Yadin :).—SLBA: !����
 “to drive
out” (MSF B:); � ��
 “to bring out” (MSF B:; Moussaieff :;
:) and plenty of other examples.

79 See J.C. Greenfield, “The Infinitive in the Aramaic Documents from the Judean
Desert,” in Studies in Hebrew and Other Semitic Languages Presented to Chaim Rabin (ed.
M.H. Goshen-Gottstein et al.; Jersualem: Academon, ), – (Hebrew); M. Folmer,
The Aramaic Language in the Achaemenid Period (OLA ; Leuven: Peeters, ), –
.

80 The reading suggested by Beyer, Die aramäischen Texte, :, is correct.
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. Syntagms

.. Absolute State

SLBA retains the absolute state even in cases where it went out of use
in Central Babylonian Aramaic (BTA, KBA, M), where it was only em-
ployed with exceptions, although it is required according to the Standard
Aramaic rules, e.g., after cardinals, after 
� and in distributive expres-
sions.

...The Absolute State is Observed when Denoting Indetermination

QA, JDA: observed.—SLBA: mostly observed �	�	� �	��� !�	 �	��� “I
adjured evil spirits” (Moussaieff amulet obv. ’–’); ����	� �	���
 ����
“I practised sorcery of bronze” (HS :); �	�� ���� �	�	�� “sparks of
fire and splendour” (Moussaieff :); ��� ����� �	�	� ����� “(she)
darkens eyes and blows out breath” (Gordon B); ���� ��� “unclean
spirit” (Moussaieff :).

... After 
�

QA, JDA: observed.—SLBA: �	�	� �	�	� 
� �		�� �	���	� 
� “all hateful visions,
all evil bad sorts” (HSM :); ��	� 
� “everyone” (Moussaieff :);
�	�	� �	���� !
� “all evil practices” (Moussaieff amulet obv. ’); �	!�! 
��
���	� 
��� “with all colours and with all apparitions” (HS :–); 
�
��� “each place” (HS :); ��� 
� “each apparition” (HS :);
�	��	�� �	��� 
� “all . . . and bonds” (HS :); �	�	� �	�!� 
� “all evil
plagues” (HS :–).

... After Cardinals

QA, JDA: observed.—SLBA: �	�� ��� “seven rivers” (Moussaieff :
< BTA); �	��� ���� “seven seals” (MSF B:); �	��	� �	��� “seventy
bonds” (Gordon E); �	� 	� ���� “seven holes” (Moussaieff :); �	�	�
�	��
� ��	�� “sixty-six kings” (Moussaieff :); �	����� ����� �	�	�
“sixty-four faces” (Moussaieff :); �	��� ��
� “three walls” (MSF B:);
�	�� ���	�� “twelve sons” (HS :).
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... Distributive

In distributive expressions the absolute state is the rule.
QA, JDA: observed.—SLBA: !���	� !���	�� !	��! !	��!� “by each colour, by

each shining” (APM :).

... Genitive of Material

QA, JDA: observed.—SLBA: 
���� “of iron” (Wiseman bowl ); �	�	��
�	�� ���� “sparks of fire and splendour” (Moussaieff :).

... Proper Nouns

Proper nouns are used in the absolute state.
QA, JDA: observed.—SLBA: ���	! “Gehenna” (BM :, ); 
���

“underworld” (CBS :); 
	�	� “Tebel” (Moussaieff :).

... Enumerations

QA, DJA: observed.—SLBA: ���	� �	�� “sons and daughters” (CBS :;
); ���� �	 “hand and arm” (HS :–). Often accounts start off with
forms in the absolute, but then continue in the emphatic state: �	�!�	��
	�	� 	���	�� ���	� ������ �� �	�	� “and from evil afflictions, from evil
chariots and from evil sorcery” (Moussaieff :–).

... Adverbial expressions

QA, DJA: observed.—SLBA: 	
	
� �
� ��	� �
� “and neither by daytime
nor by night” (Moussaieff :); �
	
� �
� ��	� �
 (CBS :); �	�
	
	
� �	� !��	� “between daytime and nighttime” (Moussaieff amulet
rev. ’–’); ���� ��� 
�� �
 “neither every evening nor morning”
(CBS :); �	�
�
 “for ever” (Moussaieff :).

.. Genitive Construction

As in QA and JDA the original Semitic genitive construction is still pro-
ductive in SLBA in contrast to its neighbouring dialects (BTA, KBA, M).
It is noteworthy that this construction often occurs in fixed expressions,
e.g., �	�� 	����, but there are plenty of other examples where it is still
extant. This is a further proof for retaining old syntactical constructions
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in SLBA from an earlier period. The genitive constructions with ��, ��,
and �	� have to be taken as compound nouns.

SLBA attestations: �	�
� =
� “thousand of thousands” (Moussaieff
: < BTA; both in the absolute as in WA); ��
� 	��	� “(magical)
bonds of the world” (Geller D); ��	� ��� �	� “the threshold of his
house” (HS :); �
���� ���� !���	� “a bond of bronze and iron”
(CBS :); 	�� ����� “by the seat of Rabbi” (CBS :; HS :;
frequent); ���� 	���� !�	�� 	��� “by the lord of heaven and by the lord
earth” (MSF B:); �	�� 	���� “by the mercy of heaven” (BM :)
is a frequently occurring phrase; ����� ���� 
�	�� “in a palace of fire and
hail” (Moussaieff :); �	��� 	��� “limbs of his body” (BM :);
��	 =	�
 “to the shore of the sea” (BM :); �	��	 �	�
� =��
 “at
the end of thirty days” (BM :); ���	� ����� ��� “the smiting of
the evil spirits” (Moussaieff :); �	�	� 	��	� “the boundaries of his
house” (BM :); ���� "�
� “the angel of death” (BM :);
���	! 	��� “fires of Gehenna” (BM :); ���! 
 “a voice of a man”
(BM :); ���	� sic��	� “myriad of myriads” (Moussaieff :; both
in the absolute as in WA); 	��� ���
� ��� “the great spirit of the angel”
(BM :);81 
� ��	�� “dwelling of El (Hebrew ?)” (MSF B:); 	���
���	! “gates of Gehenna” (BM :); etc.

.. Postposition of 
�

One of the noteworthy syntagms is to stress a noun by repeating 
�
after a noun with a pronominal suffix in postposition. This postposition
is known from Biblical Hebrew �
� 
���	 �	� 
�� (Ezek :), but is
more widely attested in post Biblical Hebrew �
�� �
��� 
� (p. Demai
I,d).82 Later it was loaned into JDA in fixed expressions �
� ���� 
�
“everybody.” Thus the postposition of 
� occurs frequently in the Na .hal
.Hever documents:83 �
� ��� 
�� (Babatha document :*). Later one

81 The translation of the genitive construction 	��� ���
� ��� with a following adjec-
tive was misunderstood by Geller, “Four Aramaic Incantation Bowls,”  and translated
as “the spirit—the great Angel of Death.” Also Segal, Catalogue, , did not understand
this construction. According to a common rule in Semitic languages a fixed genitive con-
struction cannot be split up by adjectives. Adjectives referring to the regensmust follow
after the rectum.

82 See J.C. Greenfield and E. Qimron, “The Genesis Apocryphon Col. XII,” in Studies
in Qumran Aramaic, –, esp. .

83 See Y. Yadin et al., eds., The Documents form the Bar Kokhba Period in the Cave of
Letters: Hebrew, Aramaic and Nabatean-Aramaic Papyri (JDS; Jerusalem: Israel Explo-
ration Society, ), glossary.
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finds examples in the Tosefta to Ezekiel �	
�� ��
� 
�� (Ezek :) and in
the Zohar ���
�� �	��� 	�� 
� (Genesis I,a [ed. Margoliot]). It cannot be
traced in Western Aramaic (CPA, GA, SA).84 This construction can also
be observed in SLBA bowl texts: !�	�
� �	��� 
� (MSF B:);85 	 	�� 
�
���
� (MSF B:); ���
�� 	��	! 
� (AMB B:); ���
�� �	��	! 
� (AL:
unpublished) but not in the Babylonian Aramaic dialects (BTA, KBA, M).
Thus postposition of 
� must be considered a Rabbinic linguistic import
to Babylonia.

Other examples of postposition of 
� in SLBA bowl texts are: ��
�	
�� ��	� “from his whole house” (Moussaieff :); �	
�� �	�	�	�
(Moussaieff :).

.. Periphrastic Tense

�	�	� �	�� ���� “who has suppressed Šedas” (BM :); �		 ����
"
� ��
� “that peace has existed for you (sg.m.)” (BM :); ����
�	���� 
� �	�	 “who has been sitting on the throne” (Moussaieff :–
); ����� ���� 
�	�� 	�� ���� “who has been dwelling in a palace of fire
and ice” (Moussaieff :).

. Lexemes

Many of the lexemes in use since the early Aramaic inscriptions are
still extant in QA and continue in Geonic Aramaic, but are not attested
otherwise in Late Aramaic, including SLBA. This can be explained by lack
of sufficient text material.

.. �� “wood, tree”

The most interesting lexeme is the word for “wood, tree.” It goes back
to proto-Semitic *ʕ .d. In the earliest source of its attestation, which is a
cuneiform letter of the King of Tyros (/) to the Assyrian King
of Assarhadon, it is transcribed as e-qu.86 Again it occurs in the Ara-

84 If something is not attested and is not in use it does need to be mentioned in
grammatical treatments. Therefore the remark “eine Konstruktion mit doppeltem 
��
wird in den Grammatiken nicht erwähnt” by Stadel, Hebraismen,  n.  is obsolete.

85 Corrected in Müller-Kessler, “Glaukom-Dämonin,” .
86 :,  in H.W.F. Saggs, ed., The Nimrud Letters,  (The Cuneiform Texts

from Nimrud ; London: British School of Archaeology in Iraq, ), . For this
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maic Uruk incantation in cuneiform as iq (AO :I). In the Idumea
ostraca it is spelled � � (:; :), in QA �	�� (ALD :*), ��� (Qap-
Gen XIV:). As �� it is attested in Tg. Onq. and Tg. Jon. and later in
Geonic Aramaic. In Western Aramaic it occurs only in the SA Targum
and in the Talmud Yerushalmi. This Aramaic lexeme could only survive
in Late Aramaic dialects where guttural loss was prevelant. ��was at first
dissimilated to /ʔ’ʔ/, finally reduced to two vowels */a"a/, and then length-
ened to */ā/. In Late Aramaic, however, �� was completely replaced by
other lexemes as, e.g., �
	� “tree” and �	 “wood.” A comparable situation
also exists for the lexemes ��� “flock” and ��� “to wash” that went out of
use on account of dissimilation of � in initial and final position.87

.. ���, ��� “to hurry”

There has been a lot of discussion of the root of ����
 “in a hurry”
(QapGen XX:). It has been demonstrated that it cannot derive from
<
√
���,88 but only from

√
���. The verb lives on in TA in a dissimilated

variant
√
���.89 It is a root only in use in SLA.

.. ��
 “to be moist”

The Hebrew root
√
��
 “to be moist” occurs in the form of a demon name

in ���� �	�
�
 and in the feminine form ��� � �	
�
� (Q  i ). It
is a reduplication, as in other geminate roots, with metathesis: �	 ���
“little boys,” ��	 ��� “little girls” (here with dissimilation /r/ < /d/). This
partly preserved incantation text also shows other Hebrew loanwords
��� “crime,” �	�� “offence” (Q  i ).

It is striking that many lexemes containing the phoneme �, going back
to Protosemitic / .d/, are only typical for SLA and do not occur in other
dialects of Late Aramaic.

interpretation see the oral communication by K. Deller in Beyer, Die aramäischen Texte,
:.

87 On the question of /ʕ/ based on Protosemitic / .d/ in Aramaic lexemes, see J.C. Green-
field, “Studies in Aramaic Lexicography I,” JAOS  (): –.

88 Found in M.G. Abegg with J.E. Bowley and E.M. Cook, The Dead Sea Scrolls
Concordance, vol. :The Non-Biblical Texts from Qumran (Leiden: Brill, ), .

89 See J.C. Greenfield and M. Sokoloff, “The Contribution of Qumran Aramaic to the
Aramaic Vocabulary,” in Studies in Qumran Aramaic, –, esp. .
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. Innovations

There exist quite a number of linguistic innovations that are to be noted in
the SLBA texts in general. They occur in TA, SLAT, bowl Aramaic, and
Geonic. Only a few of the most frequent attested features were picked
out here to show how far the eastern texts in SLBA are more developed,
and therefore differ from, the QA and JDA dialect types. It is noteworthy
that none of the listed characteristics can be traced in any of the pure
Western Aramaic dialects (CPA, GA, JPAT, SA), except for �
, certain
pronouns and adverbs augmentated by -�, and the short imperfect of 	��.
This clearly places Tg. Onq. and Tg. Jon. within the dialectal geography of
SLBA and makes it feasible that the official Targums originate from the
Rabbinic schools in Babylonia. Place of composition is often not identical
to place of discovery, e.g., the eastern text sources in the Cairo Genizah.

.. Intervocalic Shift of Labials

A phonetic feature only to be found in the dialect geography of Babylonia
is the intervocalic shift of labials. This shift /m/ < /w/ is frequently attested
in the ištaf#al of

√
��	: ������	� in Tg. Onq. and Tg. Jon. It occurs so far in

a KBA bowl text ������	
 (Moussaieff :) but has not been attested
yet in SLBA bowl texts. Such forms are only feasible in the phonetic realm
of Babylonia and are not characteristic for WA.

.. Demonstrative Pronouns Augmented by -�

The demonstrative pronouns of nearness and distance are augmented by
the emphazising element -�: �	��, ���, �	
�; only for the deictic pronouns
of distance ����, �	��, and "	
�. One finds hardly any attestations in
SLBA. This augmentation is an innovation in Late Aramaic dialects in
general, in the west as well as in the east, starting in the first century c.e.90

QA: not in use; JDA: first evidence occurs the Judean desert doc-
uments.—SLBA: frequent usage, e.g., ��� (HS :, ; Moussaieff
:); �	�� (CBS :; Moussaieff :).

90 This feature is not suitable for comparing QA and Palmyrene with Targumic Ara-
maic as proposed by Cook, “New Perspective,” .
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.. Affix ��-

The affix of ordinals, gentilics, adjectives, and sometimes nouns III-y is 	-
/-āy/ for the masculine forms in QA, JDA, and WA but ��- in SLBA. This
linguistic isogloss is restricted to SLA of Babylonia that makes the text
source of the ALD from the Cairo Genizah (Cambridge T.-S. , fol. ,
Bodleian Heb. c. ) an eastern text witness and not a western. The three
attested forms of ����� “uncleaniness,” ����� (ALD :), sic���� (ALD
:), and !����� (ALD :) point to an eastern origin of the text. The
old reading ���� ����	 ��� “Judah was the first to jump up” (ALD :)
is corrected now to ��� , since there is a clear space after "ālep before
 ���[
].

.. Plural Emphatic Ending on Masculine Nouns 	-

The short form of the emphatic state on the masculine noun plural is not
attested in QA and JDA.—SLBA (TA, SLAT, bowls, and Geonic) and the
other Eastern Aramaic dialects obviously use this borrowed morpheme
from Akkadian. It might also be a shortened form of -ē < *-ayyā. This
plural ending predominates over the former Aramaic ending �	-. The
latter is restricted to certain phrases, e.g., �	���� !����� �	�� “heaven and
earth and mountains” (CBS :) and certain words, e.g., plurale tanta
�		�, �	�, �	��.91

.. Šaf#el in Aramaic

It should be pointed out that in QA and JDA, attestations of šaf#el and
its passive-reflexive stem ištaf#al are limited to the loaned verbs from
Akkadian in their frozen forms as ��	�, 	���, and 

��.92 The same is
true for the preceding and contemporary Aramaic dialects as in Imperial
Aramaic, Biblical Aramaic, Nabatean, and Palmyrenean. Only in the

91 How Beyer,Die aramäischen Texte, :, comes to the conclusion that the emphatic
state plural masculine is represented by -ayyā cannot be based on his own study of these
texts, since it is not the case. It is repeated again in Juusola, Linguistic Peculiarities, 
since the dissertation on the dialect of Nedarim by S.F. Rybak, “The Aramaic Dialect of
Nedarim” (Ph.D. diss., Yeshiva University, ), although Rybak on p.  really said
concerning �	- “Evidence of the written plural emphatic �	- ending, if indeed it was once
typical of Nedarim, would be difficult to find.”

92 For the etymology and attestations, see S.A. Kaufman, The Akkadian Influences on
Aramaic (AS ; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, ), –, and the glossaries
in Beyer, Die aramäischen Texte, vol. , Ergänzungsband, and vol. .
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Late Aramaic dialects was the šaf#el productive as stem for Aramaic
verbs, but it is far more often used in WA than in the EA.93 In SLBA
(TA, SLAT, bowls, and Geonic), one notes a higher distribution than
in BTA and Mandaic, e.g., �����
 “to shackle” (Moussaieff :) and
������ “you (sg.m.) are shackled!” (AMB Bb:) are in fact saf#els (see
above, §..); ��	�!��� �
 “you (sg.f.) shall not incense her” (Moussaieff
:); ������	
 “he shall inform” (Moussaieff : in KBA); for TA
the following other verbs can be added: ��
� “to enflame,” =�
� “to
exchange,” ���� “to confuse,” !!�� “to entice.”94

.. Suffix of the  Singular 	�- on Verbs III-y

The suffix of the first person singular in SLBA (TA, SLAT, bowls, and
Geonic) on the verbs III-y is 	�-. It can be taken as an innovation in
Babylonia and is obviously a loan from Hebrew, although doubted by
Cook and considered curious by Kutscher.95 What stays unanswered is
the fact why this Hebrew morpheme occurs only with this verb class III-
y: 	�	�	� “I brought” (Moussaieff :); 	�	�� “I created” (BM :);
	�	�� “I made” (Moussaieff :) etc. The latter verb can be taken for a
clear Hebraism in this text.

.. Affix of the  Feminine Plural

The affix of the second feminine plural imperfect in SLBA is �- but its
attestation is rare: ���	� “you shall dwell” (BM :); ���	� “you shall
cast” (BM :).

.. Plural Masculine Ending on Participles �- with Verbs III-y

The plural masculine ending on the participles of the verbs III-y �- is con-
sidered by Cook a contraction of �		�-: ���� “and they come” (SD :);

93 The question is where to list the šaf#el stem in the dictionaries. I am of the opinion
that only the ones loaned from Akkadian should be listed alphabetically, all the others
should be added under the individual root as the stem is regularly in use in the Late
Aramaic dialects.

94 For more examples in Aramaic and Hebrew, see also C. Rabin, “The Nature and
Origin of the Šaf#el in Hebrew and Aramaic,” EI  (): –.

95 See Cook, “New Perspective,” – and E.Y. Kutscher, “Aramaic,” EncJud :–
; esp. . It is not the only morphological feature that was borrowed from Hebrew
into SL(B)A as mentioned above (among them noun patterns for colours and directions
of the wind; the nota accusativi �	 etc.)
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�	����� ��
 	�� “rays accompany his chariot” (Moussaieff :);96 ����
“they are counted” (Moussaieff :;97 BM :); ����� “they ap-
pear” (Moussaieff :); �!�� “they move about” (Gordon B); ��� “they
hate” (BM :); �� “they are called” (HS :; Moussaieff :);
��� “they dwell” (BM :; CBS :) etc.

.. Short Imperfect

QA and JDA still show the long imperfect of 	��.—SLBA: in this dialect
group the short imperfect form is the rule as in WA 	�	 (HS :;
Moussaieff :; AMB B: etc.); ���	� (Moussaieff : < BTA).

.. Negation of the Jussive


� is still extant in Qumran, but merges in Late Aramaic in general with
�
.

Conclusion

In light of the presented linguistic features (graphemes, phonemes, mor-
phemes, and syntagms) it is now obvious that Tg. Onq. and Tg. Jon.
belong to the dialect geography of Babylonia in the style of a traditional
“Gelehrtensprache.” Although Targumic Aramaic still preserves features
of Qumran Aramaic, it is already far more developed than the latter.
Therefore its placement within the group of Middle Aramaic has to be
reconsidered. The occurring Eastern features cannot be simply adduced
to redactional corrections after the transfer of Tg. Onq. and Tg. Jon. to
Babylonia by a rabbinic group of the Academies of Nehardea, and later
Sura and Pumbeditha. That true eastern features surface in Targum Ara-
maic of Babylonia is quite natural. Thus it is not only eastern Targum
Aramaic that shows these specific traits but also SLBA in magic bowl
texts, the Aramaic parts of the Babylonian Talmud, and even later the
Aramaic of Geonic responsa. Standard Literary Aramaic of Babylonia can
be taken as the true heir of Qumran Aramaic. Qumran Aramaic, how-
ever, was never a unified Aramaic dialect, but represents diverse literary
dialects from text sources of obscure backgrounds. With such a small

96 Levene, Corpus, , did not understand the word ��
 and took it for a proper noun.
97 Levene, ibid., , , corrected ��� to �	��.
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Aramaic text basis, surviving mostly in fragmentary states, it is impossi-
ble to establish where theVorlagen or originals were composed and com-
piled, despite convincing arguments by experts of Qumran text criticism.
Therefore the diversity in the linguistic elements of Qumran Aramaic
presents a non-homogenous language style that differs from text to text.

The linguistic succession of Qumran Aramaic is expected in the West-
ern Aramaic dialect group of Christian Palestinian, Galilean, and Samar-
itan Aramaic, not in the eastern literary Aramaic group. Also, the Judean
legal documents do not seem to have been written in a linguistic style
that continued in Western Aramaic, as can be seen from the contrast-
ing infinitives patterns, maqattālū, maqtālū in Murabba#at, Syriac, and
through Syriac influence partially in the later period in CPA.maqattālā,
maqtālā is found in Na .hal .Hever and later in Western Aramaic except
for CPA and qattāla, aqtālā etc., is extant in the Standard Aramaic Lit-
erary group (SLBA).98 Infinitive patterns are the salient indicators of
dialect affinities and continuity in Aramaic and should be recognized as
an argument for defining dialect relations and the continuation of lan-
guage traits.

Table . Graphic Features

Linguistic
features

Qumran
Aramaic

Judean
Documents

TA, SLAT
Geonic
Aramaic

SLBA in
bowls99

�- for final /ā/ �- partially in
use

�- partially in
use

�- partially in
use

�- partially in
use

� 〈ś〉 for � partially in
use

partially in
use

partially in
use

partially in
use

non spelling
of final root
radical 	

����, emph.
����� “oath”

���� ����� �����

98 The usage of infinitives in CPA is not popular. One even finds Hebrew absolute
infinitive forms without prefix in the pe#al, despite its translation from the GreekVorlage.
Most of the infinitives are employed as verbal nouns and not in classical infinitive
constructions as in the other Aramaic dialects.

99 A number of features were already discussed by T. Harviainen, Diglossia in Jewish
Eastern Aramaic (StudOr ; Helsinki: Finnish Oriental Society, ), –. Since
Havaianen’s article more texts came to our attention that change the view of some
morphemes.
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Table . Phonetic Features

Linguistic features Qumran
Aramaic

Judean
Documents

TA, SLAT
Geonic
Aramaic

SLBA in
bowls

Preservation of
gutturals

always always nearly always nearly always

Non apocope of
consonants

always always nearly always always

nûn not
assimilated in
pronouns, nouns

always always assimilated;
not in
Geonic

partially

nûn assimilated in
�� “from”

-� -� -(	)�
(regularly)

-(	)� (often)

Table . Independent Personal Pronoun

Linguistic features Qumran
Aramaic

Judean
Documents

TA, SLAT
Geonic
Aramaic

SLBA in
bowls

��� “he” ��� ��� ��� ���

�	� “she” �	� �	� �	� �	�

���� “you (sg.m.)” ���� ���� – ����, ����
��� “you (sg.m.)” – ��� ��� ���

�� “you (sg.m.)” – �� �� ��

	��� “you (sg.f.)” 	��� (	)�(�)� – (��);
	��� Geonic

	���

��� “I” ��� ��� ���, ��� ���, ���
���(	)� “they; them
(m.)”

���� ���(	)� ���(	)� ���(	)�

�	�(	)� “they; them
(f.)”

�	�(	)� �	�	� �	�	� �	�	�

����� “you (pl.m.)” ����� not attested – �����

���� “you (pl.m.)” – – ���� ����

�	��� “you (pl.f.)” ���� not attested not attested only !�	��

����� “we” ����� ����� ����� �����
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Table . Pronominal Suffixes

Linguistic features Qumran
Aramaic

Judean
Documents

TA, SLAT
Geonic
Aramaic

SLBA in
bowls

	��- “his” 	��- 	��- 	��- 	��-
��-; �- “her” ��-; �- ��-; �- ��-; �- ��-; �-
	�	- “your (sg.f.)” 	�(	)- 	�(	)- 	�(	)- 	�(	)-

Table . Demonstrative Pronouns

Linguistic features Qumran
Aramaic

Judean
Documents

TA, SLAT
Geonic
Aramaic

SLBA in
bowls

�� “this” �� �� �	� �	�

��� “this” – ��� ��� �(	)��
��� “this” ���, ��� ���, ��� ��� ���

�� “this (f.)” �� �� �� ��

�
� “these” �
�, �	
� �	
� �
	�, �	
	� �	
	�

"
� “those” not attested "
� "	
� not attested

Table . Noun Patterns

Linguistic
features

Qumran Aramaic Judean
Documents

TA, SLAT
Geonic Aramaic

SLBA
in
bowls

qatōl for
colours

���� “black”
QEnd  i 
 ��	 “green”
QtgJob
XXXIX:

��� �
“red”

 ��	 “green,
yellow”
�� ��� “red”
Deut : Tg.
Onq.

 ��	

qatōl for the
directions of
the wind

����� “south”
����� “north”
��� “east”

�����
�����
–

�����
not attested
–

�����
�����
–
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Table . Prepositions and Conjunctions

Linguistic
features

Qumran Aramaic Judean
Documents

TA, SLAT
Geonic
Aramaic

SLBA in
bowls

�� “if ” �� not attested – ��

=� “also” =� not attested =� =�

	�� “since” ���
QtgJob XXVIII:

– 	�� –


	��
“because of ”


	��
�
	��
QtgJob XLII:

not attested 
	�� 
	��

	� 
	��
“since”

	� 
	��
QtgJob XXXVII:*

	� 
	�� -� 
	�� -� 
	��

	�� “when” 	�� 	�� �� ��

	� ��� 	� �/��� not attested 	� �/��� 	� �/���

Table . Direct Object Marker

Linguistic
features

Qumran
Aramaic

Judean
Documents

TA, SLAT
Geonic
Aramaic

SLBA in
bowls

Not marked often often rarely rarely
Object
suffixes

preference preference preference rarely

Nota
accusativi

�	 �	 �	 �	

�	 +
pronominal
suffixes

��	
QtgJob
XL:

��	 etc. �	�	 etc. �	�	 etc.

-
 object
marker

-

rarely
employed

-

rarely
employed

-

rarely
employed

-

rarely
employed
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Table . Verb Inflection

Linguistic features Qumran
Aramaic

Judean
Documents

TA, SLAT
Geonic
Aramaic

SLBA
in
bowls

Suffix perfect
 sg.m.

��-, ��- not attested ��- not
attested

Suffix perfect
 pl.f. III-y

��- not attested ��- ��-

Prefix imperfect
m.

-	 -	 -	 -	

Affix imperfect
 sg.f.

�	- �	- �	- �	-

Affix imperfect
 sg.f. III-y

not attested �		- �		- �		-

Affix imperative
 sg.f.

	- not attested 	- 	-

Infinitive patterns
pa##el
�
� 

af#el
�
� �

pa##el
�
� 

af#el
�
� �

pa##el
�
� �
�
� �
af#el
�
� �
�
� �

pa##el
�
� 

af#el
�
� �

pa#‘el
�
� 

af#el
�
� �
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Table . Syntagms

Linguistic features Qumran Judean TA, SLAT SLBA in bowls
Aramaic Documents Geonic

Aramaic

Absolute state observed
a) general
b) attributive
c) after 
�
d) after

cardinals
e) distributive
f) genitive of

material
g) proper

nouns
h) enumeration
i) adverbs

observed
a) general
b) attributive
c) after 
�
d) after

cardinals
e) distributive
f) genitive of

material
g) proper

nouns
h) enumeration
i) adverbs

observed
a) general
b) attributive
c) after 
�
d) after

cardinals
e) distributive
f) genitive of

material
g) proper

nouns
h) enumeration
i) adverbs

observed
a) general
b) attributive
c) after 
�
d) after

cardinals
e) distributive
f) genitive of

material
g) proper

nouns
h) enumeration
i) adverbs

Postposition of 
� attested not attested attested attested

Construct state preference preference preference preference
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Table . Lexemes

Linguistic
features

Qumran
Aramaic

Judean
Documents

TA, SLAT
Geonic Aramaic

SLBA in bowls

��	�
“fright”

��	�
QtgJob
XXXIX:
�����	�
QapGen XI:

not attested;
later in SA
Targum; JPA

���	�
Exod : Tg.
Onq.

not attested

�� “wood, tree” ���
QapGen
XIV:
�	�� ALD :*

	��
Fast Scroll;
later in SA
Targum,
JPA Targum

��� e.g.,
Lev :
Tg. Onq.
Shimmush
de-Tefillin :

not attested

√
	�� “to see”

√
	��

√
	��

√
	��

√
	��

√

�	 < Hebrew

“to be able”100

√

�	

√

�	

√

�	 not attested

��
 < Hebrew
“to be moist”

*��
 not attested not attested not attested

√

�� < Hebrew

“to lift”

√

�� not attested

√

�� *

√

��101

√
	�� “to take”

√
	�� not attested

√
	��,

√
	�� not attested102

��� “flock” ��� not attested ��� not attested
√
��� “to hurry”

√
��� af#el ���

QtgJob XX:
not attested

√
��� af#el TA;√
��� af#el ��		

Letter of
R. Šarrira Gaon
:

not attested

√
��� “to wash”

√
��� “to wash” not attested

√
��� “to wash”
ALD :, ; :,


not attested

100 It is a definite loan from Hebrew since Qumran Aramaic onwards, as the Aramaic
root

√

�� came out of use after Imperial Aramaic and did not merge with

√

�	. The

reading in QEnGiantsb ar (Q)   is doubtful. As for many other lexemes their
occurrence depends on the text genre.

101 The reading of ��
��	� (Moussaieff :) is incorrect, since the text shows clearly
��
��	�; see Müller-Kessler, “Of Jesus, Darius,” .

102 Is not extant in the Babylonian Aramaic dialects (BTA, KBA, M).
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Table . Innovations

Linguistic
features

Qumran
Aramaic

Judean
Documents

TA, SLAT
Geonic
Aramaic

SLBA in
bowls

������	�
ištaf#al

√
��	

/m/ < /w/

not in use not in use ������	�
Tg. Onq., Tg.
Jon.

������	�

augmented by
-� �	�� “this
(m.)”

not in use not attested �	�� �	��

��� “this (f.)” not in use ��� ��� ���

�	
� “these” not in use not in use �	
� �	
�

��- suffix not in use not in use ��- suffix
���� 
�����

��- suffix
���� 
�����

	- plural
emph. on m.
nouns

not in use not in use 	-; rarely �	- 	-; rarely �	-

šaf#el only in
borrowed
Akkadian
verbs

only in
borrowed
Akkadian
verbs

šaf#el with
Aramaic
roots

šaf#el with
Aramaic
roots

	�- suffix
perfect  sg.
on verbs III-y

not in use not in use 	�- 	�-

�- affix  sg. f.
on verbs III-y

not in use not in use �- �-

�- plur. m. of
participles on
verbs III-y

�		- �	- �- �-

Short
imperfect√
	�� “to be”

(long
imperfect)

(long
imperfect)
but
���� Mur 


short
imperfect

short
imperfect

Negation
particle for
jussive


� �
 �
 �
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LEVITICUS IN THE LIGHT OF THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS:
ATONEMENT AND PURIFICATION FROM SIN*

Mila Ginsburskaya
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Introduction

In D. Lodge’s novel Small World, a well-known satire on academic life,
a young scholar jokingly tells a publisher that the topic of his disserta-
tion is T.S. Eliot’s influence on Shakespeare. However absurd this inverse
perspective may sound, it definitely appeals to the publisher who imme-
diately offers the young man a contract. Although reading the Bible in the
light of the Dead Sea Scrolls may similarly come across as paradoxical,
this is exactly what I am going to propose in the present paper. As I hope
to demonstrate, certain concepts in the Scrolls, rather than being a later
development, seem to spell out what remained implicit or understated in
the Hebrew Bible and can therefore be taken as an important witness to
biblical thought. Obviously, the earlier we date the scrolls and the later we
date the final redaction of the biblical texts, the more the likelihood of the
ideological/theological continuity increases, although it is not necessary
to accept the minimalist position in order to benefit from the approach
being advanced here.1

The focus of my present investigation is the concept of atonement for
sin and how it relates to the ideas of purification and divine forgiveness.
I examine texts that involve cultic and non-cultic atonement, both in the
Hebrew Bible and in the Qumran corpus, with reference to terminology
and underlying concepts.2

* I am grateful to James Aitken, Philip Jenson, Jutta Jokiranta, and Siam Bhayro who
read this paper at different stages of its development and shared with me their insightful
comments.

1 Late dating was advocated, e.g., by P.R. Davies, In Search of ‘Ancient Israel’ (JSOTSup
; Sheffield: JSOT Press, ) and N.P. Lemche, “The Old Testament: A Hellenistic
Book?” in Did Moses Speak Attic? (ed. L.L. Grabbe; JSOTSup ; Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, ), –. For further discussion and criticism of this view see
W.M. Schniedewind, How the Bible Became a Book: The Textualization of Ancient Israel
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ).

2 I use the word “atonement” or “expiation” to render the Hebrew ��1
�.
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I. Atonement, Forgiveness, and Purification
in Leviticus and the Temple Scroll

The verb ��1
� in Leviticus and other cultic texts of the Hebrew Bible refers
specifically to sacrificial rituals in the context of atonement for major
physical impurities (e.g., those resulting from leprosy or abnormal genital
discharges) and in the context of the expiation of sin/transgression.3 In
this section I limit my discussion to the latter, which in due course I will
compare with atoning sacrifices for physical impurities.

There are two types of atoning sacrifices for sins in Leviticus and
Numbers: individual sacrifices performed throughout the year (Lev –
; :–; Num :–; :–) and the collective non-specific sacri-
fices of the Day of Atonement, which coincide with the overall purgation
of the sanctuary. Although these rituals have many elements in common,
the language describing the outcome of the sacrificial procedures varies.
Thus, the outcome of the individual atoning rites is described in terms
of forgiveness, while Lev  uses the terminology of purification. Com-
pare:

�
 ��	�� (		 	��
) ���� �	
� ���� 
�� ���� 
��� ��	
� ���	 ��� ��	� 	�
�
��� 		 	��
 ��	����

And the priest shall perform the act
of atonement for him, and he shall be
forgiven4

for on this day shall atonement be
made for you, to cleanse you; from all
your sins you shall be clean before the
LORD

(Lev :, , , ; :, , ,* ,*
;* :;*5 Num :)

(Lev :)

3 There is a discussion as to what types of transgressions required sacrificial remedy.
According to I. Knohl,The Sanctuary of Silence:The Priestly Torah and the Holiness School
(Minneapolis: Fortress, ), –, – and passim, it concerned only cultic
transgressions. Cf. M. Douglas, Leviticus as Literature (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
), . While I agree with Knohl that initially this might have been the case, it appears
that by the time the final redaction of Leviticus and Numbers took place, the scope of
atoning sacrifices was widened to include any transgression of God’s commandments
(Num :).

4 Biblical translations are based on the RSV. Qumran texts and translations are based
on: E. Tov, ed., The Dead Sea Scrolls Electronic Reference Library (rev. ed.; Leiden: Brill,
) and F. García Martínez and E.J.C. Tigchelaar,TheDead Sea Scrolls Study Edition (
vols.; Leiden: Brill, –).

5 Instances indicated with an asterisk are those requiring ���. See n.  below.
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What shall we conclude about this terminological inconsistency? Does
it indicate that purification is not envisioned in the individual atoning
rites or that forgiveness is not envisioned on Yom Kippur? This is sug-
gested, for example, by R.E. Gane, who develops a theory of a two-stage
purification, according to which individual sacrifices throughout the year
procure forgiveness, while the Day of Atonement rituals bring about
purification “beyond forgiveness.”6

Gane’s reading presupposes that Leviticus, with pharmaceutical preci-
sion, lays down in exact words the recipes for carrying out the rituals, so
that a change of a word would signal a change of a concept. Meanwhile,
as Klingbeil rightly noted, “in the ancient texts the author’s intention was
not always to provide a minutely detailed account to be used in a court
case setup, but rather to artistically interconnect information, give subtle
clues.”7 We therefore need to look not only at linguistic but also at struc-
tural parallels between the rituals performed in similar contexts and use
imagination, logic, and conceptual thinking to decipher these abbrevi-
ated accounts. Below I argue that structural and conceptual similarities
between various atoning rituals requiring the ���� offering suggest the
unity of their goal, which could be identified as purification.8

I.. ���� as Purification Offering

Milgrom contended that ����was a purification offering par excellence.9
He argued, however, that ���� purified only the sanctuary—never the
offerer. His argument is based on texts where the purpose of ��1
� (+
sanctuary/altar as a direct object) is elucidated by the verbs ��L
� (e.g.,

6 R.E. Gane, Cult and Character: Purification Offerings, Day of Atonement andTheod-
icy (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, ), esp. –, –.

7 G.A. Klingbeil, “Altars, Ritual and Theology—Preliminary Thoughts on the Impor-
tance of Cult and Ritual for a Theology of the Hebrew Scripture,”VT  (): –,
.

8 In addition to ����, there is another atoning offering, ���. The difficulty in distin-
guishing between the two has been acknowledged by many scholars. See, e.g., J. Milgrom,
Cult and Conscience: The Asham and the Priestly Doctrine of Repentance (SJLA ; Lei-
den: Brill, ),  and passim; B.A. Levine, In The Presence of the Lord: A Study of Cult
and Some Cultic Terms in Ancient Israel (Leiden: Brill, ), –. According to Mil-
grom, only ���� has the function of purification (see discussion below). I am personally
inclined to believe that ���, required in certain cases of graver offences, constitutes a sub-
type of ����, with similar functions. In this paper, however, I limit my discussion to the
instances with ����, whose scope of application is wider.

9 J. Milgrom, “Israel’s Sanctuary: The Priestly ‘Picture of Dorian Gray,’ ” RB  ():
–.
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Exod :; Lev :; Ezek :) and ���
L (e.g., Lev :–; Ezek
:) and on the observation that ��1
� never takes a human person as a
direct object.10 He thus construes that the act of purgation “is not carried
out on the offerer but only on his behalf.”11 This conclusion is, however,
in tension with Lev :, which speaks of the purification of the people.

My suggested solution to the problem was prompted by Milgrom’s
own ingenious comparison of the priestly doctrine of defilement with
The Picture of Dorian Gray: “On the analogy of Oscar Wilde’s novel,
the priestly writers would claim: sin may not leave its mark on the
face of the sinner, but it is certain to mark the face of the sanctuary.”12

The portrait acted as a kind of mirror—reflecting the inner condition
of its owner/subject. Exactly the same principle seems to underlie the
biblical concept of the defilement of the sanctuary and the land: it reflects
the measure of impurity among the people of Israel, functioning as a
kind of a “spiritual barometer” (another of Milgrom’s metaphors) which
evaluates the state of divine-human affairs.13 If this model is correct, then
it would also be logical to assume that the purification of the sanctuary
would coincide with the purification of the people achieved by means of
the same atoning offerings.14 Indeed Lev : is generally believed to
refer back to vv. –, describing the purification of the sanctuary by
the sacrifice of the ����-goat “for the Lord” on behalf of the people.15

10 ��1
� with people or individuals always requires indirect prepositions (���, 
, 
�),
while both direct (��1
� + ��) and indirect (��1
� + ���, 
, 
�) constructions are possible
with inanimate objects. See the summaries in B. Janowski, Sühne als Heilsgeschehen:
Studien zur Sühnetheologie der Priesterschrift und zur Wurzel KPR im Alten Orient und
im Alten Testament (WMANT ; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, ), –
 and J. Sklar, Sin, Impurity, Sacrifice, Atonement: The Priestly Conceptions (Hebrew
Bible Monographs ; Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix Press, ), –. In cultic texts,
the sanctuary or the people are the usual objects of ��1
�; in non-cultic these are “people”
or “sins.” It could be argued that in the construction ��1
� + direct object the notion of
cleansing is more enhanced. Thus, e.g., Levine, In The Presence of the Lord, – and
J. Milgrom, Leviticus –: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB ;
New York: Doubleday, ), –.

11 Milgrom, “Israel’s Sanctuary,” . Cf. N. Kiuchi, The Purification Offering in the
Priestly Literature: Its Meaning and Function (JSOTSup ; Sheffield: JSOT Press, ),
–; Gane, Cult and Character, –.

12 Milgrom, “Israel’s Sanctuary,” .
13 Ibid.
14 Kiuchi also arrives at this conclusion, Purification Offering, – and idem, Leviti-

cus (Apollos Old Testament Commentary ; Nottingham: Apollos, ), .
15 Another possibility is that the verse refers to the scapegoat ritual. Milgrom, Leviti-

cus, , considers the two options as alternatives, while Gane, Cult and Character,
esp. –, –; B.J. Schwartz, “The Bearing of Sin in the Priestly Literature,”
in Pomegranates and Golden Bells: Studies in Biblical, Jewish, and Near Eastern Ritual,
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Notably, commenting on Lev :, Milgrom himself is compelled to
admit that “as the sanctuary is polluted by the people’s impurities, their
elimination, in effect, also purifies the people.”16

I.. Purification and Forgiveness in Individual Atoning Rituals

This principle of the Day of Atonement rituals can be extended to the
individual atoning sacrifices performed throughout the year, as they
have many elements in common. They share the same offering (����),
the same locus (sanctuary), a similar sequence of actions (sacrificial
slaughter; sprinkling and/or smearing of blood on parts of the sanctuary,
etc.) and the same actors (the offerer, on whose behalf the ritual is carried
out, the priest who performs it, and God behind the scenes). A double
purification of offerer and sanctuary could thus be perceived as the
outcome of all ����-rituals in the context of atonement.

Although the concluding formula for the individual atoning rituals in
the context of sin involves the notion of forgiveness, structurally these
rituals are identical with those atoning for major physical impurities,
which, just as the rites of the Day of Atonement, are concluded with
���:17

Atonement for sins Atonement for physical impurities

�� ��	�� ���� �	
� ���� 
��� ���� �	
� ����

(Lev :, , , ; :, , ,*
,* ;* :;* Num :)

Lev :; :

Giving more weight to such structural and conceptual similarities, I
would assume that here also purification is envisaged as the ultimate
outcome of the rituals of atonement for sin. I consider the reasons for
the variation in terminology below.

Law, And Literature in Honor of Jacob Milgrom (ed. D.P. Wright, D.N. Freedman, and
A. Hurvitz; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, ), –, and Kiuchi, Leviticus, –
attempt to reconcile them. Most scholars nonetheless believe that the Azazel-goat ritual
has an independent history and was at some stage incorporated into the Day of Atone-
ment rituals. For a comprehensive review of existing theories and an alternative proposi-
tion see A. Pinker, “A Goat to Go to Azazel,” Journal of Hebrew Scriptures  (): –.

16 Milgrom, Leviticus, .
17 Notably Lev : suggests that the same offering purifies the sanctuary from both

physical and sin-impurities.
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I.. Forgiveness and Purification on the Day of Atonement

Terminology notwithstanding, most interpretations of Leviticus have
maintained that the Day of Atonement does provide forgiveness from all
sorts of moral faults.18 This interpretation is supported by the evidence
of the Temple Scroll which “corrects” the “omission” of Lev  (QTa

XXVI:–).19 There the description of the sacrifice of the ����-goat
“for the Lord,” with which atonement is made on behalf of the people,
is concluded with the following statement:

 . . . (for it is) the sin offering for the
assembly; and he shall atone with
it for all the people of the assembly,


� �� ���	� ��� 
� � ���
.
� . . .


� �
.
�
.
� 
��



 and they shall be forgiven. ���
 ��	�� 

The terminology of purification that characterizes Lev : is replaced
in QTa XXVI:– with the terminology of forgiveness, reiterated also
in QTa XXVII:, concluding the exposition on the Day of Atonement.20

Although the word “sins” (�	���) is also absent from this passage, which
constitutes yet another terminological discrepancy with Lev :,21 it is
almost certain that sins and not physical impurities are envisioned here,
as the notion of forgiveness suggests. The Temple Scroll thus harmonizes
the Day of Atonement with levitical accounts of the individual atoning
sacrifices throughout the year. While Gane considers this harmonization
to be a later development,22 it seems more likely that, by evoking the
notion of forgiveness, the Temple Scroll spells out what remained implicit

18 Thus, e.g., S.A. Geller, “Blood Cult: Toward a Literary Theology of the Priestly Work
of the Pentateuch,” Proof  (): –; A. Schenker, Versöhnung und Sühne: Wege
gewaltfreier Konfliktlösung imAltenTestament:mit einemAusblick auf dasNeue Testament
(BibB ; Freiburg: Schweizerisches Katholisches Bibelwerk, ), –. See more
bibliography and discussion in Gane, Cult and Character, –. In Jenson’s words,
“purification of the sanctuary and the offerer is . . . the way in which the forgiveness of
sins is expressed”: P. Jenson,GradedHoliness: AKey to the Priestly Conception of theWorld
(JSOTSup ; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, ), .

19 On the structural analysis of the Temple Scroll passages on the Day of Atonement
see D. Volgger, “The Day of Atonement according to the Temple Scroll,” Bib  ():
–.

20 The forgiveness formula in QTa XXVI describing the outcome of the ritual is
attached immediately to the description of the sacrifice of the goat “for the Lord,” which
reinforces the possibility of Lev : relating back to Lev :– rather than to the
scapegoat ritual (Lev –).

21 I am grateful to George Brooke for drawing my attention to this detail.
22 Gane, Cult and Character, –.
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in Lev , which focused primarily on the theme of purgation.23 This is
even more plausible if we accept the early dating of the scroll.24

I.. Conceptual Considerations

If the interchange of the terminology does not indicate the change of a
concept, how then shall we relate the notions of forgiveness and purifi-
cation? Are they completely synonymous? And if not, what is the differ-
ence?

If we consider that the concept of impurity indicates deviation from
the original state of purity and integrity, it is logical and natural that the
restoration of a person to his/her original state would be conceived in
terms of purification, which is achieved by means of atonement. On the
other hand, since sin/transgression is an offence against God, the process
of purification in this case cannot take place without God’s forgiveness,
the element notably absent from atonement for physical impurities. The
whole process can be visualized with the help of the diagram (see Plate 
on p. ).25

I would agree with Gane that forgiveness is a prerequisite for purifi-
cation, but suggest that every atoning ritual entails both. In fact, the two
notions are linked inseparably, and it is precisely because of their rela-
tion that they can be used alternatively in different texts. Depending on
the context and the goals of the author/editor, one of the notions may be
emphasized, thus coming into the foreground, while the other remains

23 Regarding the reworking of the Pentateuch in theTemple Scroll, see, e.g., L.H. Schiff-
man, “The Case of the Day of Atonement,” in Biblical Perspectives: Early Use and Inter-
pretation of the Bible in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls, Proceedings of the First International
Symposium of the Orion Centre for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Liter-
ature, – May,  (ed. M.E. Stone and E.G. Chazon; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ),
– and G.J. Brooke, “The Temple Scroll: A Law Unto Itself?” in Law and Religion:
Essays on the Place of the Law in Israel and Early Christianity (ed. B. Lindars; Cambridge:
Clarke, ), –, and esp.  on the Day of Atonement.

24 The earliest dating (fifth to second centuries b.c.e.) was proposed by H. Stegemann,
“The Literary Composition of the Temple Scroll and Its Status at Qumran,” in Temple
Scroll Studies: Papers Presented at the International Symposium on the Temple Scroll,
Manchester, December  (ed. G.J. Brooke; JSPSup ; Sheffield: JSOT Press, ), –
. Most scholars however seem to uphold Yadin’s placement of the scroll within the
Hasmonean period: Y. Yadin, The Temple Scroll ( vols.; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration
Society, ) :–. See the review of opinions in M.O. Wise, ACritical Study of the
Temple Scroll from Qumran Cave  (SAOC ; Chicago: The Oriental Institute, ),
–, –.

25 I do not discuss here steps – given the limited scope of this paper. On suffering
sin’s consequences leading to realization of sin see, e.g., Sklar, Sin, Impurity, –.
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Plate . Structural Relationship between
Atonement, Forgiveness and Purification

in the background.26 In the minds of people sharing the same ideologi-
cal/theological milieu, however, one would have inextricably evoked the
other.

In cultic texts, atonement, with all its complex elements, is presented
as a means for achieving forgiveness and purification. It may be taken in
a wider sense, however, encompassing also the outcome.27 It is therefore
possible—and indeed it happens in non-cultic texts—that the terminol-
ogy of atonement may also be used interchangeably with the terminology
of forgiveness and purification.

II. Atonement, Forgiveness, and Purification in
Non-Cultic Texts (Hebrew Bible and Dead Sea Scrolls)

II.. Hebrew Bible

In non-cultic texts of the Hebrew Bible, particularly in the Psalms, we
observe the synonymous alternation of the verbs ��1
�, ��� and �
�. For
example, Ps : uses the terminology of atonement:

26 See the discussion in J. Goldingay, Theological Diversity and Authority of the Old
Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –.

27 Indeed one of the possible derivations of the Hebrew ��1
� is from the Akkadian verb
kuppuru [D stem of kapāru II], “to wipe clean.” This cognate notwithstanding, the concept
of cultic (and non-cultic) atonement in the Hebrew Bible is more complex and cannot be
reduced solely to the notion of cleansing.
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When our transgressions prevail over us, thou atone28 for them.

@
�������� ��+(� C�	0����1 	*D�� C���BK �R�&�� 	5��
F

Ps : prefers the language of purification:
Wash me thoroughly from my iniquity, and cleanse me from my sin!

@��������� 	
���L(�0�AC 	*�&��0� 	*� �	���� ��:��

And Jer : employs the terminology of forgiveness:
for I will forgive their iniquity, and I will remember their sin no more.

@��b4�?���/��� �� �����L(��
C �B�&��c
 ����	�� 	
�

It is clear from the context that in all these examples the different terms
are used to convey the same idea: removal of the stain of transgression
from a person and restoration of his/her relationship with God.

In Jer : the terms ��� and �
� appear in parallel (or complemen-
tary) clauses:

I will cleanse them from all the guilt of their sin against me,
and I will forgive all the guilt of their sin and rebellion against me.

	

?C���G� ����� �B�&��?
��
� 
����������
@	`� C����1 �����>� 	
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In Jer : the parallelism is between ��1
� and ��� ��� (another expres-
sion used in the Bible to convey the notion of forgiveness):29

Yet, thou, O LORD, knowest all their plotting to slay me.
Atone30 not for their iniquity, nor blot out their sin from thy sight.

�9��P(
 	(
�� �������?
��?�O� �+��[B	 �B��/	 ��+(�/�
���� ��?
(� ,	9����$
� 
����!���� �B�&��?
(� 
������?
(�

The three terms alternate freely, which highlights their conceptual inter-
relation. If we possessed only non-cultic texts, however, it would be diffi-
cult to distinguish between them. It is the cultic texts presenting forgive-
ness/purification as an outcome of the process of atonement that enable us
to establish the structural and consequential relationship between these
notions.

28 RSV: “forgive.”
29 Cf. other texts which use the terminology of �&�� ��� (e.g., Ps :) and ���0�/�(��1/���

�&�� (e.g., Ps :, ; Isa :; :). On these constructions see Schwartz “The Bearing
of Sin,” –. In Ezek : we find ��� + 	�����—the notion of salvation/deliverance,
which approximates one of the possible meanings of ��1
�. In Isa : ��1
� is paired with ��
"����.

30 RSV: “forgive.”
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II.. Dead Sea Scrolls

The interplay of the terminology of atonement, purification, and for-
giveness becomes a common feature in many predominantly non-cultic
Qumran texts, in contrast to the Hebrew Bible where the phenomenon is
limited to the few examples listed above. Moreover, while in the Hebrew
Bible Jer : is the only verse that simultaneously employs the two tech-
nical terms also used in cultic texts (��� and �
�), in the Scrolls we often
encounter interchangeable terminological pairs, with the third notion
usually being conveyed by a synonym or otherwise suggested by the
immediate context. Below I review passages containing the terminolog-
ical pairs of ��� + ��1
�, �
� + ��1
�, �
� + ���.

��� and ��1
�

In the following passages ��1
� and ��� appear in adjacent clauses; the
third technical term �
� is absent, but the notion of God’s forgiveness is
conveyed through other terms, such as ��� or �	���. Thus, for example,
in QS XI:– God in his mercy/compassion reinstates fellowship
with a repentant sinner, atoning for and purifying him from bodily
uncleanness and from defilement of sins:

he will draw me near in his mercies, and by kindnesses set in motion []
my judgment; he will judge me in the righteousness of his truth, and in his
plentiful goodness always atone for all my sins; in his righteousness he will
cleanse me from the uncleanness of the human being [] and from the
sin of the sons of man.

��� 
"�� ���� ����� 	���� ���� � ��� 	���� [] �	�	 �	����� 	��	!� �	����
.��� 	�� ����� ���� [] ���� ��
��� �� ���� 	������ 
��

The terminology of atonement and purification following the evocation
of God’s compassion features also in QHa XII::

For I leaned [] on your kindness and the abundance of your compas-
sion. For you atone iniquity and cle[anse] man of his guilt through your
righteousness.

����� ����[ 
]���� ���� 
"�� 	� ��	��� ����� ��	���� [] 	[�]����
.��� ���

In QHa IV:– “purify/purified” seems to be a plausible reconstruc-
tion,31 as the notions of God’s compassion/mercy and the removal of sins

31 Thus, e.g., García Martínez and Tigchelaar, The Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition,
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are likewise present. If the reconstruction is correct, the notions of bear-
ing away sin and of atonement here seem to explain how purification
from sin is achieved. Also, in the examples quoted above, purification
seems to be presented as an outcome of the atoning act. This supports
my suggested sequential relationship between the elements of forgive-
ness, atonement and purification.

�
� and ��1
�

��1
� in conjunction with �
� appears in QS II:, where the community
curses “all men of the lot of Belial”:

May God not be merciful when you entreat him. May he not forgive by
atoning for your sins.

."	���� 
"�� ��	� ��
� ����� � 
� �����	 ��
�

The passage containing this curse is followed by a proclamation of the
impossibility of purification for those who do not return to God (III:–
). Thus, in spite of the absence of the term ���, the theme of purification
is evoked by the immediate context.

Sometimes a specific technical term may be replaced by a synonymous
phrase. Thus, for example, in CD :– (= Q  ii –) the notion of
forgiveness is communicated with the phrase ���	
� ���, rather than with
the verb �
�:

patience with him and abundance of pardon, [] to atone for those who
repent from sin.

.��� 	�� 
� ��� 
"�� [] �����	 #�
� ��� �	�� "��

Compare CD :–, where the notion of divine forgiveness is conveyed
by the expression ����
 ��	�, while the theme of purification is evoked
through the language of defilement:

And although they had wallowed in the sin of humanity and in impure
ways and said, “Surely this is our business,” God in His mysterious ways
atoned for their iniquity and bore away their transgression.

��� 	����� ���� ���
.
� �

�!�� ���


$%"� �%�� ���� ��� 
"� ��
� 	��� 
�� �	� ��
 	� &�
.
��	�

:–; M. Mansoor, The Thanksgiving Hymns Translated and Annotated with an
Introduction (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), ; J. Licht,TheThanksgiving Scroll: A Scroll
from the Wilderness of Judaea: Text, Introduction, Commentary and Glossary (Jerusalem:
Bialik Institute, ), .
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�
� and ���

The combination of �
� with ��� is particularly characteristic for the
Hodayot and the Psalms scroll QPsa. Thus in Q XIX:– (= Q
– –) we read:

Forgive my sin, O LORD, [] and cleanse me from my iniquity32

	����� ��
��� [] 	����
 ���	

Apart from �
�, the terms ���	
�, ���	
� ���, ���� and �	��� are emp-
loyed in the Hodayot in combination with ��� to refer to God who in
his compassion purifies man from the defilement of sin (QHa IX:–;
XIV:–; XV:–; XIX:–, –).

III. Between Cultic and Non-Cultic:
The Witness of Dead Sea Scrolls

We have established the close association between the concepts of atone-
ment, forgiveness, and purification, which allows for the interplay of ter-
minology. This feature is particularly characteristic of non-cultic texts,
but can also occur in cultic texts. I have suggested that terminology alone
is not a sufficient criterion for interpretation, and we need to broaden the
scope of our analysis and consider the underlying concepts to try to pen-
etrate the logic of ritual.

This discussion has implications for the ongoing debate on whether
cultic and non-cultic texts represent conflicting or compatible/comple-
mentary ideologies.33 In light of my analysis, I am inclined to support
the second option. Of course, there are differences in the way these texts
address the idea of atonement and its related issues, but these differences
appear to be due more to the peculiarities and specific concerns of each
particular genre, rather than to a contradiction between them. If we look
at Leviticus through the lens of the approach fostered by M. Douglas,
we see that, by using the language of rituals (often obscure to a mod-
ern thinker), it conveys essentially the same message about the cosmic

32 Cf. Q XXIV:–.
33 For a useful review of this question, see J. Klawans, Purity, Sacrifice, and the Temple:

Symbolism and Supersessionism in the Study of the Ancient Judaism (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, ), –. Cf. J. Barton, “The Prophets and the Cult,” in Temple
and Worship in Biblical Israel (ed. J. Day; Library of Hebrew Bible/Old Testament Series
; London: T&T Clark, ), –.
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order and the relationship between humans and their creator as do the
non-cultic texts.34 In fact, the latter can be perceived as deciphering what
remained obscure in Leviticus. Rather than dismissing the sacrificial cult,
the prophets (alongside the poets and sages) unravel its meaning, deny-
ing it the automatic effect and emphasizing the role of God, to whom
belongs the last word. Notably, in CD :–, the instruction concern-
ing the purity of sacrifices is supported by Prov :: “The sacrifice of
the wicked is an abomination; but the prayer of the righteous is like a
pleasing offering.”35 The quotation serves to emphasize the point that an
unrighteous sacrifice is ineffective and the way the sacrifice is performed
reflects the inner disposition of the worshiper.

Another apparent contradiction arises from the observation that in
cultic texts the acts of sacrificial atonement are performed by a priest,
while God as the real agent of the desired purification/forgiveness is only
hinted at by the impersonal passive of �
��.36 In the non-cultic texts, on
the other hand, God is often a grammatical subject of ��1
� (as well as
of ��� and �
�). The difference between the two, however, is like the
difference between the metonymic “the violin played” and “the musician
played the violin”: the latter uncovers the moving force behind the act.
This becomes particularly visible in the Dead Sea Scrolls where humans
and God may alternatively appear as the subject of ��1
� in the passages
expressing essentially the same idea.37 Thus, for example, in QHa IV:–
 God is said to atone for ����� and 
��, while in QS IX: the same
function is attributed to the men gathered in the community.

Similarly it can be argued that no conceptual change is signalled by the
variation of the grammatical object of ��1
� and its prepositions. Whether
the text speaks of “atonement/cleansing of the sanctuary,” “atonement for
people” or “atonement for sins,” the benefiting party are always people
restored in their integrity and fellowship with God.38 This possibility
can be exemplified with the help of another analogy, this time from

34 Douglas, Leviticus as Literature, – .
35 Cf. Sir :–.
36 Although, cf. Lev :.
37 On syntagmatic relationships of ��1
� in the Dead Sea Scrolls see, e.g., B. Janowski

and H. Lichtenberger, “Enderwartung und Reinheitsidee: Zur eschatologischen Deutung
von Reinheit und Sühne in der Qumrangemeinde,” JJS  (): – and P. Garnet,
Salvation and Atonement in the Qumran Scrolls (WUNT /; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck,
), –.

38 Note the unusual mixture of cultic and non-cultic features in CD :–: the
Messiah (probably acting as a High Priest) performs atonement by means of���� (cultic);
��1
� + ���� as a direct object (non-cultic).
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the domestic sphere. Whether we say “wipe a table” or “wipe the dust
from the table,” the result is the same, and the benefiting party are the
inhabitants of the house. Regardless of the grammatical interchange of
the subject and the object of atonement, the respective roles of God and
humans in the process need to be clearly distinguished. While the final
stroke, with which the stain of defilement is removed, belongs to God, it
is for humans to fulfil the necessary conditions upon which the atoning
process can be completed.

The evidence of the Dead Sea Scrolls seems to undermine the attempt
to explain the differences between cultic and non-cultic texts by assum-
ing that the former were written by professionals (i.e. priests who knew
the ritual cultic system from the inside) and the latter by lay people
who comprehended the rituals from the outside. The Qumran collection
comprises compositions of both types, sometimes coexisting within the
same document (e.g., the Damascus Document). While the exact prove-
nance and dating of these texts continues to be debated, it is generally
accepted that they originated within the same movement (perhaps at
different stages of its development) led by priests. If this assumption is
correct, then the contraposition of the insiders/professionals to the out-
siders/laity becomes redundant. If the priests were the leaders of the
community/communities and also in charge of the scribal activities, it
is most likely that both types of text were produced or at least approved
by them, which also suggests that they perceived no ideological discon-
tinuity/dichotomy between the cultic and prophetic-poetic trends.

In this regard, the Community Rule is a particularly expressive exam-
ple. There the presentation of repentance, righteous living and prayer as
an acceptable sacrifice and a means of atonement, found in prophetic,
poetic, and sapiential writings, is established within a cultic framework.39

The language of the sacrificial cult is employed to emphasize the par-
allel: ���	� �	� (“a pleasant aroma”: QS III:; VIII:; IX:); ���	 ��

� 	��
 ���	� 	����� (“Then indeed will he be accepted by God, offer-
ing the sweet aroma of atoning sacrifice”: III:); ����/�	����� (“volun-
teers”/“freewill offering”: V:, , ; IX:; etc.),40 with the emphasis on
the atoning function of the community (III:, , ; V:; VIII:, ; IX:–
). The authors/compilers drew upon a variety of biblical texts, both cul-

39 Cf., e.g., Ps :; Prov :; Sir :; :; cf. Isa :; :; Ezek :–; Job :;
:.

40 D. Dimant, “The Volunteers in the Rule of the Community: A Biblical Notion in
Sectarian Garb,” RevQ  (): –.
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tic and non-cultic, combining them in a creative manner in order to pro-
mote their case that the community provided an adequate alternative to
the sacrificial system of worship assuring an ongoing relationship with
God.41

Summary

I have explored the concept of atonement and the related ideas of purifi-
cation and divine forgiveness as presented in both cultic and non-cultic
texts of the Hebrew Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls. It has been suggested
that, where the Bible allows for ambiguity, the evidence from Qumran
tips the balance in favour of a certain understanding, spelling out what
remains vague in the biblical texts. Thus the connection between the
ideas of atonement, forgiveness, and purification from sin is particularly
enhanced in the Dead Sea Scrolls. On the other hand, the synthesis of cul-
tic and non-cultic trends in the Dead Sea Scrolls also supports the view
that there is no ideological discontinuity between these two types of writ-
ings. It can be argued, therefore, that the Dead Sea Scrolls are an impor-
tant witness to biblical thought, especially where the results obtained on
the basis of internal biblical evidence match their interpretation.

41 On the analogy between the community/communities behind QS and some other
Qumran texts and the Temple worship see, e.g., B. Gärtner,The Temple and the Commu-
nity in Qumran and the New Testament: A Comparative Study in The Temple Symbolism
of the Qumran Texts and the New Testament. (SNTSMS ; Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, ); F. García Martínez, “The Problem of Purity: The Qumran Solution,”
in idem and J. Trebolle Barrera,The People of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Their Writings, Beliefs
and Practices (trans. W.G.E. Watson; Leiden: Brill, ), –; G.J. Brooke, “The Ten
Temples in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Temple and Worship in Biblical Israel, –.





ADJUSTING THE APOCALYPSE:
HOW THE APOCRYPHON OF JEREMIAH C

UPDATES THE BOOK OF DANIEL1

Bennie H. Reynolds III
The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

The techniques by which writers of Hellenistic Jewish literature inter-
preted, rewrote, reworked, and referred to authoritative literature have
been the focus of considerable study since the discovery of the Dead
Sea Scrolls.2 Most of these techniques are not new.3 But because texts
such as Jubilees, the Pesharim, and the Temple Scroll can typically be
dated with more confidence than, for example, the redactional layers of
the Pentateuch, texts from the Hellenistic Period sometimes provide a
more secure data set for understanding the Judaism(s) of their time. In
this paper I attempt to highlight how one Hellenistic work attempted to
update an earlier Hellenistic work whose apocalyptic prophecy had not
come to fruition.4 I argue that the writer of theApocryphon of Jeremiah C

1 Portions of this paper were presented at the Qumran section of the SBL Annual
Meeting in San Diego (). I am especially thankful for comments offered by Hanan
Eshel, Moshe Bernstein, and Armin Lange both in San Diego and in Vienna and from
Daniel Stökl Ben Ezra in Vienna.

2 The literature is vast. For the purposes of this essay, I mention only some of the
most recent book-length works on the subject. See S. White Crawford,Rewriting Scripture
in Second Temple Times (Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, ). D.K. Falk, The Parabiblical Texts: Strategies for Extending the
Scriptures in the Dead Sea Scrolls (Library of Second Temple Studies ; London: T&T
Clark, ). E.G. Chazon, D. Dimant, and R.A. Clements, eds., Reworking the Bible:
Apocryphal and Related Texts at Qumran: Proceedings of a Joint Symposium by the Orion
Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature and the Hebrew
University Institute for Advanced Studies Research Group on Qumran, – January, 
(STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ). Most of these works are dependant, to one extent or
another, on the now-classic study by M.A. Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient
Israel (Oxford: Clarendon, ).

3 It is sufficient in this context to mention a single work and refer the reader to the
excellent bibliographic essay that concludes the book: B.M. Levinson, Legal Revision and
Religious Renewal in Ancient Israel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ), esp.,
–.

4 In light of this particular context, this study holds significance not only for under-
standing the Dead Sea Scrolls or Hellenistic Judaism, but the study of apocalypticism
in religion more generally. The process by which end-times prophecies are made and
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(hereafter Apocryphon) realized that prophecies from Dan – had
failed and attempted to update them. I argue that this update can be
precisely dated to the reign of the Hasmonean king John Hyrcanus.
Thus, this study not only treats the literary strategies of the Apocryphon,
but provides important insight in to the reception history of the book
of Daniel a mere generation after it was set in its current form. After
giving a general introduction to the text and dealing with the issue of
date of composition, I analyze motif-historical and linguistic connections
between Daniel and the Apocryphon.

Introduction to the Apocryphon of Jeremiah C

The Apocryphon of Jeremiah C is a non-symbolic apocalypse that con-
sists primarily of an extended ex eventu prophecy.5 Based on surviving
manuscripts, it appears that the prophecy begins during the period of
the Judges or the early monarchy (Samuel, son of Elqanah is mentioned
in Q  ). The prophecy details events from the Babylonian exile, the
Persian period, and the Hellenistic period. These events culminate in a
final apocalyptic battle (cf. Q  ; Qa  ii –). After the battle
the righteous are gathered into the foliage of the tee of life—presumably
to enjoy eternal life (Qa  ii –).

then rewritten and updated can be found in modern religions. The ancient and mod-
ern works shed light on each other and allow for a sharper image of religious apoc-
alypticism. A modern example of the phenomenon is found in the sequence of book-
lets published by NASA rocket scientist: E. Whisenant,  Reasons Why the Rapture Will
Be in  (Nashville: World Bible Society, ). Idem and G. Brewer, The Final Shout
Rapture Report:  (Nashville: World Bible Society, ). For a classic treatment of
rewriting apocalyptic prophecies in the modern world, see L. Festinger, H. Riecken, and
S. Schachter, eds., When Prophecy Fails: A Social and Psychological Study of a Modern
Group that Predicted the Destruction of the World (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press, ).

5 For the term non-symbolic apocalypse, see A. Lange and U. Mittmann-Richert in
DJD XXXIX (): –. My dissertation deals at length with language of ancient
Jewish apocalypses and the issue of symbolic vs. non-symbol representation techniques,
B. Reynolds, “Between Realism and Symbolism: The Use of Symbolic and Non-Symbolic
Language in Ancient Jewish Apocalypses –bce” (Ph.D. diss., The University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill, ). Dimant prefers to view the Apocryphon as an
apocalypse. D. Dimant in DJD XXX (): . Werman holds that it is not and that
it militates against an apocalyptic worldview. C. Werman, “Epochs and End-Time: The
-Year Scheme in Second Temple Literature,” DSD  (): –, .
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There is still no consensus on the exact make-up of the Apocryphon.
John Strugnell first grouped the manuscripts Q–Q and de-
scribed them as “un écrit pseudo-jérémien.”6 He later remarked that the
work contained “a notable pseudo-Ezekiel section.”7 Devorah Dimant,
the editor of the editio princeps, initially argued for the existence of a
third literary work within Q–Q, which she characterized as
“pseudo-Moses.”8 She has since abandoned that thesis and settled on the
two works that Strugnell initially indicated.9 Monica Brady has argued
that the manuscripts Q– compose a single literary work and
Cana Werman has defended Dimant’s original tripartite division of the
manuscripts.10 Hanan Eshel has argued that Q should not be treated
as part of the larger work—though he does not agree with Werman’s
characterization of it as “pseudo-Moses.”11 Like Werman and Eshel, I do
not treat Q as part of the Apocryphon.

Date of Composition

The date of the Apocryphon is crucial for this investigation. The content
of the text indicates its relationship to the book of Daniel, but its date
of composition locates the hermeneutics of the Apocryphon in a partic-
ular historical context. The terminus ante quem for the Apocryphon is

6 See M. Baillet et al., “Le travail d’édition des fragments manuscrits de Qumrân,” RB
 (): –, .

7 J. Strugnell, “The Angelic Liturgy at Qumrân—QSerek Šîrôt #Ôlat Haššabāt,” in
Congress Volume, Oxford  (VTSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), – ().

8 D. Dimant, “New Light from Qumran on the Jewish Pseudepigrapha—Q,” in
TheMadrid Qumran Congress: Proceedings of the International Congress on the Dead Sea
Scrolls, Madrid –March,  (ed. J. Trebolle Barrera and L. Vegas Montaner;  vols.;
STDJ .–; Leiden: Brill, ), :–.

9 D. Dimant inDJD XXX (): –; –. Eventually Strugnell came to believe
that all manuscripts belonged to one work, “An Apocryphon of Ezekiel, first designated
as Pseudo-Ezekiel and later as Second-Ezekiel.” Dimant, “New Light from Qumran on the
Jewish Pseudepigrapha—Q,” .

10 M. Brady, “Prophetic Traditions at Qumran: A Study of Q–” (Ph.D. diss.,
University of Notre Dame, ). In a more recent article, Brady pushes further by argu-
ing that the manuscripts Q– all make use of the same type of biblical inter-
pretation. M. Brady, “Biblical Interpretation in the ‘Pseudo-Ezekiel’ Fragments (Q–
) from Cave Four,” in Interpretation at Qumran (ed. M. Henze; Studies in the Dead
Sea Scrolls and Related Literature; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –. Werman,
“Epochs and End-Time,” –.

11 H. Eshel, “Q, the -Year Prophecy, and the Calendrical History of the Second
Temple Period,” in Enoch and Qumran Origins: New Light on a Forgotten Connection (ed.
G. Boccaccini; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –. See also H. Eshel,TheDead Sea
Scrolls and the Hasmonean State (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –, .
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established by the paleographic date of the earliest manuscripts: the sec-
ond half of the first century b.c.e.12 The terminus post quem is established
at  by the Apocryphon’s use of material from Dan – and by its
apparent knowledge of the Hellenistic religious reforms and the Mac-
cabean revolt. But it is possible to be more precise about the date of the
Apocryphon. Qa a–b – = Q  – describes “Three priests
who will not walk in the ways [of the] former [priests] (who) by the name
of the God of Israel were called.” Before the three priests arise, the action
of the highly fragmentary text is characterized by descriptions of ) the
altar, ) those felled by the sword and ) an act of defiling. During the
time of the three priests the text describes ) the downfall of those who
have colluded with foreigners and ) severe internal strife over religious
issues in the Jewish state.

For Dimant there are two possible interpretations of the three priests.
“The priests referred to here could be High Priests (Jason [–
bce], Menelaus [– bce], Alcimus [– bce]), or the Has-
monean priestly kings (Simeon [– bce], John Hyrcanus [–
 bce], Alexander Jannaeus [– bce]).”13 Dimant’s second pos-
sibility is more attractive than the first. I think she is correct that the
three priests under discussion are probably Maccabees, but I propose
a different combination than Dimant: Jonathan, Simon, and John Hyr-
canus. Why these three? In what follows, I indicate why Dimant’s ini-
tial suggestion of Hellenizing high priests (Jason, Menelaus, Alcimus)
is unlikely and then I argue for my combination of Maccabean high
priests.

While one imagines that Jason, Menelaus, and Alcimus would, in a cer-
tain sense, fit into the category of those “who will not walk in the ways
of the former priests of Israel,” there are problems with such an associ-
ation. First, and most importantly, the three priests in the Apocryphon
arise after the desecration of the Jerusalem temple. Jason and Menelaus
were both active before and during the time of the Hellenistic religious
reforms.14 The combination of Jason, Menelaus, and Alcimus would seem
to be ruled out. Second, unlike the Maccabean high priests who were crit-
icized by prominent Jewish groups for being illegitimate holders of the
office, Jason had the correct priestly credentials—even if he acquired the

12 Dimant in DJD XXX (): .
13 Ibid., .
14 Cf. Macc :–:.
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office through intrigue.15 He was the brother of the high priest Onias III.
If the phrase, “will not walk in the ways of the former priests of Israel,”
has anything to do with correct family lineage, it cannot be applied to
a group that includes Jason. Third, the text reports that, “in their days
will be brought down the pride of those who violate the covenant as well
as the servants of the foreigner” (Qa a–b – = Q  ). Such
a scenario is hardly characteristic of the terms of Jason, Menelaus, and
Alcimus. Indeed, they are the leaders of those who “violate the covenant”
and are “servants of the foreigner” in the second century b.c.e. Below
I argue that “those who violate the covenant” (�	�� 	�	�	��) must be
understood as Seleucid sympathizers. If I am correct, what second cen-
tury Jew could be described as more sympathetic to Seleucid concerns
than Menelaus? In summary, Jason, Menelaus, and Alcimus are unlikely
to be theApocryphon’s three priests “who will not walk in the ways” since
they ) appear after the Hellenistic religious reforms, ) are not all ille-
gitimate holders of the office, and ) are Seleucid sympathizers.

The three priests “who will not walk in the ways” are better identified
as Maccabees. I disagree, however, with one figure on Dimant’s list of
Hasmoneans (Simon, John Hyrcanus, Alexander Jannaeus).16 In what
follows, I explain why. The most important reason why the list must end
with John Hyrcanus and not Alexander Jannaeus is that the Apocryphon
describes three priests, not four. There is no doubt that Jonathan held
the office of high priest and that he was the first Maccabee to do so.
According to Macc :, “Jonathan put on the sacred vestments in the
seventh month of the one hundred sixtieth year, at the festival of booths”
(NRSV). Jonathan was followed by Simon and John Hyrcanus. Alexander
Jannaeus would be the fourth (or fifth) Maccabean high priest—at least
one too many.17 Thus, Jannaeus cannot be included in the group since the

15 See for example the story about John Hyrcanus and the Pharisees related by Jose-
phus, A.J. .–. Cf. J. VanderKam, An Introduction to Early Judaism (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –.

16 The connection of the three priests “who will not walk in the ways” is strengthened
by a few several words that appear in the following line (��� 	 
���	 	�
� �� 
�). As
Dimant astutely notes, a compelling parallel is found in QpHab VIII:–—a passage
almost universally agreed to be describing one of two Hasmonean rulers (either Jonathan
or Simon): ����� �
��� ���� �� 
� �� � ��� ���� ����� “the wicked priest, who was
called by the name ‘truth’ (i.e., had a good reputation) at the beginning of his service.”
See Dimant in DJD XXX (): .

17 This presumes that Aristobulus I (– b.c.e.) is not counted. Given his attenu-
ated reign, it seems reasonable not to count him. Should he be counted, however, Alexan-
der Jannaeus would be the fifth Maccabee to wear the priestly vestments.
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writer of the Apocryphon only knew of the first three Maccabean priests.
Dimant seems to think that if the priests are Maccabees, they should
be drawn from the group of Maccabees who also held the title “king.”
The text makes no mention of any such qualification and Dimant places
no such requirement on her first set of suggestions (Jason, Menelaus,
Alcimus). Why, if the referents are Maccabees, must they also hold the
title of "
� to be included on her list?18 The identification of the three
priests proves crucial for dating the text. The text is an ex eventuprophecy.
Since it only knows of three Maccabean high priests, it makes the most
sense to identify them with the first three Maccabean high priests. The
three priests “who will not walk in the ways” must be Jonathan, Simon,
and John Hyrcanus. If my thesis about the three priests is correct, then
the text must have been written after  but before  b.c.e. i.e., during
the reign of Hyrcanus.19 This time frame is crucial to contextualizing the
linguistic and motif-historical connections between the Apocryphon and
the book of Daniel. In the next section, I begin analysis of these issues.

Analysis

I am not the first to notice similarities between the book of Daniel and the
Apocryphon. Most of the linguistic parallels analyzed below are noted by
Devorah Dimant in the editio princeps.20 Neither am I the first to notice
motif-historical connections between the two works. Cana Werman has
analyzed the  year motif in the Apocryphon and argues that the text
is a reaction to the apocalyptic worldview in the book of Daniel.21 In
what follows, I build on some of the ground-work that has already been
done and attempt to highlight some connections that have not yet been
made. There is not sufficient space to discuss each of the sometimes
verbatim linguistic parallels in this paper. I have chosen to highlight three
expressions that seem to be part of a re-narration of events found in Dan

18 Dimant in DJD XXX (): .
19 Dimant lists several slightly earlier dates—based on the inclusion of Q. Never-

theless she also arrives at a second-century date, which is, as she notes, “suggested by the
affinities it displays to various second-century bce writings (Epistle of Jeremiah, Book of
Baruch, Animal Apocalypse, Jubilees, and Damascus Document).” Moreover, Dimant has
pointed out, the Romans are mentioned nowhere in the text while the Seleucids and the
Ptolemies both play significant roles. See Dimant in DJD XXX (): .

20 See ibid., –.
21 Werman, “Epochs and End-Time,” –.
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:–, :–. I begin, however, with a look at the -year motif in
the Apocryphon. As Werman has already shown, it establishes that the
relationship between the Apocryphon and the book of Daniel is not only
linguistic, but almost certainly the result of an intentional re-framing of
Daniel. Werman and I disagree on the question of how the Apocryphon
does this.

Motif-Historical Comparison

Before analyzing the linguistic similarities between the Apocryphon and
Daniel, it is useful to highlight a motif that both texts employ:  years of
punishment. The  year motif helps to set the stage for my arguments
that the linguistic similarities between Daniel and the Apocryphon attest
to a more programmatic relationship. What is the  year motif? In Jer
:– and :, the prophet declares that there will be seventy years
of destruction and Babylonian dominion. Dan  updates Jeremiah’s -
year prophecies in the Hellenistic period by reinterpreting the number 
as a reference to weeks, not years.22 In other words, Jeremiah did not
forecast  years of destruction, but  (×). The Apocryphon uses
the same  year period, but divides it in a different way. In other words,
the writer of the Apocryphon apparently realized that the chronology
and history in Daniel’s prophecy was problematic, just as the writer of
Daniel perceived Jeremiah’s -year prophecy to be problematic. It is
especially intriguing that Daniel is updated by a pseudonymous prophecy
of Jeremiah, since Daniel derives its  year scheme from the book of
Jeremiah in the first place. Perhaps it is not by chance.

Daniel divides the  years of punishment into three periods: 
weeks ( years) for the Babylonian Exile,  weeks ( years) from the
rebuilding of Jerusalem until the assassination of Onias III and the rise of
Antiochus IV Epiphanes, and  week ( years) divided into two stages: )
the desecration of the temple by Antiochus and his Jewish supporters and
) the end of the desecration.23 The problem, as one imagines the writer

22 See J.J. Collins, Daniel: A Commentary on the Book of Daniel (Hermeneia; Min-
neapolis: Fortress, ), –.

23 H. Eshel agrees with J. Montgomery that the first period refers to the period between
 and  b.c.e. If so, this would mean that the first period of Daniel’s prophecy is his-
torically accurate. Eshel, “Q, the -Year Prophecy, and the Calendrical History
of the Second Temple Period,” . See S.R. Driver, The Book of Daniel: With Introduc-
tion and Notes (The Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, ), . J. Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
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of the Apocryphon understood, is that most calculations of the -year
scheme conclude a considerable distance from the death of Antiochus IV
and the end of the Hellenistic religious reforms—especially if the 
week period ends with the assassination of Onias III (cf. Dan :). In
other words, if one begins their calculation in  b.c.e., an end-date
of somewhere around  b.c.e. is unavoidable. The latter date does not
square with the events Daniel describes on the cusp of the eschaton.
Apocryphon of Jeremiah C divides the  years not into weeks, but

Jubilees, i.e.,  year periods. The text does not appear to enumerate
events in terms of specific Jubilee periods in the way that Q does,
e.g., “In the seventh jubilee of the devastation of the land, they will forget
statute, festival, and Sabbath, and covenant” (Q  –). The text does,
however, use formulaic language to describe the transitions from one
imperial power to the next during the period of  years. For example,
expressions such as “in those days shall arise a king of the nations, a
blasphemer” (Q  ii – = Qa  –; Qa  – = Q
 i–ii ) and “the kingdom of Israel shall perish” (Q  ii  = Qa
 –; cf. Qa  – = Q  i–ii – = Q  iii –) are used
on multiple occasions. The historical progression of the text indicates
that the similar expressions in the Apocryphon do not refer to the same
persons and events.

Werman’s analysis of the  year motif in the Apocryphon leads her
to conclude that the Apocryphon was written in reaction to Daniel—
apparently soon after the book of Daniel was completed—and challenged
Daniel’s apocalyptic worldview. While Werman is undoubtedly correct
that the Apocryphon responds to Daniel and adapts the basic chronology
at work in Dan , I disagree with her about how it responds. Werman
holds that the Apocryphon responds to Daniel by eschewing its apoca-
lyptic worldview. She writes:

Whereas in Daniel no explanation is supplied for the deaths incurred
during the persecution, and one must await resurrection (Dan. :–)
to establish their cause, as far as can be determined, the Apocryphon

the Book of Daniel (ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, ), . See also K. Koch, Das Buch
Daniel (EdF ; Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, ), . But John
Collins has noted that Montgomery had to acknowledge that “the dating is then not from
the issue of the word,” but later (Collins, Daniel, ). Collins is skeptical of reading the
dates as anything but schematic since it is nearly impossible to interpret them literally
and still arrive at a date towards the end of the reign of Antiochus IV—especially if the
 week period must end at the time of the assassination of Onias III.



adjusting the apocalypse 

of Jeremiah views these deaths as justified. Its author validates reality,
and therefore seeks redemption neither in upper regions nor in cosmic
revolutions.24

I suggest, however, that the apparent Deuteronomic theology (i.e., re-
tributive justice in this lifetime) found in the Apocryphon relates specifi-
cally to its condemnation of priests (cf. Q  iii – = Qa  –;
Qa a–b – = Q  –)—not necessarily all of Israel. More-
over, the text does appear to include the idea of a final, eschatological
battle after which the righteous are gathered into the foliage of the tree
of life (Qa  ii –). The tree of life (�		�� #

.
�
. ) motif unambigu-

ously points to the concepts of resurrection and eternal life.25 Moreover,
Deuteronomic thought is not missing from the book of Daniel itself (cf.
the prayer in Dan ). In other words, “deuteronomic” and “apocalyp-
tic” cannot be treated as mutually exlusive categories in the thought of
Hellenistic Jewish writers. Morever, the way in which the Apocryphon
reworks a portion of the prophecy in Dan  indicates a different rela-
tionship to the  year motif. In the next section, I highlight linguistic
connections between the two texts. These shared expressions and their
literary contexts indicate that the Apocryphonmust have been written to
correct Daniel—not oppose it.

Linguistic Comparisons

Three adjectival descriptions fromApocryphon of JeremiahChave signifi-
cant parallels in Dan –. Two of the expressions are found in the over-
lapping fragments Qa a–b and Q  and parallel terms used in
Dan : ���� �	
���� and �	�� 	�	�	��. A third expression, from Qa
 , has a parallel in Dan : [�]	 ����. Below I provide a combined
translation of the portion of the text in which these expressions are found.
The narrative probably describes the rise of Antiochus IV, his campaign
against Egypt in  b.c.e., the rise of the Hellenizing high priests (i.e.,
Jason, Menelaus) and the Hellenistic religious reforms. It presumes the
Maccabean revolt (as well as resistance by other groups), the advent of the
Hasmonean state, and internal struggles during the Hasmonean period.26

24 Werman, “Epochs and End-Time,” .
25 Cf. Dimant inDJDXXX (): –. I provide a lengthier treatment of the tree

of life motif in my Ph.D. dissertation, “Between Symbolism and Realism,” –.
26 These lines of text are taken from the complete combined text and translation found

in my dissertation, “Between Symbolism and Realism,” –. In the edition above
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 [Jacob. In] those[days] will arise a king of the nations, a blasphemer,
and a doer Of evils and [

 And in his days [I will invalidate (i.e., remove)] Israel from (being)
a people. In his days I will break the kingdom of

 Egypt [ ] and Egypt and Israel I will break and hand over to the
sword

 And I will [dev]astate the [la]nd and (from it) will I remove human-
ity and I will abandon

 the land into the hands of the angels of Mastemot, and I will hide
[my face]

 [from Is]rael. And this will be a sign for them: On the day that I
abandon the land in d[esolation],

 then the priests of Jerusalem will [return] to serving other gods and
[to ac]t

 according to the abominations of the [nations].
 three who will rul[e
 [and] the holy of holie[s]
 and th[ose] who lead to righteousness
 ] God[
 ]a number of priests[
 ] others [
 ]the altar[
 those felled by the sword
 ] it defiled [
 ] three priests who will not walk in the ways
 [of the] first/former [priests] (who) by the name of the God of Israel
were called.

 And in their days will be brought down the pride of those who act
wickedly (against the) covenant as well as servants of the foreigner.

 And in th[at] generation, Israel will be rent asunder, each m[a]n
warring with his neighbor

lines – correspond to Qa  – = Q  iii – = Q  i–ii – and
lines – correspond to Qa a–b – = Q  –. Overlaps are italicized. Since
in some cases as many as three manuscripts overlap, there is no distinction between which
manuscript preserves which letters of the overlapping word(s).
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 over the Torah (or, “teaching”) and over the covenant and I will cast
a hunger over the l[an]d, but not

 for bread, and a thirst, but n[ot] for water, [ra]ther, to [hear my
word]

A significant portion of the narrative above may mirror Dan :–.
Dan :– details Antiochus’ failed attack on Egypt (foiled by the
Romans) and his subsequent campaign into Jerusalem. The brief passage
is worth quoting in its entirety:

The ships of the Kittim shall come against him and he shall lose heart and
retreat. He shall rage against the holy covenant and he shall take action and
returning he shall pay heed to those who forsake the holy covenant (	���
��� �	��). His forces shall occupy and profane the temple and the fortress.
They shall do away with the regular offering and set up the abomination
of desolation. Now those who have violated the covenant (�	�� 	�	���) he
shall seduce with flattery, but the people who know their God shall stand
strong and take action. The wise among the people (�� 	
	���) shall give
understanding to many. They shall fall by sword (���� �
����) and flame
and (shall suffer) captivity and plunder for some days. When they stumble,
they shall receive a little help, but many shall join them insincerely. Some
of the wise shall stumble, so that they might be refined, and purified, and
whitened until the time of the end, for it is yet the appointed time.

(NRSV)

The first important expression is found in line : ���� �	
��� “those
felled by the sword.” Flusser notes that the “sword of God” motif has wide
currency as an eschatological motif within ancient Jewish apocalypses,
but “those felled by the sword” in the Apocryphon do not fit within this
context.27 The time frame in which the individuals fall by the sword is
not the final apocalyptic battle, but apparently the time of Antiochus’
religious reforms and the Maccabean revolt. It is apparently not the
enemies of God that fall by the sword, but the faithful. This scenario finds
a parallel in the book of Daniel.28

27 The motif appears in Daniel, Enoch, Sib. Or. , the Oracle of Hystaspes, and
QM. See D. Flusser, Judaism of the Second Temple Period, vol. : Qumran and Apoca-
lypticism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –.

28 There is no lack of individuals falling by the sword in the Hebrew Bible. Cf. Num
:, ; Sam :; :; Kgs :; Chr :; Ps :; Is :; :; :; :; Jer
:; :; :; Lam :; Ezek :; :; :; :; :; :; :; :, , ;
:–; :; :; Hos :; :; Amos :. What sets Daniel apart is that it, like
the Apocryphon, uses the term while addressing the Hellenistic religious reforms.
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The book of Daniel reports that the �	
	��� will “fall by the sword”
(���� �
����): “The wise among the people will give understanding to
many; for some days, however, they shall fall by the sword and flame,
and suffer captivity and plunder” (Dan :). The group that “falls by
the sword” is also referred to as �	��� 	 	��� in : (see below). The
Apocryphon uses nearly the same description ([�]	 ����) for the group
in the midst of the religious reforms—not just at the eschaton. Alone
the expression might tell an interpreter little, but when coupled with the
expressions �	�� 	�	�	�� and ���� 	���, which find even more compelling
parallels in Dan , the book of Daniel emerges as a likely source of this
portion of the Apocryphon.

The �	�� 	�	�	�� “Those who act wickedly (against the) covenant”
and ���� 	��� “servants of the foreigner” (lines –) appear to be
synonymous in the Apocryphon. Both adjectival descriptions portray
Jews by characteristic actions. The expression �	�� 	�	�	�� and another
similar expression, �	�� 	���, are used in at least two other roughly
contemporary texts—though not with the same orthography: Daniel and
QM.29

In Dan , �	�� 	��� “those who forsake the holy covenant” and 	�	���
�	�� “those who have violated the covenant” are synonymous. In both
cases they refer to Jewish (priestly) officials who were hellenizers. In other
words, these figures are sympathetic to the vision of �(κ�υμ�νη pursued
by Alexander the Great and developed in Syro-Palestine by Antiochus IV.
“Those who have violated the covenant” (�	�� 	�	���) is almost certainly
a reference to the high priest Menelaus and his party (though it could
probably be as well applied to the former high priest Jason). According
to Macc :, Menelaus not only allowed Antiochus’ desecration of
the temple, but personally guided Antiochus through the temple. He is
described as κα� τ'ν ν�μων κα� τ&ς πατρ!δ�ς πρ�δ�την γεγ�ν�τα “a
traitor both to the laws and to his country” (Macc :). Martin Hengel
points to an account in the Tosefta, that while legendary, nevertheless
expresses how in his words, “The extreme Hellenists under Menelaus had
lost any interest in sacrifice according to the law:”30

29 The first yod is unanticipated. Dimant speculates that the first yod placed after the
rešmay stand for the i-sound of rešwhich was pronounced as the i-sound of the following
šin. Based on extant vocalizations of III-guttural hip#il participles, however, I suggest that
it is more likely a scribal error—an ancient typo.

30 M. Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism: Studies in their Encounter in Palestine during the
Early Hellenistic Period (trans. J. Bowden; Philadelphia: Fortress, ), .
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And when the gentiles went into the sanctuary, she came along and
stamped on the altar, screaming at it, “Wolf, wolf! You have wiped out
[devoured] the fortune of Israel and did not then stand up for them in
the time of their trouble.”31 (t. Sukkah :)

Hengel comments about the passage, “The uselessness of the tamid offer-
ing could not be expressed more vividly. The age of this legend is shown
by the fact that it was later transferred to Titus.”32 Indeed, the thesis of
Hengel’s famous Judaism and Hellenism is that Menelaus and his Tobiad
supporters were the authors of the edict of persecution. While I dis-
agree with Hengel that, “One cannot speak of a deliberate policy of Hel-
lenization on the part of the Seleucids or Antiochus IV,” there seems lit-
tle doubt that the political ambitions of Jews such as Menelaus played a
major role in the development and implementation of the Hellenistic reli-
gious reforms. Regardless of who was the driving force behind the Hel-
lenistic religious reforms, and we err in attempting to isolate only one,
Menelaus’ role would have easily won him and his supporters the titles
�	�� 	�	�	�� “violators of the covenant” and ���� 	��� “servants of the
foreigner.” Other evidence points in the same direction.

In QM I:– the expression �	�� 	�	��� is used to describe Jews who
collaborate with foreign powers against the faithful:

The first attack of the Sons of Light shall be undertaken against the forces
of the Sons of Darkness, the army of Belial the troops of Edom, Moab, the
sons of Ammon, and [ ] Philistia and the troops of the Kittim of Asshur.
Supporting them are those who have violated the covenant (�	�� 	�	���).33

David Flusser has shown that Dan  and the specific term �	�� 	�	���
was taken up by the writer of QM and used to describe those who collab-
orate with Greek imperialists—though in a later historical setting. Flusser
finds that QM appropriates the term to name Seleucid sympathizers in
the time of Alexander Jannaeus—preferring to see in the “violators of the
covenant” a reflection of the invasion of Demetrius II (Eucaerus) in 
b.c.e. with Jewish help. In any case, he holds that the historical situation
must be in Hasmonean times and must predate the fall of Seleucid Syria
in  b.c.e., since the text includes the Kittim of Ashur in the battle.34

31 Trans. J. Neusner, The Tosefta: Second Division, Moed (The Order of the Appointed
Times) (New York: Ktav, ).

32 Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism, .
33 Trans. M. Wise, M. Abegg, and E. Cook in Texts Concerned with Religious Law (ed.

D.W. Parry and E. Tov; The Dead Sea Scrolls Reader ; Leiden: Brill, ), .
34 Flusser, Judaism of the Second Temple Period, :–.
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I suggest, like Flusser did about QM, that Apocryphon of Jeremiah C
attempts to update the eschatological prophecy in Dan  (as well as the
 year prophecy) slightly earlier.35

A final expression that finds an important parallel in the book of
Daniel is located in line . A group is described as [�]	 ���� “th[ose]
who lead to righteousness.” The group appears on the scene after Jeru-
salem priests begin to “serve other gods” during the Hellenistic period
(lines –). The text perhaps even includes a veiled reference to Jason,
Menelaus, and Alcimus as “three who will rule” (line ). “Those who
lead to righteousness” are active in the wake of the Hellenistic religious
reforms and, ostensibly, attempt to resist the reforms.

Dimant suggests a parallel with Dan :: “Those who are wise shall
shine like the brightness of the sky, and those who lead many to righ-
teousness (�	��� 	 	���), like the stars forever and ever.” In Dan :, the
�	
��� and the �	��� 	 	��� are probably synonyms. Both expressions
describe groups present during the Hellenistic religious reforms who will
be rewarded for their faithfulness at the end of days. They are not groups
that emerge after the death of Antiochus IV or with the advent of the
eschaton. The eschaton is merely the time of their reward. (I.e., While
their location in Dan : might appear suggest a context later in time
than the events described in Dan :–, it does not. “Those who lead
many to righteousness” are almost certainly the same as the “wise” from
Dan —some of whom “fell by the sword”). Since the context of line 
appears to be the reign of Antiochus IV and his religious reforms, this
fragment provides a group-specific term shared by the Apocryphon and
Dan . It is notable that this term is not found elsewhere in Hellenistic
Hebrew. The Apocryphon shares expressions with Daniel that are, with
one exception, not widespread.

Few would disagree that the Apocryphon, like Dan , narrates the
Hellenistic religious reforms and their immediate aftermath. I hope to
have shown, however, that the Apocryphon not only narrates the same
or similar events, but appropriates specific vocabulary found in Dan –
. In other words, the Apocryphon does not merely narrative the same
events as the book of Daniel, it narrates events from the book of Daniel.
Below is a chart of the similarities I have highlighted.

35 Another related expression is found in CD :–. Cf. also CD –; Pss. Sol. :–
; :–.



adjusting the apocalypse 

Book of Daniel Apocryphon of Jeremiah C
 year scheme (:)  year scheme (Q  i–ii –)
���� �
���� And they will fall by the
sword (:)

���� �	
���� those felled by the sword
(line  = Qa a–b  = Q  )

�	�� 	�	��� those who have violated
the covenant (:)

�	�� 	�	�	�� those who have violated
covenant (line  = Qa a–b  =
Q  )

�	��� 	 	��� those who lead many
to righteousness (:)

[�]	 ���� th[ose] who lead to
righteousness (line  = Qa  )

Conclusions

In this paper I focused on three issues that illuminate the relationship
of the Apocryphon to the book of Daniel. First, I argued that based on
content, the Apocryphon should be dated precisely to the period of the
reign of John Hyrcanus, –b.c.e. This date places the Apocryphon
only – years after the completion of the book of Daniel. Since it
postdates the book of Daniel, similarities in motif and language point
to the Apocryphon’s potential dependence on the book of Daniel. This
dependence is made problematic by the fact that the Apocryphon uses
a chronological motif that is, ostensibly, already exhausted in the book
of Daniel. In other words, while it is noteworthy in and of itself that the
Apocryphon and Daniel share some relatively rare terms, the fact that they
use those terms to narrate the same events indicates that theApocryphon
is not simply aware of Daniel or influenced by Daniel, but is making
a literary argument by means of Daniel. For Werman, the Apocryphon
attempts to neutralize Daniel’s apocalyptic message and place the deity’s
justice back in the here-and-now. The text strikes me as a more likely
example of rewriting/reworking in which the prophecies from the book
of Daniel are updated and corrected for application in a new day. That
new day must be the reign of John Hyrcanus. While the writer of the
Apocryphonmust have realized that the book of Daniel did not correctly
apply the -year scheme, he nevertheless believed in the ultimate truth
of the concept. By using the language that Daniel used to narrate the
history that Daniel narrated, the writer breathes new life into Daniel’s
prophecies and specifically the  year scheme and gives them a fresh
chance at coming to fruition. So the writer of the Apocryphon was not
an opponent of Daniel, but a proponent of Daniel. He believed in the
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ultimate truth of Daniel’s prophecy and attempted to situate it at a time
when its potential could exist in a nearly, but not yet realized state once
more.

There are more linguistic parallels between the book of Daniel and the
Apocryphon of Jeremiah C than I have had space to discuss in this paper.
These additional expressions include, for example, ����� "
� “king of the
north” as a description for Seleucid kings. I hope to have demonstrated,
however, that the Apocryphon shares not only random linguistic simi-
larities and a common chronological motif with the book of Daniel, but
that it actually appropriates elements from Daniel’s narrative prophecy
in order to adjust the advent of the eschaton. The Apocryphon continues
to narrate the ex eventu prophecies from Dan – past the time frame
found in the book of Daniel and through the first three Maccabean high
priests (Jonathan, Simon, John Hyrcanus) to the time of its own writer.
The writer of the Apocryphon understood that the end of the world did
not occur just after Antiochus IV died. In spite of this major problem
with Daniel’s prophecy, the writer of the Apocryphon apparently did not
dismiss Daniel’s prophecy as totally failed or finished. Instead, the writer
carried on some of Daniel’s narrative prophecy and updated it approxi-
mately sixty years later. The new prediction found in the Apocryphon fits
much closer to the date at which one arrives when subtracting  from
 or even  (the sort of date one might have expected the book of
Daniel to arrive at in the first place). The Apocryphon thus attempts to
show that Daniel was not ultimately wrong, but perhaps mistaken in its
calculations.
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() The discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls sixty years ago and their sub-
sequent publication have led to a renewed interest in and evaluation of
biblical interpretation in the Second Temple period. Previously unknown
genres of interpretation, such as the pesharim, were found alongside
compositions already known from ancient translations. “New” works
that generically resemble other Jewish compositions of the Second Tem-
ple period, such as those classified as Rewritten Bible or parabiblical,
were uncovered and the Qumran corpus has highlighted the prevalence
and significance of these texts within Jewish literature in Antiquity.1
The attributes “rewritten” and “para-” texts both indicate some level of
relationship to a base-text that has been expanded, changed, reworked,

1 The term “Rewritten Bible” was first used by G. Vermes, Scripture and Tradition
in Judaism: Haggadic Studies (StPB ; Leiden: Brill, ), . Subsequent studies that
have analyzed the nature and extent of this phenomenon in Jewish literature of the Sec-
ond Temple period include G.W.E. Nickelsburg, “The Bible Rewritten and Expanded,” in
Jewish Writings of the Second Temple Period: Apocrypha, Pseudepigrapha, Qumran Sec-
tarian Writings, Philo, Josephus (ed. M. Stone; CRINT .; Assen: Van Gorcum, ),
–; D.J. Harrington, “The Bible Rewritten,” in Early Judaism and Its Modern Inter-
preters (ed. R.A. Kraft and G.W.E. Nickelsburg; Atlanta: Scholars Press, ), –;
P.S. Alexander, “Retelling the Old Testament,” in It is Written: Scripture Citing Scripture:
Essays in Honour of Barnabas Lindars (ed. D.A. Carson and H.G.M. Williamson; Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, ), –; E. Tov, “Rewritten Bible Composi-
tions and Biblical Manuscripts, with Special Attention to the Samaritan Pentateuch,”DSD
 (): –; S. White Crawford, “The ‘Rewritten’ Bible at Qumran: A Look at Three
Texts,” ErIsr  (): –; G.J. Brooke, “Rewritten Bible,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea
Scrolls (ed. L.H. Schiffman and J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press,
), :–; M. Segal, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible,” inBiblical Interpretation
at Qumran (ed. M. Henze; Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –; M.J. Bernstein, “ ‘Rewritten Bible’: A Generic Category
which has Outlived its Usefulness?” Text  (): –.
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or interpreted. Some scholars have objected to the use of these terms,
because the descriptions assume the existence of a biblical text that was
rewritten or reworked. According to their argument, since there was no
one fixed text for each of the biblical books in the late Second Tem-
ple period, the term Bible itself is inaccurate and anachronistic, and
therefore the derivative term Rewritten Bible is misplaced and mislead-
ing.2

Contrary to this objection, however, the claim that the fluid nature
of biblical texts throughout the Second Temple period invalidates the
notion of authoritative compositions during this time seems to me to
be exaggerated. Although we cannot speak of the one and only text of
Genesis or Exodus from this era, the differences between the various tex-
tual witnesses all fall within a relatively narrow range. Even in the most
radical of cases for which we have textual evidence of multiple literary
editions of the same biblical book, such as Esther or Daniel,3 there is
no question in the mind of a reader that they indeed reflect the same
composition.4 This is even more pronounced in those books where the
various witnesses exhibit some degree of textual fluidity and variation,
but essentially point to the same literary edition. The presence of textual
variation does not negate the presence of identifiable, authoritative com-
positions. One should avoid confusing the notions of authoritative works
(or “canonicity” with all of its accompanying problems) on the hand, and

2 See e.g., the discussions of H. Najman, Seconding Sinai: The Development of Mosaic
Discourse in Second Temple Judaism (JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; J.G. Campbell,
“ ‘Rewritten Bible’ and ‘Parabiblical Texts’: A Terminological and Ideological Critique,”
in New Directions in Qumran Studies: Proceedings of the Bristol Colloquium on the Dead
Sea Scrolls, – September  (ed. idem, W.J. Lyons, and L.K. Pietersen; London: T&T
Clark, ), –; R.A. Kraft, “Para-mania: Beside, Before and Beyond Bible Studies,”
JBL  (): –; A.K. Petersen, “Rewritten Bible as a Borderline Phenomenon:
Genre, Textual Strategy, or Canonical Anachronism?” in Flores Florentino: Dead Sea
Scrolls and Other Early Jewish Studies in Honour of Florentino García Martínez (ed.
A. Hilhorst, É. Puech, and E. Tigchelaar; JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.

3 For a description of the unique character of these witnesses, see most recently
E. Tov, “Three Strange Books of the LXX: Kings, Esther, and Daniel Compared with
Similar Rewritten Compositions from Qumran and Elsewhere,” inDie Septuaginta: Texte,
Kontexte, Lebenswelten (ed. M. Karrer and W. Kraus; WUNT ; Tübingen: Mohr
Siebeck, ), –; repr. inHebrew Bible, Greek Bible, andQumran: Collected Essays
(TSAJ ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –.

4 I proposed a similar argument a number of years ago with specific reference to the
so-called Reworked Pentateuch texts from Cave ; see M. Segal, “QReworked Penta-
teuch or QPentateuch?” in The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years After Their Discovery: Pro-
ceedings of the Jerusalem Congress, July –,  (ed. L.H. Schiffman et al.; Jerusalem:
Israel Exploration Society, ), –; idem, “Between Bible and Rewritten Bible.”
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an authoritative text on the other. The concept of Bible can exist even
without one, specific established version of the text.

() I would like to express a different reservation about using the term
“rewritten” Bible, which is perhaps solved by employing the term “para-
biblical.”5 Classic examples of parabiblical texts include the book of Ju-
bilees, the Genesis Apocryphon from Cave , and the Temple Scroll. In
each of these instances, the rewritten composition can be compared to
the known versions of the biblical text, and from this synoptic perspec-
tive, the relationship between the source text and the rewritten text can
be described. The differences between the “original” and the rewritten
versions can be compared in order to determine in what ways and for
what reasons the latter has revised the former. From this perspective, the
rewritten version is an immediate descendant of the biblical source-text,
sometimes following it closely, and at other times at more of a distance.
However, this theoretical description assumes that the rewritten biblical
texts currently in our possession are direct rewritings of a biblical text,
each working off of a specific biblical text. However, I suggest that this
assumption is methodologically problematic. As has been demonstrated
by various scholars, and as I myself attempted to show in the case of
Jubilees,6 compositions that we describe as Rewritten Bible, do not rely
on the Bible alone for their source material.7 Works such as Jubilees are

5 As noted by S.D. Fraade, “Rewritten Bible and Rabbinic Midrash as Commentary,”
inCurrent Trends in the Study of Midrash (ed. C. Bakhos; JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ),
–, at – n. , this term appears to have been proposed first by H.L. Ginsberg,
review of J.A. Fitzmyer,TheGenesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave I: A Commentary, TS 
(): –, at , in reference to the Genesis Apocryphon. The label “parabiblical”
has gained popularity of late, and was chosen as the name of the four volumes of
DJD (XIII, XIX, XXII, XXX), which present texts related to the Bible. See also e.g.,
G.J. Brooke, “Parabiblical Prophetic Narratives,” inThe Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty Years:
A Comprehensive Assessment (ed. P.W. Flint and J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Leiden: Brill,
–), :–. For further use of this term and a discussion of the importance
of this literature before Qumran, see A. Lange, “The Parabiblical Literature of the Qumran
Library and the Canonical History of the Hebrew Bible,” in Emanuel: Studies in Hebrew
Bible, Septuagint and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov (ed. S.M. Paul et al.;
VTSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), –. In theEncyclopedia of theDead Sea Scrolls :,
the entry “Parabiblical Literature” consists of a reference to Brooke, “Rewritten Bible.”

6 M. Segal, The Book of Jubilees: Rewritten Bible, Redaction, Ideology and Theology
(JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ).

7 E.g., for the Genesis Apocryphon, see most recently M.J. Bernstein, “Divine Titles
and Epithets and the Sources of the Genesis Apocryphon,” JBL  (): –. For
the Temple Scroll, see Y. Yadin, The Temple Scroll ( vols.; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration
Society, ), : (“or at least its main sections”), ; A.M. Wilson and L. Wills,
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based not only on the texts of the various biblical books, but also upon
other earlier, extant rewritten biblical texts. In fact, the process of rewrit-
ing and reuse is perhaps the most fundamental of literary activities in
ancient Israelite and Jewish culture. In that sense, the term Rewritten
Bible is misleading, since it seemingly refers to the process of compo-
sition of the new work, but in reality refers to the nature of the later work
vis-à-vis a biblical book. It implies that the biblical book is being rewrit-
ten, and not that the final product is a rewritten form of the biblical book.
This problem is obviated by the use of the term “parabiblical,” which does
not posit any direct implications as to the process by which the text was
created, but merely indicates that the text reflects some degree of rela-
tionship with the Bible itself.

() While many of these parabiblical works are assumed to interpret
the Bible, and therefore can be classified as exegesis, some scholars have
called for a reconsideration of the interpretive nature of these compo-
sitions. They suggest instead that the texts reflect the crystallization of
alternative, “pre-canonical” traditions, parallel to those that were re-
corded in the Bible. According to this claim, the perspective of source
and interpretation is the result of certain canonical conceptions (or mis-
conceptions), according to which the books that eventually became those
that made up the Bible are perceived as “sources,” and all other related
books are immediately assumed to be interpreting them. Theoretically,
in any of these instances, the so-called parabiblical text might reflect not
interpretation or reuse, but rather an independent crystallization of the
motifs and themes also found in the biblical text.8 This possibility is bol-
stered if one assumes that both biblical and parabiblical texts are them-
selves each based upon sources, as noted above. Why assume that com-
position A is based upon composition B, when they both might be based
upon common building-blocks? Are there any criteria by which one can
determine whether a certain work is “pre-canonical,” reflecting an alter-
nate literary development, or “post-canonical,” reflecting interpretation
of an authoritative textual composition?

“Literary Sources of the Temple Scroll,” HTR  (): –; M.O. Wise, A Critical
Study of the Temple Scroll fromQumran Cave  (SAOC ; Chicago: Oriental Institute of
the University of Chicago, ); S. White Crawford,The Temple Scroll and Related Texts
(Companion to the Qumran Scrolls ; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, ), –.

8 See Kraft, “Para-mania.”
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A Rabbinic “Postcursor” of Earlier Traditions

In the context of this brief article, I limit my remarks to one example,
which I suggest demonstrates the contribution of rabbinic interpreta-
tion to this question. The recognition that many of the phenomena found
implicitly in rewritten biblical texts of the Second Temple period corre-
spond to common, later midrashic principles, often expressed explicitly
in rabbinic literature, demonstrates the interpretive nature of the former.9
Although one must always be careful methodologically of retrojecting
later assumptions into earlier texts, the presence of similar approaches
and techniques in both of these bodies of literature offers the basis for
a fruitful comparison of the two. The texts under discussion here stand
along a continuum of intensive Jewish interpretive activity from inner-
biblical interpretation through the rabbinic period. While there were
clearly developments along the way, both in specific interpretations and
in the development of new genres, many of the same underlying inter-
pretive principles can be identified throughout these works. A discussion
of all of the various modes and methods of rabbinic interpretation is far
beyond the scope of this discussion, and I have chosen to analyze here one
extended example of this phenomenon. I suggest that this instance illus-
trates the much broader trend of rewritten biblical compositions serving
as forerunners of subsequent modes of biblical interpretation.

The specific example concerns the biblical narrative in Gen , which
records Abram and Sarai’s descent to Egypt due to famine in the Land
of Canaan. The events of this story are retold in both the Genesis Apo-
cryphon and in Jubilees, each adding details, with numerous parallels
between them. For example, it is unclear from the biblical story how
much time the protagonists spent in the Land before they went to Egypt,
or for how long they remained in Egypt before returning. Both the Gen-
esis Apocryphon and Jubilees relate to these questions, and offer identi-
cal chronological details, although each uses a different literary strategy
to present these data. In Jubilees, the dates are part of the larger hep-
tadic chronological framework of the entire book, which begins with the
creation of the world, and by which every event in the biblical period
is dated, including these specific events. In the Genesis Apocryphon, the
dating of these specific events is somewhat anomalous, since at least in

9 See also the insightful discussion of Fraade, “Rewritten Bible and Rabbinic Mid-
rash,” who identifies some of the formal and non-formal elements of “Rewritten Bible”
within rabbinic midrashim.
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the preserved portions of the scroll, there is no attempt to systematically
date the many events in the biblical narrative, akin to what is found in
Jubilees. TheGenesis Apocryphon’s chronology of the events surrounding
Abram and Sarai’s descent to, sojourn in, and departure from Egypt can
be pieced together from a number of lines in columns XIX–XXII:10

(a) QapGen ar XIX:–11
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And I kept going southward [and] wen[t] until I reached Hebron. At [that
time] Hebron was bu[i]lt, and I dwelt/ [the]re [for two ye]ars. vacat Now
there was a famine in all this land, and I heard that [there was] gr[ai]n in
Egypt.

(b) QapGen ar XIX:–
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And at the end of those five years,/ three men from the nobles of Egyp[t
came] to me [ ] of Pharaoh Zoan concerning [my] words and concerning
my wife.

(c) QapGen ar XXII:–
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After these events God appeared to Abram in a vision and said to him,
“Look, ten years have elapsed since the day that you departed from Haran.
You passed two here, seven in Egypt, and one since you returned fromEgypt.”

The relevant periods added to the biblical text are as follows: two years
in Hebron on the way down to Egypt, five years in Egypt before Sarai
was taken by Pharaoh, followed by two more years until they left Egypt.
I suggest that some of this new data is the result of a broader exegetical
phenomenon in this section of the Genesis Apocryphon, namely the har-
monization or assimilation of two parallel pentateuchal stories: Abram

10 All of the readings and translations here are those of J.A. Fitzmyer, The Genesis
Apocryphon of Qumran Cave  (Q): A Commentary (rd ed.; BibOr /B; Rome:
Pontifical Biblical Institute, ), unless noted otherwise.

11 In truth, this first source does not contribute to the chronological discussion, since
the relevant information is reconstructed, based upon QapGen ar XXII:–. As will
be demonstrated in the discussion below, however, this source does provide important
evidence for the harmonization of the rewritten story in Gen  with the subsequent
story of national enslavement and emancipation.
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and Sarai in Egypt from Gen  and the much longer narrative describ-
ing the descent of Jacob’s family to Egypt, the subsequent subjugation
of the Israelites, and the eventual Exodus and return to the Promised
Land.12 The parallel between the personal patriarchal pericope and the
national narrative was later recognized explicitly in rabbinic literature,
most clearly expounded in Gen. Rab.  in the name of R. Phineas, a
fourth century c.e. Amora living in Israel, who provided a long list of
parallels between Abram and Sarai’s descent to Egypt due to famine and
their eventual departure in Gen , and the later enslavement and exo-
dus of the Israelites from the end of Genesis through the book of Exo-
dus:13

AND HE DEALT WELL WITH ABRAM, etc. (Gen :). It is written,
And Pharaoh gave men charge concerning him, etc. (ibid. ). R. Phinehas
commented in R. Hoshaya’s name: The Holy One, blessed be He, said to
our father Abraham, “Go forth and tread out a path for thy children.” For
you find that everything written in connection with Abraham is written in
connection with his children.

In connection with Abraham it is written, And there was a famine in the
land (ibid. ); while in connection with Israel it is written, For these two
years hath the famine been in the land (Gen :).

Abraham: And Abram went down into Egypt; Israel: And our fathers went
down into Egypt (Num :).

Abraham: To sojourn there; Israel: To sojourn in the land are we come (Gen
:).

Abraham: For the famine was sore in the land; Israel: And the famine was
sore in the land (Gen :).

12 The relationship between these stories in the Bible itself has been noted by many
scholars. See e.g., U. Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Genesis (trans. I. Abrahams;
 vols.; Jerusalem: Magnes, –), –; A. Shinan and Y. Zakovitch,Abramand
Sarai in Egypt: Gen. :– in the Bible, the Old Versions and the Ancient Jewish Litera-
ture (Research Projects of the Institute of Jewish Studies Monograph Series ; Jerusalem:
Hebrew University, ), – (Hebrew). For the phenomenon of assimilation or
harmonization between biblical narratives, see Y. Zakovitch, “Assimilation in Biblical
Narratives,” in Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism (ed. J. Tigay; Philadelphia: Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania Press, ), –; M.J. Bernstein, “Re-arrangement, Antic-
ipation and Harmonization as Exegetical Features in the Genesis Apocryphon,” DSD 
(): –.

13 English translation taken fromMidrash Rabbah: Translated into English with Notes,
Glossary and Indices (ed. H. Freedman and M. Simon;  vols.; London: Soncino, ),
:–. For the Hebrew text, see J. Theodor and C. Albeck, eds., Midrash Bereshit
Rabbah (Jerusalem: Wahrmann, ), –.
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Abraham: And it came to pass, when he was come near to enter into Egypt;
Israel: And when Pharaoh drew nigh—(Exod :).

Abraham: And they will kill me, but thee they will keep alive; Israel: Every
son that is born ye shall cast into the river, and every daughter ye shall save
alive (Exod :).

Abraham: Say, I pray thee, that thou art my sister, that it may be well with
me; Israel: And God dealt well with the midwives (ibid. ).

Abraham: And it came to pass, that, when Abram was come into Egypt;
Israel: Now these are the names of the sons of Israel, who came in Egypt
(ibid. ).

Abraham: And Abram was very rich in cattle, in silver, and in gold (Gen
:); Israel: And He brought them forth with silver and gold (Ps :).

Abraham:And Pharaoh gavemen charge concerning him, and they sent him
away; Israel: And the Egyptians were urgent upon the people, to send them
out (Exod :).

Abraham: And he went on his journeys (Gen :); Israel: These are the
journeys of the children of Israel (Num :).

This midrashic source lists numerous similarities between the two sto-
ries (including the historiographical Psalm ). While some of the cor-
respondences are more convincing than others, the general thrust of the
argument does appear to be valid. The parallels between the two include:

. Abram and Jacob/Israel descended to Egypt due to famine in Ca-
naan;

. Sarai and the Israelites were taken/enslaved by Pharaoh;
. God afflicted Pharaoh and the Egyptians with plagues;
. Abraham and the Israelites departed with great wealth;
. Abraham and Israel returned to Canaan.

I suggest that the exegetical principle made explicit in R. Phineas’ formu-
lation, “For you find that everything written in connection with Abra-
ham is written in connection with his children,” serves as the motiva-
tion for a number of details in the Genesis Apocryphon, including the
division into the periods of two and five years at the time of the descent
into Egypt. Note the following additions or changes in the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon’s rewritten version of Gen :14

14 The interpretive thrust outlined here is one among many found in the Genesis
Apocryphon’s rewritten story of Abram and Sarai in Egypt, and is not intended to be an
exhaustive analysis of the biblical interpretation that finds expression in that section.
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(i) Genesis : records that there was a famine in the Land, and that
Abram travelled to Egypt to wait it out. There is no explanation in the
biblical text as to why he specifically chose Egypt as his destination, but
this information is provided in QapGen ar XIX:: “Now there was a
famine in all this land, and I heard that [there was] gr[ai]n in Egypt.”
This explanation is not the creation of this author, but rather is based
directly upon Gen :: �	���� ��� �	 	� 	���� ��� ���	�, “and [Jacob]
said, ‘Now I hear that there are rations to be had in Egypt’ ” (cf. the Tar-
gumim to Gen : for the similar formulation in Aramaic). Bernstein
adduces this case as “the simplest and least conscious type of harmo-
nization . . . the translation or adaptation of a biblical text is affected lin-
guistically by another passage which is analogous to it or with which it
shares common elements.”15 At the same time, he allows for the pos-
sibility that the association between the stories was performed inten-
tionally,16 a possibility that is bolstered by the other parallels suggested
here.

(ii) In Gen :, the victims of the afflictions are listed in brief as
Pharaoh and his household. There is no description of any attempt to
mitigate or cure the maladies that plagued them. In contrast, QapGen
ar XX:– offers an expanded version, according to which Pharaoh
enlisted the assistance of his magicians and wise men in an attempt to
ward off their deleterious effects:

So he sent for () all the [wi]se [men] of Egypt, all the magicians, together
with all the physicians of Egypt, (to see) whether they would be able to
cure him of this plague, and the men of () his house. But none of the
physicians, magicians or any of the wise men were able to rise up and cure
him, for that spirit afflicted all of them (too) () and they fled.

The general motif here can be described as the competition between a
successful, victorious Israelite/Jewish courtier and the unsuccessful Gen-
tile wise men, and is also found in biblical texts such as Gen :–;
Exod :, ; :; :; Dan :–; :–, ; :–, –.17 The for-
mulation in the Genesis Apocryphon combines elements from the Daniel
narratives, particularly the inclusion of magicians (�	���) amongst the
wise men (cf. Dan :, ; :; :, , ). The strongest inspiration,

15 Bernstein, “Re-arrangement,” ; Fitzmyer, Genesis Apocryphon,  accepts Bern-
stein’s suggestion of unconscious harmonization.

16 Shinan and Zakovitch, Abram and Sarai, .
17 See Fitzmyer, Genesis Apocryphon, .
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however, appears to once again be the influence of the Exodus story
upon the “mini”-Exodus in the time of Abram, especially Exod : in
which the �	���� were unable to withstand the effects of the plague of
boils.

(iii) According to Gen , after Abram reached Canaan, he first trav-
eled to Shechem (v. ), and then to Bethel (v. ). His subsequent stops
along the way to Egypt are not mentioned explicitly, and instead the
Hebrew text reads: ��!�� ����� "�
� ����� ��*	� “Abraham journeyed by
stage toward the Negeb” (v. ). The rewritten story in the Genesis Apo-
cryphon (and Jub. :) adds another detail—Abram dwelled in Hebron
prior to arriving in Egypt. Where were Jacob and his clan living prior
to their migration to Egypt during the famine? According to Gen :,
when Jacob sent Joseph to inquire about his brothers, leading to his even-
tual sale, he sent him from the valley of Hebron. Between this story and
the beginning of the famine at the end of Gen , there is no mention
of any change of location of Jacob’s family. In Jub. : (parallel to Gen
:), it is added explicitly that when Jacob left Canaan for Egypt, he
departed from Hebron.18 The addition of Abram’s two-year sojourn in
Hebron serves to foreshadow the later departure from Hebron to Egypt
two generations later.

(iv) Seven years passed from the point in time that Abram and Sarai
reached Hebron, which was built at that time (QapGen ar XIX:), until
she was taken by Pharaoh Zoan. This period is based upon the explicit
biblical notice that Hebron was built seven years prior to Zoan (Num
:). The connection to the pentateuchal verse is made explicit in
Jub. :,19 though the division into two periods of time, two years (in

18 For the sake of precision, it should be noted that the Ge#ez manuscripts of Jubilees
read Kārān (= Haran), but all translators of Jubilees since Dillmann (A. Dillmann, “Das
Buch der Jubiläen oder die kleine Genesis (II),” Jahrbücher der biblischen Wissenschaft 
[]: –,  n. ) agree that this reading is a corruption of Hebron, which could
have occurred in Hebrew, Greek, or Ethiopic; see R.H. Charles, The Book of Jubilees or
the Little Genesis: Translated from the Editor’s Ethiopic Text (London: Black, ), ;
J.C. VanderKam,The Book of Jubilees ( vols.; CSCO –; Scriptores Aethiopici –
; Leuven: Peeters, ), :.

19 The dependence of the Genesis Apocryphon upon Num : has been noted by
many scholars, including 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, ), –; Fitzmyer,
Genesis Apocryphon, ; Shinan and Zakovitch, Abram and Sarai, ; Bernstein, “Re-
arrangement,” . It was of course recognized earlier in the history of Jubilees scholarship,
e.g., by Charles, Book of Jubilees, –.
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Hebron) and five years (prior to Sarai’s abduction), does not have any
specific source in the context of Gen  or in Num . An important
parallel to this division of time can be found later in Genesis, within the
seven years of famine that led to the descent of the Israelites to Egypt.
According to Gen :, Joseph revealed his identity to his brothers and
invited Jacob and his family to come to Egypt after two years of famine,
with five years left to go: “It is now two years that there has been famine in
the land; and there are still five years to come, in which there shall be no
yield from tilling” (NJPS). If the Pentateuch describes a two-year period
during which Jacob’s family was still in Canaan, followed by five-year
period in which they were in Egypt to benefit from its food resources,
prior to their eventual subjugation at the hands of Pharaoh, the rewritten
story draws a parallel by adding a two-year sojourn in Canaan, followed
by five years in Egypt during the famine, after which Sarai was abducted
by the Egyptian monarch.

I suggest that these four details in the Genesis Apocryphon should be
viewed as conscious attempts to assimilate the two stories, with the spe-
cific interpretive goal of transforming the story of Abraham into a pre-
cursor of the national story of Israel. While these motifs are presented
implicitly in the Genesis Apocryphon, they match the general interpre-
tive thrust found explicitly in the later rabbinic text, about which there
is no argument as to its interpretive nature. This example is but one of
many in which one can demonstrate implicit interpretation in earlier
rewritten compositions that matches later explicit interpretation, primar-
ily in rabbinic and medieval Jewish commentaries. This shared mode
of reading the biblical text corroborates the suggestion that these ear-
lier texts do indeed reflect interpretive compositions, and not merely
the canonical assumptions of modern scholars. While there is certainly
much to be gained by reflecting on and rethinking our various scholarly
assumptions, in this instance our conclusions match this common con-
ception.

Appendix:  Years in Jubilees

As can be discerned from the details above, the rewritten version of
the story in the Genesis Apocryphon shares details with that in Jubilees,
including the division of two and five years, and the addition of Hebron.
It is possible to suggest that this idea is further developed in the chrono-
logical framework of Jubilees, although the following suggestion is less
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certain than the analysis above (and hence is relegated to an appendix).
As is well-known, the book of Jubilees dates all of the events from the
creation of the world until the entry into Canaan according to a system
of jubilees, weeks and years. The narrative culminates in “the jubilee of
jubilees,” the fiftieth -year period in history, during which time Israel
was freed from their servitude in Egypt and returned to their ancestral
land, Canaan. As noted by VanderKam, these two aspects parallel the
two primary elements of the jubilee law in Lev , according to which
all slaves are freed and all property is returned to its rightful inheritor.
The chronological framework of Jubilees thus transforms the social law in
Leviticus, which refers to the individual, into a blueprint for the nation’s
fortunes.20

Jubilees is not the only composition in the Second Temple period to
employ a system of jubilees and weeks in order to date the events of
history, but it is the only one to attempt to implement this system in such
a systematic and detailed fashion. In many of the other compositions,
the period of  years is of significance, whether it be  jubilees (as
in QapocrJer Cb [Q]  ii –);21 or seventy weeks of years (as in
Dan :–), a length of time that appears to be absent from Jubilees’
reckoning. In these other compositions,  years often represents a
complete period in history, at the end of which the world returns to its
original, peaceful state, and therefore, marking the beginning and end
of such a period is of great significance for these authors. While there is
no doubt that the fifty-jubilee scheme reflects the primary periodization
in the book of Jubilees, it is possible that there are is also a hint of the
recognition of a ten-jubilee period in the chronological framework of
the book. Since the chronology in Jubilees continues until the end of the
fiftieth jubilee, then the final ten-jubilee period at the end of this cycle
would commence at the beginning of the forty-first jubilee (forty-first to
fiftieth). What events are dated to the beginning of the forty-first jubilee?
In the following table, the events surrounding these years are presented
in detail:

20 J.C. VanderKam, “Studies in the Chronology of the Book of Jubilees,” in From
Revelation to Canon: Studies in the Hebrew Bible and Second Temple Literature (JSJSup
; Leiden: Brill, ), – at –; trans. of “Das chronologische Konzept des
Jubiläenbuches,” ZAW  (): –.

21 DJD XXX (): .
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Year from
Jubilees Event Jubilee Week Year Creation
: Abram builds an altar in Bethel    
: Abram dwells in Hebron for two years –
: Abram travels to Egypt    
: Five year period before Sarai is taken –
: Abram returns to the same

location in Canaan
   

: The Exodus    
: Israelites return to Canaan    

According to the data in the chronological framework, the periods of
two and five years described above fall out in the final week of the for-
tieth jubilee (:, ). It can therefore be deduced that in the first
year of the forty-first jubilee, Sarai was taken by force to Pharaoh. Pre-
cisely at the beginning of this final ten-jubilee period, after Abram and
Sarai departed from Canaan and went to Egypt, Sarai was subjugated to
Pharaoh. The end of this ten-jubilee period describes the conclusion of
the parallel events but on a national scale, when Israel was released from
this servitude and returned to Canaan. Perhaps by demarcating the ten-
jubilee period, the author responsible for the chronological framework
indicated the inherent connection between theUrzeit and Endzeit of this
period. The story of Abram and Sarai here too perhaps serves as a portent
of future events on a national scale.

At the same time, however, it must be noted that although the dates
fall exactly as described here, there is no explicit emphasis on the ten-
jubilee period or of the specific date in question, and it is only implicitly
derived from the chronological information contained in the rewritten
narrative. While implicit interpretation is characteristic of some of the
dates added to the rewritten biblical stories in Jubilees,22 the absence of
any notice of the beginning of the forty-first jubilee is highly suspect if
the emphasis is supposed to be upon a ten-jubilee period. Furthermore,
there does not seem to be another instance in the book in which the
ten jubilee periods play a similar role (i.e, between jubilees –, –
, –, and –). Therefore, despite the potential support that

22 See for example my discussion of the interpretation of the -year period of Gen
: in Jubilees in Segal, Book of Jubilees, –.
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the chronological framework in Jubilees offers for the continuation of
this interpretive trajectory, there is an equally strong possibility that the
numbers here have aligned as a matter of chance,23 and not due to an
elaborate chronological scheme.

23 In a future study I hope to address the issue of the literary relationship between the
Genesis Apocryphon and Jubilees in this passage, with special reference to their common
chronology. If the five-year delay has its origins in the Genesis Apocryphon and was
subsequently adopted by Jubilees (a proposition that I will further develop there), then
the specific timing of Sarai’s subjugation would possibly be the result of the adoption and
inclusion of the Genesis Apocryphon’s chronological data within Jubilees, and not part of
an elaborate ten-jubilee construct.
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QApocryphal Pentateuch B (Q) is one of three texts from the Qum-
ran library that mentions the figure of Miriam.1 According to the editors
of Q, James C. VanderKam and Monica Brady, the text preserves at
least one line that deals with Miriam’s opposition to Moses in Num .2
They also propose that Q  i  might attest to Num .3 Because the
suggested connection between Q  i – and Num  has not yet
been studied in detail, this is the task of the present article. After a critical
analysis of lines  and , this study takes into consideration other re-
narrations of Num : Demetrius (the Chronographer); Philo, Leg. .;
.–; .;m. So.tah :, ; and Sipre Num . Their style of rephras-
ing the Pentateuchal narration is analyzed and I ask if they can illuminate
the reconstruction of Q. I also consider the reception of the figure
of Miriam in the re-narrations of Num  in general and in Q in
particular.

1 J.C. VanderKam and M. Brady in DJD XXVIII (): –. Miriam is also
referred to in the Visions of Amram (Q  i  = Q  i ; Q  ; Q  ;
Q  i ), see É. Puech inDJDXXXI (): –, and in QRPc (Q)  ii –,
see E. Tov and S. White inDJDXIII (): –. For a general presentation of Miriam
in the Dead Sea Scrolls see H. Tervanotko, “The Hope of the Enemy has Perished: The
Figure of Miriam in the Qumran Library,” in From Qumran to Aleppo: A Discussion with
Emanuel Tov about the Textual History of Jewish Scriptures in Honor of his th Birthday
(ed. A. Lange, M. Weigold, and J. Zsengellér; FRLANT ; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, ), –; S. White Crawford, “Traditions about Miriam in the Qumran
Scrolls,” Studies in Jewish Civilization  (): –; eadem, “Miriam,” Encyclopedia
of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L.H. Schiffman and J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Oxford: Oxford
University Press, ), :–.

2 VanderKam and Brady in DJD XXVIII (): .
3 Ibid.
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. Introduction to the Manuscript Q

The preserved text of Q does not directly quote the Pentateuch,
but reworks it by using it as related stories. Q demonstrates an
interest in the wilderness period, and it contains references to Exodus,
Numbers, and Deuteronomy. The figure of Moses plays a prominent role
throughout the narration. Prior to the DJD edition published in ,
this text was known as “QApocryphon of Moses C” due to the centrality
of Moses.4 The previous title also indicates that Q was assigned to
a collection of texts (Q–) that were already thought to belong
together.5

In the DJD edition, the text of Q was given a new title, “QApoc-
ryphal Pentateuch B.” The new title does not merely highlight the key fig-
ure of the text but its wider content.6 The text is interpreted by the editors
as a pentateuchal re-narration. In the same way that its first title carried
generic implications, the new title indicates that it displays similarities
with at least one other text: “QApocryphal Pentateuch A” (Q), also
published by VanderKam and Brady.7 The two texts exhibit common ele-
ments. The figure of Moses plays a prominent role in them and they both
use the Pentateuch in their narrations.8 Despite these similarities it is dif-
ficult to say how the connection between Q and Q should be
interpreted. The texts do not overlap. VanderKam and Brady argue that
their portrayal of Moses is different.9 Given these hesitations, Q is
treated as an independent text in this study.10

4 D.K. Falk, “Moses, Texts of,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls :–, uses
the title “Apocryphon of Moses C”; cf. G.J. Brooke, “Rewritten Bible,” Encyclopedia of the
Dead Sea Scrolls :–; É. Puech, “Le fragment  de Q, Pentateuch Apocryphe
B: L’exaltation de Moïse,” RevQ  (): –.

5 Collections or circles of texts; see E. Tov, Hebrew Bible, Greek Bible, and Qumran:
Collected Essays (TSAJ ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), .

6 See n. ; the DJD edition (mainly frg.  ii) has been revised by Puech, “Le fragment
 de Q,” –; cf. Falk, “Moses, Texts of,” :.

7 J.C. VanderKam and M. Brady in DJD XXVIII (): –.
8 VanderKam and Brady in DJD XXVIII (): : “It is understandable that

Q and Q have been associated with each other by being named QApocryphon
Pentateuch A–B, even though the two do not overlap. Both clearly reflect and rework
materials from various parts of the Pentateuch, especially Exod (the Sinai sections), Num
and Deut.”

9 Ibid., –: “Q portrays Moses and God conversing whereas in Q
Moses is depicted as a man.”

10 All text editions of the Dead Sea Scrolls do not assign Q and Q into the
same literary groups. For instance, The Dead Sea Scrolls Reader groups Q within
the category of “Re-written Bible,” whereas, Q is “an un-classified document.” This
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Q has a first century b.c.e. paleographic date.11 This text was
found in the collection of the Qumran library, but it does not contain
any of the characteristics that are usually recognized as the “sectarian”
features.12 Free use of the tetragrammaton in this text (Q  ii , ),
also suggests a non-Essene origin.13 Hence, this study presumes that the
text originates from wider Hellenistic Judaism.

. Q Fragment 

Five fragments are assigned to Q. Fragment  is the largest of them.
Column i of this fragment contains  lines, but only six of them preserve
whole words. VanderKam and Brady identify the following structure in
the text of Q  i: Lines – contain the list of spies of Num .14

Line  refers to the rearguard and the minimal age of military service of
Num .15 Line  is vacat and line  may allude the blessing of Levi in Deut
:.16 As mentioned earlier, the editors maintain that line , and possibly
line , might re-narrate the encounter between Miriam and Moses (and
Aaron?) in Num .17

differing grouping reflects the un-determined status of some pentateuchal re-narrations
and fluidity of the current terminology. See E. Tov and D.W. Parry, eds., The Dead Sea
Scrolls Reader ( vols.; Leiden: Brill, –), :–, –.

11 VanderKam and Brady inDJD XXVIII (): –; B. Webster inDJD XXXIX
(): –, ; A. Lange, “Pre-Maccabean Literature from the Qumran Library
and the Hebrew Bible,” DSD  (): –.

12 For the sectarian features see D. Dimant, “Sectarian and Non-Sectarian Texts from
Qumran: The Pertinence and Usage of Taxonomy,” RevQ  (): –; C. Newsom,
“Sectually Explicit Literature from Qumran,” in The Hebrew Bible and Its Interpreters
(ed. W. Propp, B. Halpern, and D.N. Freedman; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, ),
–. J.C. VanderKam and P.W. Flint, The Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Their
Significance For Understanding the Bible, Judaism, Jesus, and Christianity (New York:
HarperCollins, ), – deal with Essene belief system and theology. A. Lange,
“Kriterien essenischer Texte,” in Qumran kontrovers: Beiträge zu den Textfunden vom
Toten Meer (ed. J. Frey and H. Stegemann; Paderborn: Bonifatius, ), –.

13 Falk, “Moses, Texts of,” :.
14 “From the tribe of Benjamin, Palti son of Raphu” (Num : NRSV).
15 “Take a census of the whole congregation of Israelites, in their clans, by ancestral

houses, according to the number of names, every male individually; from twenty years
old and upwards, everyone in Israel able to go to war” (Num :– NRSV).

16 “And of Levi he said: Give to Levi your Thummim, and your Urim to your loyal one,
whom you tested at Massah, with whom you contended at the waters of Meribah” (Deut
: NRSV). The connection is based on term “pious man” (�	�� �	�) that appears in both.

17 See the introduction of this article; VanderKam and Brady in DJD XXVIII ():
.
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Q  i:18

 [ ] this
 [ to the tri]be of Benjamin, Raphia
 [ ] ymry to the tribe of Gad Elyo
 [ ] the rearguard from twenty years of age
 [ ] vacat
 [ ] one of the pious ones and he lifted his voice
 [ and] he returned [his] an[ger and ]Miriam [shut her]self from his

eye(s) vacat years of
 [ ] against us and lead to us because

.. Q  i 

Based on the remaining words and reconstructions of the text of Q
 i, it seems that this text deals mainly with Numbers. Nevertheless,
because of the fragmentary nature of this manuscript, it is possible that
parts of the text that are not preserved refer to other parts of the Penta-
teuch. Hence, this study is not strictly limited to comparisons with Exo-
dus and Numbers, but it takes into consideration broader pentateuchal
material.

One of the words that is legible in frg.  is “Miriam” in line . As Q
uses pentateuchal material, the appearance of the name could imply that
lines  and  rework a pentateuchal passage that mentions Miriam: Exod
:–; Num :–; :; :; or Deut :. But Miriam is not the
only character mentioned in this text. The name of Moses appears several
times in Q.19 Even more lines allude to Moses without specifically
naming him.20 The frequent use of his name implies that Miriam cannot
be the protagonist of the text. Its main interest lies in Moses. Therefore,
the passage to which Q  i  refers should be found within texts
where these two figures, Miriam and Moses, are presented together. This
limitation of texts narrows down the possible references, because the

18 Translation by VanderKam and Brady, ibid., . I follow their translation in this
article. Puech, “Le fragment  de Q,” –, has proposed some alternative read-
ings regarding line . His suggestions will be taken into consideration while analyzing
Q  i .

19 Q  ii , , .
20 For instance, Q  ii : “When he was sanctified, and like a messenger he would

speak from his mouth, for who of fles[h] is like him.” VanderKam and Brady in DJD
XXVIII (): , .
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two appear in interaction in only three passages of the Pentateuch: Exod
:–; Num :–; and Deut :.

Q  i  is fragmentary like the rest of the text. The first word in
line  (�	�) is certain, as is the following one (����). Before the manuscript
breaks, we can see traces of the next letter, which the editors suggest
to be "ālep. In the Pentateuch the word “anger” (����) appears in the
wilderness passages (Exod :; :; Num :; :; Deut :).
In these passages it is used in connection with another word describing
anger, =�.21 These terms that indicate fury do not point to just any type
of anger, but exclusively the rage of God. Sentences that mention “great
anger” (=� ����) of God and refer to the Deity in third person in the
Pentateuch use the tetragrammaton.22 Interestingly, this terminology is
also used in the Dead Sea Scrolls to describe God’s anger (CD :, ; :
= Q  iv ; Q – ; Q  i ; Q – iii ; v ; Q
IV:; QTa LV:). In the Dead Sea Scrolls, however, their use is not
restricted to the Deity. The two terms can likewise point to people e.g.,
the Kittim (QpHab III:), and members of community (QDe [Q]
 iii ). Moreover, appearances of ���� and =� in the Dead Sea Scrolls do
not require the context of wilderness.

The subject of line  is not known. Based on the use of terms =� and
���� in the Pentateuch, the tetragrammaton, which is used elsewhere
in Q ( ii , ), could possibly be inserted here. From the next
word only the last letter, rêš, survives. The editors suggest, on the basis
of Num :, that the word could be reconstructed “to shut, to close”
(�!���).23 This verb is often connected to dealing with ���� “leprosy”
in the Pentateuch and it appears in Lev – where the treatment of
this illness is discussed.24 The nip#al form appears only once with ��

21 In Exod : the word =� follows only in the next verse, Exod :.
22 See the entries =� and ���� in HALOT :, –. Exod :; :; Num :;

:; Deut : refer to the Divine in second person and the tetragrammaton does not
occur in these passages.

23 VanderKam and Brady in DJD XXVIII (): . “Let her be shut out (�!��) of
the camp for seven days, and after that she may be brought in again” (Num : NRSV).
“So Miriam was shut out (�!��) of the camp for seven days” (Num : NRSV). For the
appearances of the verb �!� in the Qumran library see CD : (= Q  i ); :;
:, ; :; : (= Q  iii ); :; :; QM XI:, ; QHa XI:; XIII:, ;
Q  i ; Q   (= Q  i ; Q  ii ); Q  ii ; Q  ; Q
 a+b ; Q  ;  i ; Q  ii ;  ; Q II:; III:; Q  ; QTa

XXXIV:; XLIX:.
24 In Lev :, , , , , , , , ; :,  the verb �!� appears in hip#ilmean-

ing “to separate” or “to barricade” (a house). The exact nature of ���� that is usually trans-
lated as “leprosy” remains unsolved. D. Wright and R. Jones, “Leprosy,” ABD :–.
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(preposition) with the meaning: “to be shut out” (Num :). As only
one letter of this word is preserved, this reconstruction is uncertain. The
words indicating the “great anger” (=� ����) can be found in two different
passages where Miriam appears: Num :25 and Exod :–.26 The first
of these is a more direct reference to Miriam, whereas the latter verses
belong to the Song of Moses. The third passage that mentions Miriam in
the Pentateuch is Deut :. It does not share any common vocabulary
with Q.

The style of narration of Q is not evident. God speaks in some
lines. For instance, in Q  i  the deity states: “I will judge between a
man and his friend, between a father and his son, between a man and his
sojourner.” Meanwhile, text of frg.  often points to an outside narrator
that reports the events in third person singular: “he lifted his voice” (
i ); “he turned his anger” ( i ). As we have seen, in Q  i 
the narration appears in the first person plural form: “us and lead it
against us.” The following column addresses the audience directly ( ii
): “Hear, congregation of YHWH, and pay attention all assembly.” This
might indicate again a speaker that addresses the Israelites.27 In spite of
this, the tense and the narrator of the text cannot be determined with
certainty. It is possible that the narrator or the speaker changes in this
text.

The text of Q is a narrative dealing with Moses’ and Israel’s expe-
riences. This style should be compared with the passages where Miriam
appears next. Regarding the pentateuchal Miriam passages, Exod :–
 is best characterized as a victory song.28 Deut :– appears in the
context of rules and laws given to the people. The legal setting of that text
is likewise indicated by the verbs “to keep, to watch over” (���), “to do”
(���), “to command” (���) and by its references to priests who monitor
correct conduct. Moreover, its use of the pedagogic “remember”-formula
(����) implies that audiences are reminded to bear in mind Miriam’s des-
tiny and the commandments set in Lev – for ����. Finally, Num-

25 “And the anger of the Lord (=� ����) was kindled against them, and he departed”
(Num : NRSV).

26 “You sent out your fury ("����)” (Exod : NRSV). “At the blast of your nostrils
("	��) the waters piled up” (Exod : NRSV). In the latter examples the term =� points
to nostrils and not to anger.

27 VanderKam and Brady in DJD XXVIII (): .
28 For example D. O’Donnel Setel, “Exodus,” inWomen’s Bible Commentary: Expanded

EditionwithApocrypha (ed. C. Newsom and S. Ridge, Louisville: Westminster John Knox,
), ; M. Noth, Exodus: A Commentary (OTL; London: SCM Press, ), –.
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bers can be described as a narrative concerning Israel’s forty years “in the
wilderness.”29 As Q also reflects the “Sinai sections” and its style is
somewhat similar, Num  corresponds the content of line  the best.
Based on these observations I think that VanderKam and Brady are right
in suggesting that Q  i  uses material of Num :–.

.. Q  i 

Of line  only four words are legible. Puech reads this line differently
from theDJD edition: “us and lead it against us because” (��	
� �!��� ��	
�
�	�).30 The key term of this line is the verb “to lead, to guide, to shepherd”
(!��), with which both readings agree. The verb appears in third person
singular feminine or in third person singular masculine together with a
suffix (“she will lead it”/“he will lead it”). If this is a continuation of the
previous line, then to whom could this verb apply?

The verb appears in the Hebrew Bible about  times.31 Roughly one
fourth of the appearances are found in the Pentateuch, where leading (!��)
refers both to people (individuals) and God. Genesis :,  deal with
the family of Jacob and Isaac. Exodus : and : apply to Moses who
shepherds his father-in-law’s flock in : and brings to locust in Egypt in
:. The rest of the references of !�� are used for the deity. In Exod :
God fights with the Israelites against the Egyptians, and in Deut :;
: a divine message is proclaimed that Israel will be brought among
foreign people.32 Apart from Q  i , !�� appears in the re-narrations
on Gen : QTNaph (Q) –  and QpapJubh (Q–)  i 
(Jub. :).

Because of the manuscript deterioration it is difficult to determine the
identity of the narrator in line . It is logical to think that the first person
plural “us” indicates that the narrator is not an external third person, but
that the speaker locates him/herself in the text. As the verb “to lead” does

29 K. Doob Sakenfeld, “Numbers,” inWomen’s Bible Commentary, .
30 Puech, “Le fragment  de Q,” . English translation by the present author.

For the DJD edition, see §. The most concrete difference between the readings offered
by VanderKam and Brady and Puech is that the latter reads preposition “against us”
connected with the verb. VanderKam and Brady read the verb without the negative
preposition 
� (“lead to us”).

31 Gen :, ; Exod :; :; Deut :; :; Sam :; :, ; Sam :;
Kgs :; :; Chr :; :; Chr :; Job :; Pss :; :, ; :; Qoh
:; Cant :; Isa :; :; :; :; :; :; Nah :.

32 Notably, this verb is not used for Aaron or Miriam in the Hebrew Bible or in the
Dead Sea Scrolls.
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not apply to Aaron or Miriam in the Pentateuch, it is unlikely, yet not
impossible, that one of them appears here. Whereas Miriam appears in
Q  i , nothing indicates Aaron’s presence in this passage. Moses
and God are more central characters in this text, and therefore the leading
should refer to one of them. When the verb “to lead” (!��) is used for
Moses in the Pentateuch, it never applies to leading of people. Moses
brings (i.e., leads) locusts or shepherds lambs, but he is not described
as a shepherd for people in the Pentateuch. Since Q clearly applies
to leading people (“lead us”), it seems more plausible that Q  i 
does not indicate Moses’ leading, but that of God.

Moses might be present in the passage and talk about leading. The line
could find distant parallels in passages of Deuteronomy where Moses
addresses people about God leading (!��) them among foreign nations
(:; :).33 These passages do not narrate God’s leading as something
positive, but rather as a scattering of the people among foreign nations
that should be viewed as a punishment. This view supports Puech’s
reconstruction of the line.34 Moreover, the context of the wilderness and
various challenges that the Israelites met there could likewise motivate
Puech’s reading “against us.”

In light of these arguments I suggest that the line  of Q does not
seem to continue dealing with Num  and Miriam. Rather, it introduces
new material into the text. This characteristic is in line with the structure
of Q  i where each line refers to different pentateuchal passage.
Line  might return to the dialogue between Moses and the Divine.

. Numbers  Rephrased?

I have concluded that Q  i  probably contains a reference to Num
. This allusion concerns the figure of Miriam. The remaining content
of this reference remains uncertain. A look at other Jewish texts dating
to the Greco-Roman era where Num  is rephrased might help us to
interpret this line. How was Num  re-narrated elsewhere? What is
emphasized in the re-narrations? Do they share any common features?35

33 God’s leading of Israel is compared with a shepherd that leads his flock, for instance,
in Pss :; :; and Isa :.

34 Puech, “Le fragment  de Q,” .
35 Deuteronomy , which I have already mentioned while discussing the terminology

of Q  i , refers to the same tradition. As the relation between Num  and Deut ,
and especially their dates are not yet defined I have decided to not to go into more details
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.. Demetrius (the Chronographer)

“And for this reason also, Aaron and Miriam said at Hazeroth that Moses
had married an Ethiopian woman.”36

Demetrius was a third century b.c.e. writer who lived in Ptolemaic Egypt.
His writings are preserved only in citations by other writers.37 Demetrius’
goal was to write Jewish historiography to an educated audience, and
his particular interest laid in explaining difficulties and filling out the
gaps that the writing of history had left.38 His reference to Num  (frg.
:) first provides a detailed survey of Moses’ and Zipporah’s genealo-
gies. Demetrius concludes his study by stating that Zipporah was Abra-
ham’s descendent by his second wife, Keturah.39 This assumption has
some implications. First, it challenges the argument phrased by Aaron
and Miriam in Num :, i.e., that Moses married a foreign woman.
Demetrius argues that this wife was Zipporah, not another second wife.40

Second, as Zipporah was of Abrahamic origin, she was not considered a
foreigner. Third, Demetrius’ mention of Aaron implies the writer consid-
ered Aaron to take part in this dispute. Finally, given Demetrius’ general
aim to clarify passages, his attention to Num  indicates that this pas-
sage required further explanation. Related to this final point isthe sen-
tence “it was for this reason that Aaron and Miriam said that Moses had
married an Ethiopian woman” (frg. :), which is a sign of his task and
suggests that Num  needed clarification. This re-narration that focuses

here. G. von Rad leaves the relation of the texts open (Deuteronomy: A Commentary
[OTL; London: SCM Press, ], ). R. Burns, Has the Lord indeed Spoken only
Through Moses: A Study of the Biblical Portait of Miriam (SBLDS ; Atlanta: Scholars
Press, ), – assumes that Num  is behind Deut . I will deal with this
question more in detail in my forthcoming dissertation.

36 Eusebius, Praep. ev. ... Translation according to J. Hanson, “Demetrius the
Chronographer (Third Century b.c.): A New Translation and Introduction,” in OTP
:–, .

37 Eusebius, Praep. ev. . Demetrius likely wrote during the time of Philopator (ca.
– b.c.e.). M. Hengel, “The Interpenetration of Judaism and Hellenism in the Pre-
Maccabean Period,” inThe Cambridge History of Judaism, vol. :The Hellenistic Age (ed.
W.D. Davies and L. Finkelstein; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ), .

38 J.J. Collins, Between Athens and Jerusalem: Jewish Identity in the Hellenistic Dias-
pora (The Biblical Resource Series; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), . For Demetrius’
genealogies, see frgs. :–; :–.

39 Frg. :–.
40 On Moses’ marriages, see T. Rajak, “Moses in Ethiopia: Legend and Literature,” JJS

 (): –.
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on Zipporah’s lineage, implies that Moses’ intermarriage was not received
at ease. It required more details in the community where Demetrius
wrote.41

.. Philo of Alexandria, Legum Allegoriae

Philo of Alexandriamentions theMiriam figure six times in his works.42

Half of the references are found in Legum allegoriae, where Philo offers
allegorical interpretations of Gen –. True to his method, the characters
of the text are understood to represent different parts of soul and Philo
draws moral lessons and instructions of how one should behave from
them.

Philo refers to Num  altogether three times in Legum allegoriae. In
the first of them (.) he builds a connection between the four rivers
surrounding paradise and the four Greek cardinal virtues (temperance,
prudence, courage, and justice). While discussing prudence (+ρ�νη-
σις), Philo explains that prudence is recognized in speech, but also in
deeds and in actions. He uses the figure of Miriam as an example of an
imprudent figure. According to Philo, Moses bids God to heal Miriam
in Num  in order that she would not be occupied with evil things.
In the second reference (.–) Philo discusses Gen  together with
nudity and shame. Miriam serves as an example also in this context. This
time she symbolizes shamelessness (�ναισ�υντ!α) and sense-perception
(α=σ�ησις) because of her speaking against Moses.43 Miriam’s connec-
tion with shamelessness is repeated in . where Philo discusses some
Israelites’ instruction. He claims that Moses got his formation from God
whereas Miriam was taught by the outward sense. Numbers  serves to
justify this idea.

What characterizes Philo’s interpretation of Num  is that he empha-
sizes that Miriam spoke against Moses (Leg. .–) and rose against
him (Leg. .). Philo does not attest how the speaking against or rising
up against took place. He does not explicate the motives that caused a
conflict between the figures. Philo’s portrayal of Miriam in Legum alle-
goriae displays a rather negative reception of her. Miriam is treated as

41 Hanson, “Demetrius the Chronographer,” in OTP :, argues Demetrius worked
in Egypt, maybe Alexandria.

42 Leg. .; .; .;Agr. ; ; Contempl. . InMos. . Philo refers to Moses’
sister.

43 D. Sly,Philo’s Perception ofWomen (BJS ; Atlanta: Scholars Press, ), –.
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an allegorical representation of the less virtuous part of the soul, and
Num  motivates this use. Philosophy that seeks to combine gender and
human soul is typical for Philo and similar schemes can be found in other
passages where he deals with female figures.44 Usually in Philo’s thinking
the female figures represent the inferior part of the soul, the sense per-
ception (α=σ�ησις), whereas male represent the rational (ν��ς).45

Philo was certainly aware of Moses’ intermarriage because he reports
Moses marrying “the most beautiful daughter” of a priest in Arabia.46

He also mentions Moses’ Ethiopian wife in Leg. ., where he argues
that their marriage was arranged by the Deity. Philo was also known for
his opposition to intermarriage. This is reflected, for instance, in Spec.
., where he claims that the prohibition for exogamy came from Moses
himself. Hence, Philo’s dealing with Moses’ marriage and intermarriage
displays controversy and revels that Num  was somehow difficult for
him. When referring to Num  he decides to mention only Miriam
and presents her as a symbol for irrational behavior. Philo completely
overlooks Moses’ intermarriage or other possible motives of the conflict.

.. Early Rabbinic Texts

Some early (i.e., Tannaitic, ca.  c.e.) rabbinic commentaries picked
up on Num  too. Similarly to the styles of Philo’s Legum allegoriae
and Demetrius, their attention is focused on a specific theme of Num
.M. So.tah :,  refer to Num  in a passage that deals with judging:
“By that same measure by which a man metes out [to others], they mete
out to him: Miriam waited for Moses, since it is said,And his sister afar off
(Exod :), therefore Israel waited on her seven days in the wilderness,
since it is said, And the people did not travel on until Miriam was brought
in again (Num :).”47

M. So.tah bears witness to an early interpretation of Num  where
Miriam is punished and then closed off the camp. Nevertheless, the
Israelites do not continue their journey until Miriam is brought back.

44 Ibid.; J.R. Wegner, “The Image of Woman in Philo,” SBLSP  (): –;
eadem, “Philo’s Portrayal of Women—Hebraic or Hellenic?” in Women Like This: New
Perspectives on JewishWomen in the Greco-RomanWorld (ed. A.J. Levine; Atlanta: Schol-
ars Press, ), –.

45 Ibid.
46 Mos. ..
47 J. Neusner, The Mishnah: A New Translation (Rensselaer: Yale University Press,

), .
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According to m. So.tah the Israelites waited for Miriam because she
merited being waited for. This interpretation derives from Exod : where
Moses is hidden in a basket and his anonymous sister follows it. At least
from the second century b.c.e. on, a stream of Judaism thought that this
unnamed sister was Miriam.48M. So.tah connects the two passages, Exod
: and Num :, together. It was because of Miriam’s earlier waiting
that she merited to be waited for.

Another early rabbinic commentary interprets Num  differently. In
Sipre Num  Zipporah tells Miriam that since Moses spoke with God,
he is abstaining from their marital life.49 After this exchange between
the two women, Miriam discusses the matter with Aaron. Then Sipre
Num adds the verse “Miriam and Aaron criticized Moses for the Cushite
wife” (Num : NRSV). Sipre Num is similar to Demetrius in that it
understands that Zipporah, whom Moses married in Exod :, was
the Cushite wife of Num :. This reading appears in other rabbinic
texts.50 Sipre Num does not present Miriam or Aaron as critics for Moses’
foreign wife. Rather, this text presents Miriam as an ally for Zipporah,
who simply discusses Moses’ marriage.

One motif of this midrash seems to lie in advocating the prominence
of marital life. Some streams of Judaism highlighted the idea that since
God spoke with Moses, he became a celibate. Moses abstained from his
marital life in order to preserve his state of ritual purity.51 Sipre Num that
emphasizes the importance of marital life might originate in the same
discussion. Miriam and Aaron did not criticize Moses for marrying a
foreign wife, but for not having marital life with her. The interpretations
preserved in m. So.tah and Sipre Num remind one of those of the other
early texts. The rabbinic commentaries raise one matter of Num 
and focus on it. They seem to understand that the conflict between the

48 This line of interpretation is notably present at least, for instance, in Jub. : and
Ezek. Trag. .

49 D. Börner-Klein, Tannaitische Midrashim, vol. : Der Midrasch Sifre zu Numeri
(Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, ), –.

50 Sipre Zu.ta –, –. See also the Pentateuch Targumim. Tg. Neof.: “And
Miriam and Aaron spoke against Moses concerning the Cushite woman that he had
married; and behold, the Cushite woman was Zipporah, the wife of Moses; except that as
the Cushite woman is different in her body from every other creature, so was Zipporah,
the wife of Moses, handsome in form and beautiful in appearance and different in good
works from all the women of that generation.” M. McNamara, TargumNeofiti : Numbers
(ArBib ; Edinburgh; T&T Clark, ), .

51 For instance, Pentateuch Targumim emphasize that Moses kept distance to his
Cushite wife in Num :.
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figures that originated in Num : and in the question regarding Moses’
marriage. The rabbinic commentaries do not present Miriam as a critic
for Moses’ marriage with a foreign wife. Rather Miriam appears as an
advocate for marriage.52 Therefore her function in this story is positive.

. The Cushite Wife or the Prophecy?

Numbers  depicts two separate clashes between Moses and Miriam. In
Num : Miriam criticizes Moses because of his Cushite wife, and in
Num : Miriam asks whether God spoke only through Moses. In the
re-narrations of Num , Moses’ marriage receives quite some attention,
whereas the dispute regarding Moses’ exclusive prophecy in contrast to
the communication of Miriam and Aaron with the Divine is not given
much attention.53 This result is not a surprise. Intermarriage was widely
debated in the post-exilic Judaism, and towards the second century b.c.e.,
the attitudes concerning exogamy became stricter.

Various pentateuchal re-narrations of the Greco-Roman era display
uneasiness in their reports of Moses’ marriage. Some texts remain silent
regarding Moses’ marriage. For instance, the book of Jubilees argues
against mixed marriages (:–, –; :–; :–) but does not
mention Moses’ wife while reporting his stay in Midian. Similarly, the
first century c.e. L.A.B. avoids the question of Moses’ marriage in its
re-narration of the Pentateuch. This is peculiar because generally the
L.A.B. tends to expand passages that portray female figures.54 Moreover,
L.A.B. generally describes intermarriage as something negative (:;
:; :; :).

The attitude against intermarriage is also expressed in various texts
that belonged to the Qumran library. QapGen outlines the endogamous
marriages of Noah’s sons (VI:–). QMMTa describes how one should
make a difference from everything done by the gentiles (Q –).
QTa considers intermarriage between Jewish men and foreign women
as a serious threat to the community strictly forbids it (Q LVII:

52 D. Steinmetz, “A Portrait of Miriam in Rabbinic Midrash,” Proof  (): –.
53 For a more detailed analysis of Num  renarrations, see H. Tervanotko, “Miriam’s

Mistake: Numbers  Renarrated,” in Embroidered Garments: Priests and Gender in
Biblical Israel (ed. D. Rooke; Hebrew Bible Monographs ; Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix
Press, ), –.

54 P. van der Horst, “Portraits of Biblical Women in Pseudo-Philo’s Liber Antiquitatum
Biblicarum,” JSP  (): –.
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–). The only exception for this prohibition is that QTa appears
to allow in the recapitulation of Deut :–. While allowing a war-
rior to marry a beautiful captive woman QTa LXIII:– introduces
extraordinary restrictions to the religious and cultic dimensions of this
exceptional case of intermarriage.55 In the framework of marriage a par-
ticular interest is given to the nuptials of the Levite family. In the Visions
of Amram the figure of Miriam marries her uncle (Q  i –), and
Amram himself marries his aunt (Q  –). In the Testament of
Qahat, the head of the family warns his offspring of mixing with other
nations (Q  i –).

Within the texts remaining from the Qumran library there is no refer-
ence to the marriage of Moses. This may be a coincidence of history.56

Nevertheless, a number of texts reflect that the preserved majority of
the Jewish texts dating to the Greco-Roman era were at unease with the
theme of Moses’ intermarriage.57 Hence, it is also possible that Moses’
marriage was not narrated in the Dead Sea Scrolls. Given the length and
the style of Q  i , and in particular the preserved name “Miriam,” it
is plausible that this line that alludes to Num  did not deal with Moses’
marriage either. It should refer to a passage that dealt with Miriam more
closely.

. Conclusions

Based on the literary genre and the legible vocabulary of Q, this
study supports the view of VanderKam and Brady who have argued that
Q  i  uses Num . On the same grounds, Q  i  does
not seem to allude Num , but to another, unidentified, pentateuchal
passage that perhaps refers to obstacles that God brought for the Israelites
during their time in the wilderness.

55 L.H. Schiffman, “Laws Pertaining Women in Temple Scroll,” inTheDead Sea Scrolls:
Forty Years of Research (ed. D. Dimant and U. Rappaport; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ),
–; A. Lange, “Your Daughters Do Not Give to Their Sons and Their Daughters Do
Not Take for Your Sons (Ezra ,): Intermarriage in Ezra – and in the Pre-Maccabean
Dead Sea Scrolls,” BN  (): –;  (): –.

56 J.E. Bowley, “Moses in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Living in the Shadow of God’s
Anointed,” inThe Bible at Qumran: Text, Shape, and Interpretation (ed. P. Flint; Studies in
the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –,
.

57 In contrast, Moses’ marriage was a popular topic in wider literature dating to the
Greco-Roman era, e.g., Artapanus.
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The allusion of Q to Num  contains only one line. The length
of the allusion has implications. While Q  i refers to several pen-
tateuchal passages, it does not single out any of them. None of them
is highlighted above the others. Moreover, such short references and a
lack of details or of indications where the pentateuchal passages change,
have some consequences. This style suggests that the re-narration did not
quote its hypotext in detail. Rather it had a loose connection with the
text it reworked (the Pentateuch). Moreover, the brevity of the references
implies that this text was written for the use of audiences who could relate
to it even by a subtle hint. This must have meant people who knew the
base text, the Pentateuch well.

This type of narration that focuses merely on one theme of the pas-
sage was common in the literature of the Greco-Roman era. Demetrius,
Philo’s Legum allegoriae, m. So.tah and Sipre Num are all examples of
this style. Their re-narrations of Num  are equally short and require
familiarity with the base text. They reveal an interest in Moses’ marriage.
Demetrius demonstrates that Zipporah was not a foreigner by providing
a genealogy. Philo’s Legum allegoriae argues that Moses’ marriage was
set by the divine and presents the figure of Miriam as a representation
of an irrational behavior. M. So.tah explicates that Miriam was worth
to wait for because of her deeds in Moses’ infancy. Moreover, accord-
ing to Sipre Num, Aaron’s and Miriam"a talking in Num : did not
concern Moses’ exogamy, but rather the state of his marital life. Other
pentateuchal re-narrations, that do not narrate Num , but that date to
the same era, deal with Moses’ marriage similarly. Usually this topic is
avoided. Moses’ intermarriage is not re-narrated in the preserved Dead
Sea Scrolls. Unfortunately Q  i is too fragmentary to make conclu-
sions regarding its contents. Nevertheless, on the basis of the remaining
vocabulary and general silence around Moses’ marriage in the Dead Sea
Scrolls, I suggest that this topic was not dealt in Q.

Regarding the reception of the figure of Miriam in Q, this text
demonstrates that the tradition of Num  was preserved in the Dead Sea
Scrolls and known by the community who used Q. Moreover, the
style of Q reveals that Miriam must have been a known character
by the time the text was written. People were expected to relate to the
tradition of Num  only by a subtle reference.





QUMRAN MESSIANISM,
MELCHIZEDEK, AND THE SON OF MAN

Pierpaolo Bertalotto

The problem of defining the historical relationship between the Qum-
ran Community and the Essenes of the classical and Judeo-Hellenistic
sources has been at the center of the debate on the Dead Sea Scrolls since
they were first discovered. It has become even more vigorous after the
formulation of the so-called “Groningen Hypothesis”1 and, especially,
after Gabriele Boccaccini’s proposal to trace back to Enochic Judaism
the ideological roots of the Qumran sectarian literature.2 The analysis
of those texts presenting superhuman eschatological protagonists, such
as the Enochic Son of Man of the Book of Parables and the Qumranic
Melchizedek of QMelch (Q), can certainly provide new and inter-
esting elements to the discussion.

. Messianic Figures in the Sectarian Literature

The eschatological and apocalyptic orientation of the Qumranic ideology
is an issue on which contemporary scholarship generally agrees.3 Within
such a theological framework, however, expectations centered on one
or more positive eschatological protagonists appear to be of secondary

1 F. García Martínez and A.S. van der Woude, “A ‘Groningen’ Hypothesis of Qumran
Origins and Early History,” RevQ  (): –.

2 G. Boccaccini, Beyond the Essene Hypothesis:The Parting of theWays between Qum-
ran and Enochic Judaism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ). See also the contributions
from the Second Enoch Seminar in G. Boccaccini, ed., Enoch and Qumran Origins: New
Light on a Forgotten Connection (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), for an overall picture
of the scholar reactions to Boccaccini’s theory.

3 See for example F. García Martínez,Qumran andApocalyptic: Studies on theAramaic
Texts from Qumran (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ); J.J. Collins, Apocalypticism in the Dead
Sea Scrolls (London: Routledge, ); Boccaccini, Enoch and Qumran Origins; J. Frey
and M. Becker, eds., Apokalyptik und Qumran (Einblicke ; Paderborn: Bonifatius,
).
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relevance.4 Often the few texts in which such characters are referred
to5 provide very little information about them. This fact significantly
reduces our possibilities of reconstructing a coherent and detailed picture
of Qumran messianism as a whole. The majority of scholars, however,
maintain that the Qumranians expected two distinct Messiahs, one with
royal attributions and the other with some priestly features.6 Possibly a
third prophetic figure was part of the messianic expectations in Qumran,
perhaps characterized as a sort of eschatological pair of the historical
Teacher of Righteousness.7 Such ideas, however, stand on hypothetical
foundations, mainly as a result of the difficulty in the relative dating of the
composition of those texts that can with some certainty be acknowledged
as the product of the sect that occupied the site of Qumran.8 Paleography
can definitely aid in formulating a hypothesis about the latest stage of
the redactional development of each text, the only one that is actually

4 C.A. Evans, “The Messiah in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Israel’s Messiah in the Bible
and the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. R.S. Hess and M.D. Carroll R.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
), –, .

5 In a recent article in which he presents contemporary agreement about Qum-
ran messianism, Craig Evans lists thirteen sectarian texts containing “messianic mate-
rial”: CD, QS, QSa, QSb, QM, QpIsaa (Q), QFlor (Q), QTest (Q),
QCommGen A (Q), QSefer ha-Mil .hamah (Q), QapocrMosesb? (Q),
QNarrative A (Q), QMessianic Apocalypse (Q). He treats all these texts as
sectarian (see Evans, “Messiah,” ). Xeravits adds QapocrDan ar (Q), QExod/
Conq. Trad. (Q), QapocrPent. B (Q), QPrayer of Enosh (Q), Qapocr-
Levib? ar (Q), QVisions of Amrama–f (Q–), QpapVisionb ar (Q), and
QMelch (Q). With the exception of the latter, all these texts, along with QNar-
rative A (Q) and QMessianic Apocalypse (Q), also mentioned by Evans, are
considered non-sectarian: see G.G. Xeravits, King, Priest, Prophet: Positive Eschatological
Protagonists of the Qumran Library (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), .

6 Evans, “Messiah,” .
7 In QS IX: “the prophet” is mentioned together with “the Messiahs of Aaron and

Israel,” while QTest (Q) clearly deals with the eschatological actions performed
by all three characters. Xeravits thinks that in QMessianic Apocalypse (Q) the
announced Messiah is an eschatological pair of Elijah. See Xeravits, King, –. See
also P.W. Flint, “The Prophet David at Qumran,” in Biblical Interpretation at Qumran
(ed. M. Henze; Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, ), –, J.C. Poirier, “The Endtime Return of Elijah and Moses at
Qumran,” DSD  (): –, H. Witczyk, “La missione di Elia nella tradizione
dell’AT, nella letteratura intertestamentaria e negli scritti di Qumran,” ColT  ():
–.

8 See J.J. Collins, “Asking for the Meaning of a Fragmentary Qumran Text: The
Referential Background of QAaron A [Q, Q],” in Texts and Contexts: Biblical
Texts in Their Textual and Situational Contexts (ed. T. Fornberg and D. Hellholm; Oslo:
Scandinavian University Press, ), –, .
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available.9 The presence among the Dead Sea Scrolls of texts copied in the
last part of the life of the community, regardless of the precise moment in
which they were originally composed, confirms the continuity of interest
in those literary creations and, therefore, in the ideas embedded in them.

In spite of the difficulties in delineating a consistent and detailed gen-
eral picture, and leaving out the character of Melchizedek, two features
about Qumran messianism seem rather certain: . all the expected pos-
itive eschatological protagonists are human; . the royal, priestly and
prophetic attributions are never concentrated into the same figure.

More than the Rule of the Community and the Damascus Document,
where the presence of such a dualistic scheme of the Messianic expecta-
tion is more evident but the Messiahs of Aaron and of Israel are noth-
ing but names, the War Rule deserves special attention in our analysis.
In its detailed description of the eschatological war against the Kittim
and their allies, it mentions a character called the Prince of the Con-
gregation. This figure has been interpreted as a human messianic pro-
tagonist, identifiable with the Davidic Messiah already announced in
some more ancient sectarian texts such as QpIsaa (Q) and QFlor
(Q). He does not play a very important or active role, however, in
QM. More visibility is granted in the War Rule to the eschatological
High Priest.

QSefer ha-Mil .hamah (Q),10 on the other hand, which according
to Milik and other scholars11 belongs to the last part of the War Rule,
seems to attest a redactional phase of the same text in which the Prince
of the Congregation was explicitly identified with the Branch of David,
i.e. a royal and Davidic Messiah, and in which he was depicted as a
main actor in the eschatological war.12 The paleography of the fragment
is early or middle Herodian. Bilhah Nitzan dates it between  and 

9 On this base, Gerbern Oegema has recently returned on the idea of the “develop-
ment” of messianic ideas in Qumran, affirming that in the Herodian period the diarchic
messianism of the hasmonean period was replaced by the expectation of just one royal
and Davidic protagonist: see G.S. Oegema, “Messianic Expectations in the Qumran
Writings: Theses on Their Development,” in Qumran-Messianism: Studies on the Mes-
sianic Expectations in the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. J.H. Charlesworth, H. Lichtenberger, and
G.S. Oegema; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –, .

10 Editio princeps: P. Alexander and G. Vermes in DJD XXXVI (): –.
11 J.T. Milik, “Milkî- .sedeq et Milkî-reša# dans les anciens écrits juifs et chrétiens,” JJS

 (): –, ; Collins, “Asking,” .
12 P.S. Alexander, “A Reconstruction and Reading of Q (QSefer ha-Mil .hamah),”

RevQ  (–): –, .
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b.c.e.13 Fragment  is particularly interesting for the topic of this study,
as it describes a scene in which the royal-Davidic Messiah, possibly in
conjunction with his priestly counterpart, is involved in the judgment
and in the condemnation of the king of the Kittim.14 In line  the verb
����� is used, a nip#al form of the root ���, followed by the preposition
��. This way of expressing the active meaning of the verb is very unusual,
assuming that the subjects of the verb were the two messiahs.15 Philip
Alexander proposes reading the nip#al form as “inceptive,” citing Jer :
as a scriptural parallel for such a use.16 Samuel : (	.���

 ����+
� ������H
�
�B��/	), however, probably represents a closer and more profitable example
on this issue. Samuel  accounts for Samuel’s discourse before the
people after the proclamation of Saul as the anointed king of Israel.
In his speech, the prophet accuses Israel for her numerous rebellions
against God, the last of which was the request to choose a human king
besides YHWH. In this scene, God seems to play the role of the judge,
while Samuel and the people stand for the two parties in an ideal trial.
The newly chosen king-messiah is also mentioned as being present.
Fragment  of Q probably preserves the ends of the lines of the
original manuscript. Hence, any insertion of the text must be placed
at the beginning of line , which presently preserves twenty-one letter-
spaces. If we add the expression ���	 	��
 �		�� "
��, which parallels
the syntactical construction attested in Sam :, we would then have
 more letter-spaces in the line. The explicit mention of the King of
the Kittim would also justify the third-person pronominal suffix in the
following verbal form ��	��, which, in all probability, referred to the
same royal figure. We also propose to insert the expression ���	 �����,
attested in this form in Sam :, which, from a syntactical point of
view, would mirror the next expression with the subject following the
verb. By doing this we would reach  letter-spaces for this line, perfectly
within the range – letter-spaces per-line proposed by Alexander and

13 B. Nitzan, “Benedictions and Instructions for the Eschatological Community (Q-
Ber; Q),” RevQ  (): –, . Ibba dates the fragment to the end of the st
cent. b.c.e.: G. Ibba, Il “rotolo dellaGuerra”: Edizione critica (Quaderni di Henoch; Torino:
Zamorani, ), . See also the abovementioned editio princeps.

14 Alexander, “Reconstruction,” .
15 Abegg links the plural form of the verb with the “judiciary body” of twelve people

referred to in CD :–; :–: See M.G. Abegg, “Messianic Hope and Q: A
Reassessment,” JBL  (): –, .

16 Alexander, “Reconstruction,” .
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Abegg.17 This reconstruction, hypothetical though perfectly reasonable
on the basis of the hints preserved in the text and the parallels found in 
and Samuel, would depict a scene in which the two messiahs participate
in the judgment as the accusers of the King of the Kittim while God acts as
the one who pronounces the sentence of condemnation.18 The Prince of
the Congregation would then kill him (��	��), as the “branch” of Isa :
does with the wicked (���2 �	
�B	),19 in execution of God’s verdict. The high
priest too plays a role in this phase, probably commanding the cleansing
of the land from the impurity caused by the corpses of the Kittim.20

Fragment , which according to Alexander’s reconstruction preserves
parts of col. VI and, therefore, would follow frg. ,21 probably describes an
atonement performed by the high priest, finalized to purify the land from
the pollution caused by the corpses of the slain. The atonement would
also grant pardon to those who had fallen into the temptation of hoarding
booty during the burial of the corpses.22 The idea that the priestly messiah
would atone at the end of the days is also attested elsewhere in the Dead
Sea Scrolls.23

The two- or threefold messianic expectation, though certainly not
central to the ideological identity of the community, is well attested
in the Qumran sectarian literature from the time of the composition
of the Damascus Document and QS until around the end of the first
century b.c.e., when texts like Q, Q, Q, Q, and QM

17 See n.  above.
18 All the modern commentators maintain that in this passage the judge is the Davidic

Messiah, with no distinction between the one who pronounces the sentence and the one
who executes it. Corrado Martone, for instance, mentions QSb (Qb) V:– and
QpIsaa (Q) – (III) in which Isa  is quoted and interpreted as referring to the
triumphant Prince-Messiah: see C. Martone, “Un testo qumranico che narra la morte del
Messia? A proposito del recente dibattito su Q,” RivB  (): –, , .
In QSb, however, Isa :a, in which the root ��� is used, is integrated because of the
presence of a lacuna in the scroll and, therefore, we cannot be sure that it was actually
there. Furthermore, in both cases, and in Isaiah too, this root is never used in a “judicial”
context, i.e., it never seems to express the sense of emitting a sentence in a trial, even less
an eschatological trial against the leader of the evil army.

19 Isaiah :– is interpreted exactly in reference to the “Branch of David” in QpIsaa

(Q) – –: see Abegg, “Messianic Hope,” .
20 Ibid., .
21 Alexander, “Reconstruction,” .
22 Nitzan, “Benedictions,” . In Nitzan’s article, frg.  corresponds to frgs. +.
23 CD : par. QDa (Q)  i –. See Xeravits, King, ; J.M. Baumgarten,

“Messianic Forgiveness of Sin in CD : (Q  I –),” inTheProvo International
Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls: Technological Innovations, New Texts, and Reformu-
lated Issues (ed. D.W. Parry and E. Ulrich; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.
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were still copied as a proof of their persisting authority in the Qumran
understanding of Messianism. In this context, QMelch represents an
intriguing exception.

. QMelch (Q): Introduction and Text

The manuscript presently consists of fifteen fragments and allows the
partial reconstruction of three columns of text. Only the second of these
columns, however, preserves a sufficiently continuous text. It can be
classified as a sectarian thematic pesher.24 Its first editor proposed to date
the manuscript within the first half of the first century c.e.25 He especially
underlined the closed form of the � which would push the dating up
to the end of the proposed period. Fred Horton strongly emphasizes
these “late” features of the Handschrift. He underlines the similarity of
�, �,  , and � with those in QDeutj (Q) the latter dated around 
c.e.26 Paul Kobelski, on the other hand, prefers an earlier dating (ca. –
 b.c.e.), noting the appearance of a similar � and � in a Hasmonean
manuscript.27 Józef Milik classifies the writing as a “late hasmonean
or early herodian book hand” basing his claim on the observation of
the uneven dimensions of the letters and the archaic form of some of
them. He dates it to the period – b.c.e., which is also supported
by Émile Puech, who maintains that the apparent inconsistency of the
paleographical data depends on the merging of a formal and a semi-
cursive hand.28 The majority of the evidence, however, seems to support
the hypothesis of van der Woude and Horton more than Milik’s and
Puech’s. The latter, for instance, notes that the most common form of
the � is “en v renversé: avec le simple trait droit . . . mais le trait droit
peut avoir un apex.” This is actually characteristic of a mature Herodian

24 Editio princeps: F. García Martínez, E.J.C. Tigchelaar, and A.S. van der Woude in
DJD XXIII (): –.

25 A.S. van der Woude, “Melchisedek als himmlische Erlösergestalt in den neugefun-
denen eschatologischen Midraschim aus Qumran Höhle XI,” OtSt  (): –,
–.

26 F.L. Horton,TheMelchizedek Tradition: A Critical Examination of the Sources to the
Fifth Century A.D. and in the Epistle to the Hebrews (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, ), .

27 P.J. Kobelski, Melchizedek and Melchireša# (CBQMS ; Washington: The Catholic
Biblical Association of America, ), .

28 Milik, “Milkî- .sedeq,” ; É. Puech, “Notes sur le manuscrit de Q Melkîsédeq,”
RevQ  (): –, –.
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formal script, especially close to the one QDanb (ca. – c.e.). The 

looks rather late too.29 On the other hand, the � looks a little earlier, but
again hardly earlier than early Herodian, as claimed by Puech. The same
observation is also valid for the 	. The semi-cursive appearance of some
letters, which convinced Puech to propose a higher paleographical dating
of QMelch is altogether scarcely recognizable. On the contrary, all
the hints already identified by van der Woude and Horton, which point
towards the first half of the first century c.e., seem evident. Hence, with
all the caution needed when drawing conclusions based on paleographic
considerations, it seems reasonable to state that manuscript QMelch
was copied a little after the other manuscripts we have dealt with so far,
i.e. not before the first half of the first century c.e. Obviously, this fact
does not prove per se that the text was composed in that period.30 Further
evidence in support of this hypothesis will be provided in the following
paragraphs.

. Melchizedek as an �	��
�

The main protagonist of the literary composition of which QMelch is
the only witness is called Melchizedek. The appellative of �	��
� is given
to him by means of a citation from Ps : in QMelch II:.

In QMelch II:b– the expression �]�� �	
�� introduces a new
quotation from Ps :– and can be interpreted as referring to the 
�
of Ps :. The main character of Ps  is 
� in the Qumranic text
and ���	 in the MT, probably the Most High God in the exegesis of
the Qumranians. Therefore it can be argued that each quotation was
introduced to expose the roles of �	��
� and 
� respectively in the
final judgment. No contradiction exists between Melchizedek’s judicial
task, which according to the majority of the interpreters derives from
his identification with the �	��
� of Ps : in line , and his acting
as the performer of the divine vengeance in line ,31 because in this
last passage the “judgments” are God’s own (Hebrew: 
�, not �	��
�).

29 F.M. Cross, “The Development of the Jewish Scripts,” in The Bible and the Ancient
Near East: Essays in Honor of W.F. Albright (ed. G.E. Wright; Garden City: Doubleday,
), –, , .

30 Both Milik and Puech propose to date the composition of this text in the second half
of the nd century b.c.e., on the basis of literary considerations. See Milik, “Milkî- .sedeq,”
; Puech, “Notes sur le manuscrit de Q Melkîsédeq,” –.

31 P.A. Rainbow, “Melchizedek as a Messiah at Qumran,” BBR  (): –, .
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This fact leads to the conclusion that also within the quotation from
Ps : the author assigns the role of judge to 
� and not to �	��
�. This
hypothesis is also confirmed, as we mentioned, by the following citation
from Ps :–. Accepting this, the possibility that the �	��
� of the Psalm
was actually intended to be Melchizedek no longer represents a problem
for the internal consistency of the text.

. Melchizedek and Dan :–

The similitude between the scene described by Ps :, according to the
sectarian interpretation, and the one in Dan :– and  is worth-
while to analyze. In the Daniel passage, the “one like a son of man”
stands before the “ancient of days” and is not involved in the judgment,
which is instead exclusively reserved to the Most High. Moreover, the
following lines QMelch fit quite well within the idea of the dominion
given to Melchizedek, which is also granted to the Danielic character.
He is the one who is expected to lead the other �	��
� in the struggle
against Belial and his lot. Accepting the integration of his name at the
beginning of line , Melchizedek was also associated with the reigning
�	��
� of Isa :, whose power, like that of the protagonist of Ps :, is
linked to Zion.32 It thus appears probable that the invention of this Qum-
ranic eschatological protagonist was ideologically rooted in a complex of
highly developed interpretations of Daniel’s vision. The connection of the
cited scriptural passages, on the basis of the attribution of the appellative
�	��
� to Melchizedek is very impressive, as is the fact that, even with-
out any explicit citations, the Danielic background of such speculations
is perfectly perceivable.

Less clear is how and why this growth of interest in that particular
Danielic passage suddenly broke out at Qumran. No other sectarian text
has been identified, which contains exegetical cues to Dan :–. This
has even led some scholars to the conclusion that the Qumranians were
really not at all concerned with the problem of understanding who the
mysterious Danielic figure called “one like a son of man” was or would
be. Collins, however, suggests that the character called “Son of God”

32 See A. Aschim, “Melchizedek and Jesus: QMelchizedek and the Epistle to the
Hebrews,” inThe Jewish Roots of Christological Monotheism: Papers from the St. Andrews
Conference on the Historical Origins of theWorship of Jesus (ed. C.C. Newman, J.R. Davila,
and G.S. Lewis; JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), –, .
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in QapocrDan ar (Q) could represent the result of a messianic
interpretation of the Danielic vision.33 The paleographic dating of the
fragment shifts us to the last third of the first century b.c.e., i.e. a little
before QMelch. Although attested only in the Qumran Library, it
seems preferable to consider it as a non-sectarian composition.34 The
fact that it was copied at Qumran indicates that there was a persistent
interest in it, at a very late stage of the life of the community. The opinions
of the scholars concerning the identification of the one who “will be
called Son of God” and “Son of the Most High” ranges between those
who propose to see in this figure a pagan leader or an Antichrist,35 and
those who prefer a Davidic interpretation, whether messianic or not.36

The negative understanding was first formulated by Józef Milik who
argued that the so called “Son of God” could be a Syrian King.37 It has
been recently reaffirmed by the editor of the text and maintained, with
slight differences, by some other scholars.38 Many others, however, think
differently.39 The main problem with the negative interpretation is the

33 J.J. Collins, “The Background of the ‘Son of God’ Text,”BBR  (): –. See also
J. Zimmermann, “Observations on Q—The ‘Son of God,’ ” in Qumran-Messianism,
–.

34 É. Puech, “Some Remarks on Q and Q and Qumran Messianism,” inThe
Provo International Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls, –, .

35 For this interpretation see E.M. Cook, “Q,” BBR  (): –.
36 See for example Collins, “Background”; C.A. Evans, “Are the ‘Son’ Texts at Qumran

Messianic? Reflections on Q and Related Scrolls,” in Qumran-Messianism, –;
J.A. Fitzmyer, “The Aramaic ‘Son of God’ Text From Qumran Cave  (Q),” in The
Dead Sea Scrolls and the Christian Origins (Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related
Literature; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –; F.M. Cross, “The Structure of the
Apocalypse of ‘Son of God’ (Q),” in Emanuel: Studies in Hebrew Bible, Septuagint
and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov (ed. S.M. Paul et al.; VTSup ; Leiden:
Brill, ), –.

37 See J.T. Milik, “Les modèles araméens du livre d’Esther dans la grotte  de Qumrân,”
RevQ  (): –.

38 See Cook, “Q”; K. Berger, Jesus and the Dead Sea Scrolls: The Truth under Lock
and Key? (Lousville: Westminster John Knox, ), –, A. Steudel, “The Eternal
Reign of the People of God: Collective Expectations in Qumran Texts (Q and QM),”
RevQ  (): –, Puech, “Remarks.”

39 J.J. Collins, “The ‘Son of God’ Text From Qumran,” in From Jesus to John: Essays on
Jesus and New Testament Christology in Honour of M. de Jonge (ed. M. de Boer; JSNTSup
; Sheffield: JSOT Press, ), –; F.M. Cross, The Ancient Library of Qumran
(rd ed.; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, ), –; J.J. Collins, The Scepter
and the Star: The Messiahs of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Ancient Literature (ABRL;
New York: Doubleday, ), –; J. Zimmermann,Messianische Texte aus Qumran:
Königliche, priesterliche und prophetische Messiasvorstellungen in den Schriftfunden von
Qumran (WUNT /; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), ; Fitzmyer, “Son of God”;
Xeravits, King, –.
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absence of a sufficiently precise correspondence in the pagan literature
for the cited passage in Q. This passage presents the main character
as the Son of the Most High. For the Hellenistic kings, not even a single
coin appears on which one of them is referred to with the exact title of
Son of the Most High. The closest parallel for the entire passage remains
Luke :. Even if we accept that neither Luke nor his sources knew
Q, it seems highly improbable that the author of the third Gospel
would have decided to assign these titles to Jesus if he knew that they
had already been given to some pagan king. On the contrary, Ps  and
Sam  probably represent the scriptural basis on which such a titular
use depends.40

Another very interesting interpretative option for the figure in Q
has been suggested by Florentino García Martínez, who argues that the
character is the same Melchizedek, elsewhere called Michael and the
Prince of Light, mentioned in the previously analyzed Qumranic texts.41

No clear evidence in the text, however, can be found supporting the
hypothesis that a heavenly nature was attributed to the character in
Q, apart from the very ambiguous title of Son of God, which can be
better understood as a messianic and Davidic title. Rather, it is possible
that this text, because of its close connection with Daniel, and possibly
representing a very early attempt to interpret Dan :–, inspired the
author of QMelch. The figure of Melchizedek in QMelch, however,
is depicted differently from the protagonist of Q. Hence, if one ten-
tatively considers both the texts as attestations of exegesis of Dan :–
, the divergences in the respective conclusions need to be explained.
What must be noticed is that Q is probably a non-sectarian docu-
ment while QMelch is certainly sectarian. This fact means that even
if the composition of the former served the purpose of explaining the
meaning of Daniel’s vision, or was so understood by the sectarians, it
did not produce a growing interest in that scriptural passage during the
whole life of the community, at least until the end of the first century
b.c.e.42 On the contrary, what can be inferred from the late date of the

40 For a detailed argumentation against the negative interpretation, especially that of
Cook, see Collins, “Background.”

41 F. García Martínez, “The Eschatological Figure of Q,” in Qumran and Apoca-
lyptic, –.

42 See the editio princeps: É. Puech in DJD XXII (): –. The editor proposes
to date the fragment to  b.c.e. (ibid., ), which means that the later attested copy of
this text could be easily a little earlier than QMelch.
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copy discovered in Qumran Cave  is that the ideas expressed in that
pre-sectarian composition regarding Daniel’s “one like a son of man,”
were maintained by the sect during most of its history. According to
this view, the character would be a human Davidic king-Messiah who
fit perfectly within the diarchic scheme of Qumran messianism attested
elsewhere.

. QMelch (Q) and Qumran Messianism

For many reasons, the eschatology of QMelch appears incompatible
with the rather consistent eschatology attested in the other sectarian
messianic texts. Melchizedek seems to take on himself the characteris-
tics of the kingly, priestly, and prophetic Messiahs. The scene of judg-
ment against the King of the Kittim in Q is similar to the one
in QMelch except that, in the former, two human figures act as the
accusers of the enemy, while, in the latter, Melchizedek appears alone in
this role. Melchizedek is also the one who executes the verdict against
the leader of the enemies like the branch of David does in Q, but in
QMelch the negative hero is not the human King of the Kittim any-
more. He has been replaced by Belial, his heavenly counterpart. More-
over, Melchizedek presides over the eschatological Yom Kippur and thus
atones like the priestly messiah was expected to do. The eschatologi-
cal phase in which Melchizedek acts as the main protagonist is con-
cluded by the instauration of his own reign, not of that of a human
king-Messiah. In QMelch no room is left for any eschatological bat-
tle between human fighters. It probably represents then the latest and,
to a certain extent, unexpected development of the messianic specula-
tions of the Qumranites for two main reasons: . It renews deeply the
eschatology of the group—the Qumranians probably changed their mind
once by abandoning most of their traditions on messianic figures rather
than twice, first upsetting their messianic expectations in QMelch and
then returning to the point of departure in Q or in one of the other
mentioned texts. . Both QM and Q make reference to the par-
ticipation of the angelic hosts to the eschatological war as second leads,
besides the human armies, while in QMelch no human fighter appears
at all. The historical reasons that catalyzed this sudden and unexpected
development must then be sought outside the boundaries of the commu-
nity.
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. Melchizedek and the Son of Man

A closer comparison of the Son of Man of the Enochic Book of Parables
with the Melchizedek of QMelch could supply new elements for the
discussion. The absence of the second section of Enoch from among
the Enochic fragments of the Qumran caves was interpreted by Milik as
definitive evidence for its Christian origin and relatively late composi-
tion. In his opinion, the date of composition of the Parables could then
be fixed to the third century c.e.43 Milik’s theory was questioned since
its very first presentation and currently many scholars of Second Tem-
ple Judaism agree on the Jewish provenance of the Parables and on its
dating around the turn of the era. Both the Enochic Son of Man and the
Qumranic Melchizedek are described as heavenly beings, and are con-
nected with the �	��
�. The shaping of the figure of the Son of Man prob-
ably depends on a messianic and superhuman interpretation of Ps , a
biblical text which attributes the epithet of �	��
� to the Davidic king.
Behind  En. : and  En.  probably stood a Hebrew source that con-
tained a list of the seven archangels referred to as �	��
�. Furthermore,
all four epithets attributed to the main protagonist of the Parables, i.e.
Son of Man, Chosen One, Righteous One, and Messiah,44 depend on the
description of the protagonist of Ps . In Ps : this main character
is presented as the “most handsome” among the “sons of men,” which
probably meant to the author of the Parables that he was a “son of man.”
Moreover, he is also anointed because of his righteousness beyond his
companions (Ps :), hence being a Messiah, a Chosen One, and a Righ-
teous One. The king of Ps  is also adored, according to the text attested
in the LXX (:),45 by the daughters of Tyre, while the rich of the people
supplicate him. Similarly, the Son of Man is worshiped and supplicated
for mercy by the rich and the powerful of the earth at the time of his man-

43 J.T. Milik, The Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of Qumrân Cave  (Oxford:
Clarendon, ), .

44 On the connection of these four epithets to one and the same character see espe-
cially J.C. VanderKam, “Righteous One, Messiah, Chosen One, and Son of Man in
Enoch –,” in The Messiah: Developments in Earliest Judaism and Christianity (ed.
J.H. Charlesworth; Minneapolis: Fortress, ), –.

45 We are not stating here that the author of the Parables knew and used the LXX
but only that the text of the Psalms he had available probably resembled more the one
attested in the LXX than that of the MT. Peter Flint has observed this phenomenon in
his study of the Psalms scrolls from Qumran, though not specifically with regard to the
verse examined here. See P.W. Flint,The Dead Sea Psalms Scrolls and the Book of Psalms
(STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ).
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ifestation. Therefore, even apart from some philological hints suggesting
that the Semitic original of  En. : compared the Son of Man with an
�	��
�, evidence for dependence of this figure on the protagonist of Ps 
leads to the conclusion that his nature was thought as linked to that of the
�	��
�, while the Qumranic figure is an �	��
� himself (QMelch II:,
).46

Moreover, both the protagonists have relevant royal functions, such as
that of leading the heavenly army in the eschatological punishment for
Melchizedek and evaluating and pronouncing the sentence of condem-
nation against the wicked while sitting on the throne of God for the Son
of Man.47

Another very interesting parallel between the two figures is the com-
mon revelatory nature. The Son of Man was expected to reveal Heavenly
Wisdom to his followers according to  En. :. On the other hand,
in QMelch, the title of Anointed of the Spirit seems to be given to
Melchizedek in line .

The expression “Anointed of the Spirit” occurs in CD : as an
appellative of the prophets. In QMelch it is used in the pesher on Isa
: (II:–) as the interpretative counterpart of the Isaianic “herald
of good news who announces peace.” The “mountains” of the scriptural
passage, on which this herald would stand, represent, in the author’s
understanding, the prophets. It is thus clear that this title confers a
prophetic role to the one who carries it.

As acknowledged by many scholars, Isa :– stands in the back-
ground of the entire sectarian text of QMelch.48 Melchizedek is clearly
identified in it as the one who has to proclaim the liberation of the cap-
tives (II:–) and to perform the vengeance of God (II:). It seems there-
fore probable that the title “Anointed of the Spirit” was borrowed from
this same prophetic passage. Considering that the one who is anointed
and who receives the Spirit in Isa : is the same performer of the other
tasks, it seems highly probable that this unity was kept in the Qumranic
interpretation.49 Moreover, having introduced this new title, the author

46 P. Bertalotto, “The Enochic Son of Man, Ps , and the Book of the Watchers,” JSP
 (): –.

47 See  En. :; :; :; :; :.
48 See M.P. Miller, “The Function of Isa :– in QMelchizedek,” JBL  ():

–.
49 On this hypothesis see J.A. Sanders, “From Isaiah  to Luke ,” in Christianity,

JudaismandOtherGreco-RomanCults: Studies forM. Smith at Sixty, vol. :NewTestament
(ed. J. Neusner; SJLA ; Leiden Brill, ), –, , P. Sacchi, Gesù e la sua gente
(Cinisello Balsamo: San Paolo, ), .
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of QMelch does not go further in explaining who this character actu-
ally is. He simply adds that Daniel spoke about him. Unfortunately, the
Danielic quotation is not preserved because the fragment is corrupted.
An interesting integration at this point would be Dan :

[����� �	��� ���� ���
 �	
� 
�	]�� ��� ���� [�]��� �	�� [��]�� ������

And the messenger is the anointed of the spirit about whom Daniel spoke
Dan : [to seal up vision and prophecy. And the messenger]

As an eschatological prophet, the Anointed of the Spirit was probably
expected to be the one who would complete the prophecy. Standing “on
the prophets,” (II:–) he would be the last one to speak in God’s name,
to reveal something on his behalf.

Moreover, the suggested Danielic passage also mentions all the other
events in which Melchizedek was supposed to act as the main protag-
onist according to QMelch, besides the completion of the prophecy.
He would finish transgression and make an end of sins (“to free them
from [the debt] of all their iniquities”; II:); he would make reconcilia-
tion for iniquity (“atonement will be made for all the sons of [God] and
for the men of the lot of Melchizedek”; II:); he would bring in everlast-
ing righteousness (“Melchizedek will carry out the vengeance of God’s
judgments”; II:).50 The “seventy weeks” find their corollary in the ten
jubilees of line .51

In conclusion, the character of Melchizedek in QMelch shares three
important characteristics with the Son of Man in the Book of Parables:
. he is linked with the angelic appellative of �	��
�; . he represents an
interpretative development of the “one like a son of man” of Dan :–
; . assuming his identification with the Anointed of the Spirit, he is
expected to perform some revelatory tasks.

At the same time, these two figures also show some relevant differ-
ences. Melchizedek, with regard to his prophetic role, is connected with
Moses, while the Son of Man is associated with Enoch, whether actually
identified with him, as suggested by VanderKam, or simply compared

50 On the identification of Melchizedek and the Anointed of the Spirit and on the
proposed integration of line , see P. Bertalotto, “L’uomo Gesù e la salvezza del suo
popolo: osservazioni lessicali a partire da Mt , e QMelchisedek II, –,” in Atti
del XXXIV incontro internazionale di studiosi dell’antichità cristiana (– Maggio )
(SEAug ; Rome: Institutum Patristicum Augustinianum, ), –.

51 Ten Jubilees corresponded, in the Second Temple period, to four hundred and
ninety years, i.e. seventy weeks of years. See M. Barker, “The Time Is Fulfilled: Jesus and
Jubilee,” SJT  (): –, .
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to him because of the common righteousness, as suggested by Collins.52

Both Enoch and Moses are accounted as revealers, the first figure reveal-
ing the Torah, the second, wisdom, which he had received during his
journey in the heavens.

Another element of opposition is that the Enochic Messiah was ex-
pected to act as an eschatological judge rather than as an executor ( En.
:–; :). Melchizedek, on the other hand, through the association
with the �	��
� of Ps :, is depicted as standing in the assembly of the
principal God (
�), while the latter alone actually pronounces the sen-
tence of condemnation. Finally, some priestly functions are attributed to
the Qumranic protagonist, as his guidance of the eschatological expia-
tion (II:) indicates. This feature probably derived from the pre-sectarian
tradition. The biblical character called Melchizedek, in fact, was a priest
(Gen ; Ps :) and also in the Songs of Sabbath Sacrifice, accepting
the integration of his name in QShirShabbb (Q)   and  ,53 he
is referred to as a ����, probably the high priest of the heavenly temple.

All these elements lead to some interesting conclusions regarding the
relationship between Melchizedek in QMelch and the Son of Man in
the Parables. Probably the former was created by the sectarians against
the background of the latter, with the purpose of harmonizing the new
messianic figure with some other well received non-sectarian ideas. This
hypothesis explains the sudden and isolated explosion of interest in the
interpretation of Dan :–, noticed in QMelch. It also clarifies
the highly complex formulation of QMelch, which cannot be justified
simply on the basis of the other few and generic traditional passages
about the heavenly character of Melchizedek, or on a direct exegetical
approach to Dan :–. The interpretative connection of Melchizedek
with the �	��
� of Ps : represents the stronger evidence of the strict
relationship which links the two messianic heavenly figures.

52 Some elements in the text of the Parables, such as the shift from the first to the
third person in the narration between  En. :– and :–:, and the evident
reduplication of ending, point towards the non-originality of this section. On this see
especially J.J. Collins, “The Heavenly Representative,” in Ideal Figures in Ancient Judaism:
Profiles and Paradigms (ed. idem and G.W.E. Nickelsburg; SBLSCS ; Chico: Scholars
Press, ), –, – and, against this hypothesis VanderKam, “Righteous
One,” –.

53 See J.H. Charlesworth and C.A. Newsom, eds., The Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Ara-
maic, and Greek Texts with English Translations, vol. b: Angelic Liturgy: Songs of the Sab-
bath Sacrifice (The Princeton Theological Seminary Dead Sea Scrolls Project; Tübingen:
Mohr Siebeck, ), . Against this integration is, among the others, M.J. Davidson,
Angels at Qumran: A Comparative Study of Enoch –, – and Sectarian Writings
from Qumran (JSPSup ; Sheffield: JSOT Press, ), –.
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The Dead Sea Scrolls do not use the term “Son of Man.” Nevertheless,
two factors indicate that the concept is worth exploring in the scrolls.
First, there is some reason to believe that a Son-of-Man-like-figure is
present in QMelch (Q). Presumably, such a figure would have
roots in the prophecy of Ezekiel, in the book of Daniel (–), in the
Similitudes (Parables) of Enoch (–), and in Gen :; Pss ; ; and
.1 These texts form the mainstream of the Jewish Son of Man tradition.
Second, the figure in QMelch may be associated with the royal and
priestly messiahs in the War Scroll and in the Hodayot (Thanksgiving
Hymns).

This paper explores the possibility that QMelch contains or implies
a figure like those in the Son of Man tradition of the Hebrew Bible and
Enoch. It also examines whether the figure in QMelch is associated
with the messiahs of the Hodayot and the War Scroll. Since those are
suffering messiahs, this paper examines the possible presence of a Son-
of-Man-like-figure (a virtual Son of Man?) in the Dead Sea Scrolls. If
such a figure is present, this would seem to be the first instance in Second
Temple Judaism in which a suffering servant (Isa ) is associated with
the promised Messiah (Isa :–). It would also be the first time in

1 K. Koch asserts unequivocally that QMelch “clearly refers to Daniel. The subject
of its preserved fragments is the tenth jubilee as the age of redemption, during which Isa
:’s promise of Jerusalem’s final salvation and the realization of the God’s kingdom will
be fulfilled. On this theme the commentary identifies the messenger of the good news
(me baśśer) of the prophecy with ‘the Messiah of the spirit ([�]���) about whom Daniel
spoke.’ . . . however the determination ‘of the spirit’ is lacking here. Is the ‘annointed
ruler’ (Dan :), who arises seven ‘weeks’ after the ‘going forth of the word’ being
referred to in Q, or is this the Messiah who will be cut off after  ‘weeks’? Or,
alternatively, does this scroll know a variant version of Daniel?” Koch thinks that this
indicates that QMelch is not dependent upon theDamasus Document. K. Koch, “Stages
in the Canonization of the Book of Daniel,” in The Book of Daniel: Composition and
Reception (ed. J.J. Collins and P.W. Flint;  vols.; Leiden: Brill, ), :–, .
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Jewish tradition and literature that a suffering Messiah is associated with
a Son of Man figure, as in the NT gospels.2

QMelch: A Digest

Thirteen (or fifteen) fragments3 of a first century b.c.e. document4 featur-
ing the mysterious figure Melchizedek were found in cave  at Qumran
and first translated by Adam van der Woude in .5 The text proclaims
liberty to the captives, after the theme of Isa :. This suggests that it is
a midrash (or a thematic pesher) on that passage, with an eschatological
tone.6 It promises a general restoration of freedom: from prison, debt,
and loss of property. This redemption is to be realized at the eschaton,
in this case the tenth Jubilee of the  years of the Week of Weeks (Dan
:–). It is to be accomplished by Melchizedek, a deliverer who is sent
from heaven. Vermes suggests that this Melchizedek has characteristics
of the archangel, Michael, and is referred to as the leader or director of the
“sons of heaven” and the “gods of justice.” The Melchizedek of QMelch
is, on occasion, referred to as El and Elohim, along the lines of such usage

2 I. Knohl declares that when the Royal Messiah was killed in Jerusalem in  b.c.e.
and his body, with that of his colleague, the Priestly Messiah, was left in the street for three
days, his disciples searched the Hebrew Bible to discover messianic passages that would
account for this crisis. They concluded that after humiliation and death the messianic
figures had ascended into heaven, as prophesied by biblical passages that they now
understood in a new way. “Thus, for the first time in the history of Judaism, a conception
emerged of ‘catastrophic’ messianism in which the humiliation, rejection, and death of the
Messiah were regarded as an inseparable part of the redemptive process.” I. Knohl, The
Messiah Before Jesus: The Suffering Servant of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Berkeley: University
of California Press, ), ; cf. ibid., –.

3 P. Bertalotto says there are fifteen in his unpublished research paper, “The Super-
human Melchizedek: A Qumranic Response to the Enochic Son of Man” (University of
Michigan, ). A. Steudel says there are fourteen fragments. Cf. A. Steudel, “Melchize-
dek,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L.H. Schiffman and J.C. VanderKam; 
vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), :–.

4 Koch, “Stages in the Canonization,”  thinks it is possible that QMelch is a
second century b.c.e. document. J.F. Hobbins suggests the same possibility in his chapter
in the same volume (“Resurrection in Daniel and Other Writings at Qumran,” inTheBook
of Daniel: Composition and Reception, :–,  n. ). G. Vermes, The Complete
Dead Sea Scrolls in English (New York: Allen Lane/Penguin, ), , declares without
apology that it is from the first century b.c.e.

5 A.S. van der Woude, “Melchisedek als himmlische Erlösergestalt in den neugefun-
denen eschatologischen Midraschim aus Qumran Höhle XI,” OtSt  (): –.

6 Vermes,TheComplete Dead Sea Scrolls, , refers to it as amidrash and Bertalotto,
“The Superhuman Melchizedek,” calls it a pesher.
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of these terms in Job :, and in the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice. Ver-
mes suggests that the names have here their secondary meaning of judge
rather than deity.

Here Melchizedek is portrayed as presiding over the final Judgement and
condemnation of his demonic counterpart, Belial/Satan, the Prince of
Darkness, elsewhere also called Melkiresha#. The great act of deliverance is
expected to occur on the Day of Atonement at the end of the tenth Jubilee
cycle.7

Vermes’ trajectory of thought regarding Melchizedek being the Archan-
gel Michael seems to accord with John J. Collins’ claim that the “one like
unto a Son of Man” in Dan : is Michael and not a human figure. His
argument is based upon the notion that the Son of Man figure in Daniel
is the symbolic head of the Israelite nation, just as the beasts in Dan –
are symbolic figures representing the empires which are to be destroyed.
He suggests that each of the symbolic national figures is the “angel of its
nation,” which role Michael fills for Israel.8

Collins’ line of thought is ill advised. While Michael is referred to in
Dan : as a salvific prince who stands for the children of Israel, there
is no connection drawn between him in that context and the Son of Man
in Dan :. Secondly, the beasts are not referred to as angels of their
nations but only as kings or emperors. Thirdly, if the symbolic figures for
the evil nations are beasts, sub-human in their abuses and degradation,
and onlyworthy of destruction; why would one not count on the symbolic
figure representing “The People of the Holy Ones of the Most High”
(Dan :) to be a human, worthy of exaltation, even to the heavenly
realm. Such a view takes the text seriously as it stands.9 The Son of Man

7 Vermes,The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls, .
8 J.J. Collins,Daniel: A Commentary on the Book of Daniel (Hermeneia; Minneapolis:

Fortress, ). Cf. also J.J. Collins and P.W. Flint, eds.,The Book of Daniel: Composition
and Reception ( vols.; Leiden: Brill, ). In this latter work, Koch, “Stages in the
Canonization,” , asserts that QMelch definitely refers to the book of Daniel, and
hence has implications related to the Son of Man passage in Dan , as well as to the
associated “week of weeks,” the celebrated  years of the prophecy. Bertalotto, “The
Superhuman Melchizedek,” –, attempts to establish an angelmorphic character for
Melchizedek in QMelch but succeeds only in persuading the reader that Collins’
argument is specious.

9 In her comprehensive, erudite, and articulate study of salvific figures in theDamas-
cus Document and the Dead Sea Scrolls, L. Guglielmo suggests that the Son of Man figures
in Second Temple Judaism are clearly human figures in their basic characteristics, but are
sometimes spoken of as though they have angelic qualities. They are accorded heavenly
status, they are said to associate intimately with the angelic hosts of heaven, they have
assigned positions of authority among the angels (Dan –;  En. –), and the like.
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in Dan – is God’s agent to run earthly operations from his position
in the divine headquarters. His field-forces are humans carrying out his
delegated responsibilities on earth. There is no justification for Collins
to accord angelic status, character, or identity to Daniel’s Son of Man.
Comparably, there is no justification for Vermes to accord angelic identity
to Melchizedek.

Vermes emphasizes that QMelch illuminates our understanding of
references to Melchizedek as a priest with an eternal priesthood as we
find them in the Epistle to the Hebrews (Heb :, ; :; :), the NT
analogue beingJesus Christ. He points out that QMelch also enlightens
us regarding the traditions of Melchizedek (Gen :; Ps :) and
the Son of Man as eschatological judge or prosecutor in Second Temple
Judaism (cf. Dan – where God is the judge but the Son of Man carries
out his judgment; and  En. – where the Son of Man is identified
as judge and carries out the judgment). Vermes points out that there
seems to be a correlation between the figure of Melchizedek in this
Qumran document (QMelch) and the development of the specific type
of messianic concept that we find in the Synoptic Gospels and elsewhere
in NT Christianity.10

In the thirteen fragments of this tractate (QMelch), Melchizedek is a
heavenly agent who manages a divine economy in which the restoration
of freedom and prosperity includes forgiveness “of all the iniquities” and
“wrong-doings” of those who were deprived and oppressed. He “will
assign them to the Sons of Heaven.” They will share the “inheritance”
and the “portion” of Melchizedek. The Day of Atonement will atone for
all the “Sons of Heaven” who are of the “lot of Melchizedek . . . for this
is the moment of the year of Grace of Melchizedek” (II:). A sound
translation of Isa : reads similarly, “to proclaim the timeliness of the
Lord’s acceptance” [of needy humanity] (trans. J.H.E.).

There follows quite naturally in QMelch a description of Melchize-
dek as El or Elohim, meaning the Judge, who, because of his exousia
(strength, power, authority [cf. John :–]), will “judge the holy ones

She argues that they may, therefore, be spoken of metaphorically as having angelic quali-
ties. This does not warrant our calling them angelmorphic beings or angels, as J.J. Collins
names the Son of Man in Dan : (see Collins,Daniel, –). See L. Guglielmo, “His-
torical Allusions and Salvific Figures in the Admonitions of the Damascus Document: An
Intertextual and Historical Interpretation Carried Out on the Basis of a Physical Recon-
struction of Q” (Ph.D. diss., University of Naples Frederico II, ).

10 Vermes, The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls, . Vermes suggests, as a source of this
idea, the work of van der Woude, “Melchisedek als himmlische Erlösergestalt.”
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of God” (cf. Dan :, , ;  En. –). Here the document footnotes
its claim, so to speak, by citing Ps : and  and Ps :– regarding
the judgment performed by Elohim. Moreover, Melchizedek’s (Elohim-
Judge) judgment also executes Yahweh’s vengeance against Belial and the
spirits who rebelliously follow him. From their control, Melchizedek, as
Eschatological Judge or Prosecutor, will snatch away all the deprived and
oppressed people, and restore their liberty and prosperity as the Sons of
Heaven. All theElohim of Justice will join Melchizedek in this destruction
of Belial and his host. There follows a doxology about what the prophets
called repeatedly The Great Day of the Lord, or The Day of Judgment and
Salvation.

This is the day of [Peace/Salvation] concerning which [God] spoke
[through Isa]iah the prophet, who said, [How] beautiful upon the moun-
tains are the feet of the messenger who proclaims peace, who brings good
news, who proclaims salvation, who says to Zion: Your elohim [reigns] (Isa.
lii, ).11 (QMelch II:–)

Here the author of the tractate is formally citing Dan :, Lev :,
and Isa :– as the scriptural prophecies which he quite obviously and
quite consciously has in mind. Moreover, he declares that the Elohim in
“Your Elohim/Lord reigns!” is Melchizedek, who saves the deprived and
oppressed from the control of Belial. This short tractate makes clear that
its lead figure, Melchizedek, is a man from heaven who is appointed by
Yahweh to exercise the role of the eschatological judge and prosecutor.
In this role he is accorded the power and authority to put down evil
powers, to deliver the righteous or redeemed from the evil powers, and
to gather together into the heavenly kingdom all those who are forgiven
and thus redeemed; and so are known as the Sons of Heaven or the Sons
of Light.

Son of Man in Second Temple Apocalyptic Judaism

It is a source of considerable scholarly astonishment that, as noted above,
there is no Son of Man named as such at Qumran. That is, the title, Son of
Man, is not employed in the rich and extensive literature of the Qumran
Essene Sect. Other references like those in QMelch, however, seem to
offer evidence of a figure and a concept, even a messianic concept, in the

11 Vermes,The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls, .
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Dead Sea Scrolls, that is notably similar to the Son of Man material in
the Hebrew Bible, in Second Temple Literature, and in the NT Gospels.
All these references depict an exalted human figure, given a heavenly
locus, accorded the role of Eschatological Judge and/or Prosecutor, and
possessing a redemptive- or salvific-outcome function. The presence in
QMelch of this complex construct or depiction suggests a significant
interface between the messianic images in the Dead Sea Scrolls, and those
regarding the Son of Man in the minds of apocalyptic Jews of the first
two centuries b.c.e., as well as in the minds of the gospel writers and of
Jesus himself. Subsequently Jesus, the literary character in the gospels,
identified himself or was identified by others, with those Son of Man
images in the gospel dramas.

Heinz E. Tödt found, in the Rule of the Community (QS IV:; IX:),
references to the actions of a messianic figure like the one in the Son of
Man sayings of Matt : and Mark :–.12 Tödt simply noted that
the only setting in the gospels in which the same notion of a messianic
human moving toward an apotheosis as Eschatological Judge arises is in
the Son of Man logia. Tödt points out that in Mark :–, the titles
Son of Man and Messiah are joined. Caiaphas asks Jesus, “Are you the
Messiah, the Son of the Blessed”? Jesus’ reply is direct, “I am; and you
will see the Son of Man sitting at the right hand of power, and coming
with the clouds of heaven.” At Qumran and in Mark the messianic man
is divinely appointed to function as Judge in the eschaton. His identity
and function is that of discerning the righteous from the condemned
unrighteous, abolishing the latter, and assembling the former into the
heavenly kingdom.

The Qumran reference with which Tödt joins this Markan narrative
concerns the hope for the endurance of the righteous, “until the prophet
comes, and the Messiahs of Aaron and Israel” (QS IX:).13 Tödt claims
that this hope for multiple messiahs is refined by Jesus’ day into a unified
messianic hope. In the form of the Enochic Essenism that became the
Jesus Movement, this unified hope centered itself in the messianic Son of
Man, as it had in the Royal Messiah at Qumran.14 In the literary drama
of the gospels Jesus announces that this Son of Man is the figure who is

12 H.E. Tödt, The Son of Man in the Synoptic Tradition (trans. D.M. Barton; Philadel-
phia: Westminster, ), ; see also .

13 F. Garcia Martinez, The Dead Sea Scrolls Translated: The Qumran Texts in English
(trans. W.G.E. Watson; nd ed., Leiden: Brill, ), –.

14 Cf. again the Hodayot and theWar Scroll.



the dead sea scrolls and the son of man 

to suffer at the hands of evil men and die, in direct correspondence with
the Qumran expectation regarding the Royal Messiah.

Thus Tödt sees a relationship of concepts between such references as
those to the Royal Messiah of Qumran, the apocalyptic Jewish notion
of the Son of Man in Ezekiel and Daniel, and the Jesus character of
the Synoptic Gospel narratives. This relationship of concepts should, of
course, apply as well to Melchizedek as Eschatological Judge (Elohim) in
QMelch. All these figures are Eschatological Judges and/or Prosecu-
tors, and one might add Enoch from the Parables of  En. –. Both
the Royal Messiah of Qumran, depicted in the Hodayot and in the War
Scroll, and the Synoptic Jesus character are suffering and dying messi-
ahs. While the Qumran Community does not refer to the Eschatological
Judge nor to the suffering Messiah as the Son of Man, in both types of
references the Dead Sea Scrolls clearly have in mind the same messianic
figure as the one for which Enoch and the Jesus Movement employed
that title, Son of Man, the latter claiming that Jesus named himself by
that title.

George W.E. Nickelsburg develops at length the relationship between
Dan  and the Parables of Enoch ( En. –), with particular emphasis
upon the judicial role of the messianic figure.15 While he distinguishes
between the judicial role of Michael in Dan  and  and the non-
judicial role of the one like a Son of Man in Dan , he nonetheless
points out: “The heavenly enthronement of the one like a Son of Man will
involve Israel’s earthly supremacy over all the nations.” This supremacy is
reminiscent of the messianic destiny of Israel in Isa :–. Nickelsburg
points out that it is this supremacy of the messianic figure or people
which one finds in QM (Q) XVII:, as well. Here we read that God
will exalt “the dominion of Israel over all flesh.” This is apparently an
extension of the earthly effects of the work of “The People of the Holy
Ones of the Most High” (Dan :), carried out in the name and exousia
of the “one like unto a Son of Man.”

In Dan  the one like the Son of Man is exalted to heavenly status. It
is not clear, despite Nickelsburg’s remark to the contrary, that the Son
of Man is actually enthroned in heaven in Dan –, but he is accorded
a heavenly status next to the Most High God. Both he and his minions
on earth, “The People of the Holy Ones of the Most High,” are exalted
over all kingdoms and powers on earth. Thus the one like unto the

15 G.W.E. Nickelsburg, “Son of Man,” ABD :.



 j. harold ellens

Son of Man becomes the heavenly epitome of “The People of the Holy
Ones of the Most High” who are on earth. Conversely, they become the
earthly epitome of the exalted and heavenly Son of Man. It is interesting
that in Daniel the Son of Man never descends to earth, but through his
“field forces” on earth, who are accorded the dominion and power that
his authority and power incarnates, accomplish his task of destroying
evil powers and empires, thereby establishing the reign of the heavenly
kingdom in all the earth. Those field forces prosecute the divine judgment
which the Son of Man has the power, authority, and responsibility to
work out on earth. Daniel’s Son of Man is not enthroned but he exercises
eschatological judgment through “The People of the Holy Ones of the
Most High.”

In  En. :–, the Son of Man combines the role of enthrone-
ment and judgment, as does the Son of Man in the Synoptic Gospels.
The Enochic scene is straight-forward. The hosts of heaven witness the
exaltation, enthronement, and judgment carried out by the Son of Man,
subsequently designated as Enoch, himself. Nickelsburg invites us to hear
clearly the strains of the overture played in the Parables of Enoch and
which became the theme of the sonata developed in the gospels.

And there was great joy amongst them,
And they blessed and glorified and extolled,
Because the name of that Son of Man had been revealed to them
And he sat on the throne of his glory,
And the command of the judgment was given unto the Son of Man
And he caused the sinners to pass away and be destroyed from off the

face of the earth,
(or, he shall never pass away or perish from the face of the earth)

And those who have led the world astray
Shall be bound with chains,
And their ruinous assembly shall be imprisoned
And their works shall vanish from the face of the earth.
And from henceforth there shall be nothing corruptible
For that Son of Man has appeared,
And has seated himself on the throne of his glory,
And all evil shall pass away from before his face,
And the word of that Son of Man shall go forth. ( En. :–)

Nickelsburg clearly intimates in his superb article the mutuality of lan-
guage and concept of this great variety of literatures of Second Tem-
ple Judaism associated with the Son of Man as exalted heavenly figure
and eschatological judge. One can hardly miss the correlative, if not the
literarily genealogical relationship between these documents. The impli-



the dead sea scrolls and the son of man 

cation of Nickelsburg’s work is that Tödt’s references to the messianic
expectation and eschatological judgment at Qumran in the Rule of the
Community is a correlate of the Son of Man ideology in the Parables of
Enoch. Thus, while the Dead Sea Scrolls do not name or title a Son of
Man, they present the same messianic theology of eschatological judg-
ment which is presented more concretely in the Parables, where it is given
the name, title, and messianic character of the Son of Man. Thus, it cer-
tainly seems that it is precisely this figure who is the Son of Man through-
out  En. – and the messianic suffering servant-Son of Man in the
Jesus story, that is the suffering servant-Royal Messiah at Qumran, and
the judge and savior in QMelch.

The Son of Man and the Suffering Servant at Qumran

Israel Knohl has pursued at considerably greater length than Tödt and
Nickelsburg his argument for a significant messianic figure(s) in the Dead
Sea Scrolls, associated in nature and role with eschatological judgment.16

Knohl is also at pains to draw out the implication of his citations from
the scrolls in relationship to the nature and role of the Son of Man in
the gospel narratives. Knohl finds a suffering servant messiah in the
text of two or three Dead Sea Scrolls, attested by four or five separate
copies.17 Unfortunately, these scrolls are in damaged condition, though
the entire manuscript seems to be preserved, nonetheless, in various
parts. If proven to be correct, Knohl’s claim seems even more useful than
that of Tödt, and somewhat more effectively confirmed by the textual
textual data.

Knohl cites QHe (Q); QHa (Q) ; QHa XXVI and QMa

(Q)  i. The first three manuscripts belong to the first version of the
Thanksgiving Hymns, orHodayot. The fourth citation, Q, is from the
War Scroll and is a second version of the hymns.18 The main evidence for
the first version is found in two rather substantial fragments of QHe.
The relevant text in the first fragment speaks of the messianic figure as
beloved of the king who, from the context, seems clearly to be God. This
messianic figure, whom God loves, is described as dwelling among the
holy ones, though rejected by humanity. The first term, regarding his

16 Knohl,TheMessiah Before Jesus, –, –, –.
17 Ibid.
18 Ibid., –.
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exaltation by the king, certainly rings with the sounds of Pss ; ; and
; the second, depicting heavenly transcendence, echoes the strains
of Dan –; and the third, introducing suffering and rejection, seems
reminiscent of Isa . If these references seem a bit tenuous, they are
confirmed by the second fragment which speaks of the messianic figure
being despised and enduring evil.

The fragmentary nature of QHe is, of course, troublesome. We are
fortunate to be able to reconstruct virtually the entire document by com-
parative analysis of all other manuscripts in version one where “parallel
expressions are sometimes preserved in a more complete form.”19 Paral-
lels also exist in version two for most of the relevant citations. For exam-
ple, QHa speaks of the messianic figure expressing “gentleness to the
poor” but being “oppressed” (QHa III[]). Similar confirmation is evi-
dent for the expressions of divine exaltation of the messianic figure, his
assignment to dwell with the angels and the holy ones, his glory, and his
role as judge. Knohl reconstructs this section of the first version of the
first hymn as follows.

I shall be reckoned with the angels, my dwelling is in the holy council.
Who . . . has been despised like me and who has been rejected of men

like me?
And who compares to me in enduring evil?
No teaching compares to my teaching
For I sit . . . in heaven.
Who is like me among the angels?
Who would cut off my words?
And who could measure the flow of my lips?
Who can associate with me, thus compare with my judgment?
I am the beloved of the king, a companion of the holy ones . . .
And to my glory none can compare . . . 20

The second version of Hymn  has very similar language, as one would
expect. Here again we have the messianic figure on an eternal heavenly
throne of power. Three times over he is declared to be assigned to the
angelic council. None can compare with his glory except the sons of

19 Ibid., .
20 Ibid., –. Cf. also E. Schuller in DJD XXIX (): –; and E. Eshel, “The

Identification of the ‘Speaker’ of the Self Glorification Hymn,” inThe Provo International
Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls: Technological Innovations, New Texts, and Reformu-
lated Issues (ed. D.W. Parry and E. Ulrich; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; eadem
in DJD XXIX (): –; eadem, “Qb: A Self-Glorification Hymn,” RevQ 
(): –. Cf. García Martinez,TheDead Sea Scrolls Translated, – for QHa,
– for QHa (Q), – for QHe (Q), and – for QMa (Q).
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the king. No one has been so exalted. He sits in heaven and none can
accompany him to this unique majestic place. The holy council is his
dwelling place. He has been despised, has borne incomparable afflictions,
endured incomparable evil, and he has been glorified. No one is like him,
no teaching like his teaching. No one can associate with him or compare
with his exercise of judgment.

Hymn , version , is preserved in QHa (Q)  i –ii , but
this hymn is an exaltation of God and celebration of his redemptive
exaltation of redeemed humans. “Proclaim and say: Great is God who
acts wonderfully, for he casts down the haughty spirit so that there is no
remnant and lifts up the poor from the dust to the eternal height and to
the clouds he magnifies him in stature, and he is with the heavenly beings
in the assembly of the community . . . ”21 The second version of Hymn  is
preserved in a mere fragment, QMa (Q)  i – but refers to the
exaltation of God’s Messiah to the heavenly realm with the angels, and to
his being accorded heavenly power.

Of course, as suggested above, it is difficult to miss the specific cor-
respondence between the language of suffering, exaltation, and judg-
ment associated with the Messiah in these messianic hymns and the
language of the Son of Man logia of the Synoptic Gospels. Indeed, ref-
erences to this messianic figure fit all three of Bultmann’s categories of
Synoptic Gospels’ Son of Man logia, but Knohl is particularly interested
in category two, the suffering Messiah.22 It is also obvious how depen-
dent both literary sources, Knohl’s Qumran references and the gospel
logia, are upon Pss :–; :, Isa :–, Dan :–, –, and
 En. – (particularly ch. ). The latter is surprising, since  En. –
, as an identifiable text, seems to be totally absent from the Qumran
library.

What is very suggestive about the associations made in this discussion
thus far is the degree to which the messianic figure referred to in Daniel,
in theParables of Enoch, and in the gospels of the NT is like the Messiah of
Qumran (theHodayot,War Scroll, andRule of the Community), though at
Qumran he is never accorded the title of Son of Man. Thus the important
point here lies in the relationship between that evidence which strongly

21 Knohl,TheMessiah Before Jesus, .
22 Cf. R. Bultmann, The Gospel of John: A Commentary (trans. G.R. Beasley-Murray;

Oxford: Blackwell, ); idem,Theology of the New Testament (trans. K. Grobel;  vols.,
New York: Scribner, ), :.
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relates the suffering messianic figure at Qumran with the similar suffering
messianic figure of the Synoptic Gospels known as the Son of Man,
though the community of Qumran did not employ that title.

In this regard two issues are of importance. First, there is, as we have
already noted, a remarkable correspondence of language, concept, and
content between the suffering servant passages from Qumran, to which
Knohl calls our attention, and the language of the Son of Man logia in
the gospels, which depict the suffering and dying Messiah. Second, there
is a notable correspondence between the ultimate heavenly exaltation
and enthronement as judge of this figure who appears on earth as the
suffering servant in the passages at Qumran, including QMelch and
the comparable Son of Man logia in the Synoptic Gospels.

We apparently have a suffering servant Messiah in the Hodayot and
theWar Scroll at Qumran, who is set in the context of the messianic fig-
ure of the Rule of the Community and who is the impending apocalyp-
tic Eschatological Judge. The comparative chronology of the two sets of
texts, Qumran narrative ( b.c.e.– c.e.) and gospel logia (–
c.e.), is also interesting, particularly if viewed in the framework Boc-
caccini developed in his study of the relationship between sectarian and
extra-sectarian Essenism.23

Who is the Suffering Messiah at Qumran?

The identity of the messianic figure in the Qumran Hymns might be, as
John J. Collins argues, not the Teacher of Righteousness nor a composite
figure representing the righteous community, nor, to use Daniel’s term,
“The People of the Holy Ones of the Most High,” but an individual author
whose identity until now remains a mystery.24 Knohl argues on the basis
of a constellation of references in the Oracle of Hystapes, the book of
Revelation, the Assumption of Moses, and Roman history that the two
messianic leaders killed in the streets of Jerusalem in  b.c.e. by the
Romans under Caesar Augustus were the Royal and the Priestly Messiahs
whom the Qumran Community had celebrated; and that one of these was

23 G. Boccaccini, Beyond the Essene Hypothesis: The Parting of the Ways Between
Qumran and Enochic Judaism (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ).

24 J.J. Collins, Apocalypticism in the Dead Sea Scrolls (New York: Doubleday, ),
.



the dead sea scrolls and the son of man 

the speaker in the messianic hymns. Since the speaker refers to being
exalted to a throne, Knohl concludes it was the Royal Messiah who gave
us the hymns.

As the two messianic leaders were killed in bce, they surely were active in
the period previous to that year—that is, during the reign of King Herod
(–bce). . . . all four copies of the messianic hymns were written pre-
cisely at that period. One can, therefore assume that one of the two Mes-
siahs killed in bce was the hero of the messianic hymns from Qumran.
. . . The hero of the hymns did not have any priestly attributes; on the other
hand, he spoke of sitting on a “throne of power” and mentioned a crown.
From this we may deduce he was the royal Messiah.25

The historical record indicates that by order of the authorities, the two
slain religious figures were left unburied in the city streets for three
days, after which they disappeared, leading their disciples to believe
that they had risen to life and ascended to heaven, as the hero in the
hymns promised. As the messianic figure in the hymns had appropriated
to himself the character and role of the suffering servant of Isa :–
, so also had he appropriated to himself the exaltation of Isa :,
“Behold, my servant shall prosper, he shall be exalted and lifted up, and
shall be very high.” At the time of the murder of the Royal Messiah, his
disciples took the abusive neglect of his body in the streets as a reason
to appropriate to him also Isa : and , “They made his grave with
the wicked . . . he was numbered with the transgressors . . . ”26 It was a
short leap in the minds of the disciples of the Qumran messiahs from this
Isaianic notion to fashioning an association between the disappearance
of the corpse and resurrection and ascension to heavenly enthronement,
which the author of the hymns had anticipated and promised; and Isa 
proposes and so permits.

Knohl sees the outcome of this historic event in Roman history to have
been of great significance and relevance to the Qumran community and
their literature.

Thus after the Messiah’s death his believers created a “catastrophic” ide-
ology. The rejection of the Messiah, his humiliation, and his death were
thought to have been foretold in the Scriptures and to be necessary stages
in the process of redemption. The disciples (of the Qumran Messiahs)
believed that the humiliated and pierced Messiah had been resurrected
after three days and that he was due to reappear on earth as redeemer,

25 Knohl,TheMessiah Before Jesus, .
26 Ibid., . Do we hear at this point a memory of the transgressor, Jezebel, who was

cast into the street dead, for the dogs to eat, as in Kgs :, and Kgs :–?
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victor, and judge. Daniel prophesied that the fourth beast would be de-
stroyed and the kingdom would be given to the “son of man,” whom Daniel
described as sitting on a heavenly throne and as coming in the clouds of
heaven. The disciples and followers of the Qumranic Messiah believed that
he had been resurrected after three days and had risen to heaven in a
cloud. He now sat in heaven as he had described himself in his vision—
on a “throne of power in the angelic council.” Eventually he would return,
descending from above with the clouds of heaven, surrounded by angels.
The time would then have come for the overthrow of the fourth beast—
Rome—and the Messiah would thus fulfill Daniel’s vision of the “son of
man.”27

Knohl points out that this is the first time in Israelite history that the
notion of catastrophic messianism is introduced in which “the humilia-
tion, rejection, and death of the Messiah were regarded as an inseparable
part of the redemptive process” and of his inevitable exaltation, enthrone-
ment, and ultimate apotheosis as divine judge.28

Why is the Suffering Servant and Messianic
Judge Not the Son of Man at Qumran?

The enigma here lies in one question. The Qumran community had
a model of the suffering and dying Messiah which lay close in time,
concept, geography, and socio-political setting, to the Son of Man logia of
the Synoptic Gospels. Moreover, that community also depended heavily
upon the Enochic tradition, as did the Jesus movement; both of which
attached to the suffering servant and dying messiah images the notions
of the exalted heavenly man and Son of Man as eschatological judge.
This multifaceted Son of Man figure was exceedingly prominent under
that name in the Enochic tradition, which both of these communities
shared. Qumran expectations were shaped by the Daniel narrative about
heavenly exaltation of the Son of Man in a way similar to the shaping of
the expectations of the Jesus Movement. So why do the Qumran texts
not employ the Enochic term, Son of Man, to refer to their messianic
eschatological judge, or to their suffering, dying, exalted, and enthroned

27 Ibid., – (italics J.H.E.). It should be noted that Knohl goes beyond the narrative
in Daniel here, in that the latter has no Son of Man who “would return, descending from
above with the clouds of heaven, surrounded by angels.” That language is of much later
derivation and from far different sources.

28 Ibid., . See n.  above.
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Messiah, in the manner in which the Synoptic Gospels refer to him? Is
it possible, even likely, that the gospel writers identified Jesus with the
Qumran model of the suffering, dying, exalted, and judging messiah,
and had good reason to integrate these characteristics into their model
of Jesus’ self-concept as Son of Man?

In his erudite and incisive chapter on the “Schism Between Qumran
and Enochic Judaism,” Boccaccini emphasizes that there are two types
of documents in the Dead Sea Scrolls: those which were common to
Essenes both within and outside of Qumran and those which were
unique to Qumran.29 The former are pre-sectarian or extra-sectarian and
remained normative for the urban Essenes, while the latter are sectarian
in character and chronology, and exclusive to Qumran. Thus, prior to
the cloistering of the Qumran Essenes, the Halakhic Letter, the Dream
Visions, Jubilees, the Temple Scroll, the Proto-Epistle of Enoch, and the
Damascus Document were theologically determinative in the thought of
all Essene communities. The Damascus Document states that God calls
his righteous people to separate themselves from the world and declares,
surprisingly, that God has not elected all of Israel, but only a remnant, to
salvation.30

However, like the other documents listed, the Damascus Document
provides for a certain degree of free will exercised by humans and sub-
divine heavenly beings. Thus, the strict supralapsarian determinism of
the subsequent sectarian documents at Qumran was not standard in
Essenism before and outside of Qumran. That Qumranic doctrine of
determinism, Boccaccini argues, made no room for any freedom of will
on the part of humans or “fallen angels.” The latter were seen as the source
of evil in the world. Moreover, the Parables of Enoch, which elaborate the
Danielic tradition of the exalted Son of Man, since it was not present at
Qumran, must have been an addition to the Essene literature outside of
Qumran, namely, among the urban Essenes. It must have been produced
after the cloistering of the sectarian community of Qumran, or known at
Qumran but overtly rejected by the community for theological reasons.
This is a critical fact in the argument because the Parables clearly speak
against the Qumranic notion of supralapsarian determinism, as do other
facets of Enoch.

29 Boccaccini, Beyond the Essene Hypothesis, –.
30 Ibid., .
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The Epistle of Enoch does not simply lack specific Qumranic elements,
. . . it has specific anti-Qumranic elements. The most obvious is I En :.
The passage explicitly condemns those who state that since human beings
are victims of a corrupted universe, they are not responsible for the sins
they commit, and they blame others (God or the evil angels) for having
exported “sin” into the world. “I have sworn unto you, sinners: In the same
manner that a mountain has never turned into a servant, nor shall a hill
(ever) become a maidservant or a woman; likewise, neither has sin been
exported into the world. It is the people who have themselves invented it.
And those who commit it shall come under a great curse” (:).31

In the sectarian documents unique to Qumran, evil is transcendent and
supralapsarian in both source and remedy: a state of affairs preset by
God from the beginning, by election of some to righteousness and others
to damnation. In the urban Essene movement salvation from evil is
accomplished by a divine salvific intervention. A Son of Man like the
one in Dan :– and in  En. – and – would be an adequate
redemptive resource, especially the latter when he descends as judge
to separate the righteous from the unrighteous. Boccaccini points out
that the cosmic tragedy, induced by fallen angels (Sons of God who
cavorted with the daughters of men) requires more than a human or
angelic savior, since such a judge or redeemer, in order to subdue the evil
powers, must have power superior to that of those angels who brought
evil into the world. The exaltation of the Son of Man to the heavenly
enthronement, in the Enochic tradition outside Qumran, places the Son
of Man above the angels in power and glory. Thus, in extra-Qumran
Enochic literature, the Son of Man is empowered by God to bring the
ultimate resolution to life, history, and evil, at his advent as eschatological
judge.

The most distinctive quality of this extra-Qumranic Essene model,
however, lies in the fact that humans can contribute to their legitimate
inclusion in the community of the elect by willfully conducting their lives
as the righteous ones, “The People of the Holy Ones of the Most High.”
There is no possibility of such human action in will or deed at Qumran.
All is preset from eternity. Among the Essenes outside Qumran there is
a distinction made, Boccaccini declares, between the evil in the world
that has a transcendent source, namely, the fallen angels, and human
sin, which is life willfully lived in complicity with this cosmic evil. One

31 Ibid., .
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can willfully choose a righteous life, “the boundaries between the chosen
and the wicked remain permeable. The door to salvation, which the
Damascus Document kept open only for a limited period of time and the
sectarian [Qumran] documents barred from the beginning for those who
have not been chosen by God, will be open until the very last moment,”
according to the Essenes outside Qumran.32

In the Qumranic model God has preset the destiny of the elect and
the reprobate. There is no room for one’s volitional choice to live in
complicity with evil or in identification with the righteousness of God
and the people of “The People of the Holy Ones of the Most High.” One
has only one’s preset destiny. To discern whether one’s destiny is that of
the elect or damned, one is invited to separate himself from the world and
undertake to live the life of righteousness in the cloistered community. If
a person discovers that living the community’s discipline is possible for
him, he can know that he is one of God’s elect. If he cannot live by that
discipline he has no recourse but to accept his supralapsarian reprobate
status in the eternal scheme of things.

Both the elect and the damned are assigned their destiny to the glory
of God. The judgment of God took place before creation and so before
time. The judgment was to assign the status of the righteous and the
unrighteous. The consequences of that judgment at the end of history
will separate “The People of the Holy Ones of the Most High” from the
unrighteous, exterminating the latter and gathering the former into the
heavenly kingdom. Thus there is no theological place at Qumran for a
Son of Man, as redemptive messianic figure or as messianic eschatolog-
ical judge. God is the only judge and he made the final judgment by a
supralapsarian act at the time that he decided to create the world and
humanity in it. Both salvation and judgment, therefore, are already past.
They will not come at the end of time. There is no role for the Son of Man
at Qumran.

The Qumran community did not become less apocalyptic, if we consider
its roots and worldview; but it certainly became less Enochic the further
it parted from the parallel development of mainstream Enochic Judaism
since the first century bce. Therefore, the decreasing influence of Enochic
literature on the sectarian texts is by no means surprising; it is the logical
consequence of the schism between Qumran and Enochic Judaism.33

32 Ibid., –; see also –.
33 Ibid., .
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Why then the Suffering Messiah at Qumran?

In his “Sherlock Holmes” style narrative, Knohl offers an intriguing ratio-
nale for the presence, nonetheless, of both the suffering messiah (Hodayot
and War Scroll) and the eschatological judge and savior (QMelch) at
Qumran. He asserts that the messianic figure who produced the mes-
sianic hymns that were found among the scrolls at Qumran, was pro-
moting a notion at Qumran that ran counter to the orthodox doctrine
of the community. His idea of a suffering messianic figure, who would
facilitate the enhancement and endurance of the community of the righ-
teous, was an attempt to recover something of the pre-sectarian qual-
ity of historic Enochic doctrine while associating the messianic figure
with Pss ; ; and , on the one hand, and Dan  and Isa , on the
other.

Knohl speculates that this doctrine was unconventional and unac-
ceptable at Qumran, indeed, a heretical theology, causing the condi-
tion of the edition of his manuscripts of the hymns as we have them.
Knohl claims that normal aging, environmental conditions, or decay
were not the cause of these manuscripts being in fragments when they
were discovered in the clay jars. Other manuscripts were discovered in
fragments in the caves at Qumran because their clay containers had
been menaced, damaged, or destroyed. The main manuscript of this
edition of the Hymns was found in its jar, undisturbed, but carefully
and intentionally torn into rather large pieces and then stored in the
container.34 Knohl judges that this tells us an important story, namely,
that this edition of the manuscripts was suppressed at Qumran, and
thus it was torn into pieces with rather careful intentionality, but pre-
served by a devotee of the heretical author and thus, carefully and sur-
reptitiously placed in the clay jars and in the caves, along with the rest
of the library. This scenario, despite its speculative quality, is possible.
Whether one can declare that it is probable requires further evidence

34 Unfortunately, it has not been possible for me to examine the actual manuscripts and
fragments themselves, but only the available photographs. On the face of it there seems
to be some cogency to Knohl’s claim regarding the state of the manuscripts as a result of
their being intentionally torn—as well as intentionally preserved. However, in a personal
conversation with J.H. Charlesworth during the first Enoch Seminar: The International
Conference on Second Temple Judaism, – June , that notable Dead Sea Scrolls
scholar stated that he believes it is likely that the fragmentary character of the remains
of these hymnic manuscripts is a result of the same process of deterioration from age,
exposure, and vermin which characterizes that of other Dead Sea Scrolls.
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confirming that there was the type of heretical movement at Qumran that
Knohl proposes as the key to his argument.

If this speculative theory be true to fact, in a repressed text of the Dead
Sea Scrolls library three key factors conspire to form a single historical
datum that is eminently relevant to the redemptive eschatological figure
in QMelch, and to Jesus’ self concept, as he was fashioned into the Son
of Man character in the gospels. First, we have at Qumran a messianic
figure who speaks of his role as that of proclaiming the kingdom of God,
Bultmann’s first category of Son of Man logia in the gospels. Second,
Qumran presents a messianic figure who is suffering, dying, and then
exalted by God to the status of a heavenly figure, Bultmann’s second
category. Finally, the Hodoyot and the War Scroll, present a Messiah
who takes up the role of eschatological judge and savior (implementer
of the Day of Judgment and Salvation; or Day of the Lord, of the Tanak),
Bultmann’s third category and the key notion in QMelch. Thus we have
at Qumran a virtual Son of Man, like the actual Son of Man in the Jesus
Movement of a century later, and of the gospel narratives of a century
and a half later.

Of course, in articulating this messianic figure at Qumran it was
impossible for that heretical Royal Messiah to employ the standard Eno-
chic term for him, namely, Son of Man, which was employed by the
related but later community of Enochic Judaism that became Chris-
tianity. At Qumran that term had neither credence, nor coinage, and
would have made the heresy both extremely obvious and unnecessar-
ily offensive. It would have amounted to really “sticking it into the face
of the authorities” of the esoteric supralapsarian Qumran community. If
Knohl’s argument holds water, Jesus, the literary character who traverses
the pages of the Synoptic Gospels, internalized as the second phase of
his personal identity development, an Essene concept of a suffering and
dying Messiah (Matt :; :, ; Mark :–).

This concept had already existed for some time in what Knohl inti-
mates was a heretical form of Qumran Essenism, and which Jesus, as lit-
erary character, is depicted as having identified with the Son of Man of
Enoch, Daniel, and Ezekiel. It is an intriguing coincidence that the death
of the Qumran Messiahs took place in the very year of Jesus birth, namely,
 b.c.e. Were the gospel writers aware of this and did they, therefore,
make some association, conscious or unconscious, between the Jesus
character in the gospels and the messianic characters of Qumran? We
can have absolutely no way of knowing that, but certainly that associa-
tion was clearly made.
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Back to QMelch: Summary

Time and space prevents us from exploring in detail the Son of Man
tradition from Ezekiel, Daniel, and Enoch, each of which has a different
perspective. Let me simply summarize them. Ezekiel is addressed by God
as Son of Man  times in his prophecy. That prophecy is structured on
the seven-point rubrics for priestly ordination as stated in Lev –.35 In
Ezekiel, Son of Man means “mortal” or “mere mortal.” Ezekiel’s Son of
Man is a man who proclaims the advent of the heavenly kingdom and
the restoration of the world. Daniel’s Son of Man is a man who is exalted
to heaven and presented to the Ancient of Days, that is, to God. He is
accorded dominion and power (exousia) to carry out God’s judgment of
destroying evil powers and bringing in the heavenly kingdom. He does
this through his field forces on earth, “The People of the Holy Ones of
the Most High,” while he remains in heaven. The Son of Man in Enoch
is Enoch himself, caught up into heaven by a whirlwind and shown the
places of the righteous and unrighteous, and then appointed to carry out
divine judgment on the living and the dead. He consummates history by
the administration of God’s Day of Judgment and Salvation, bringing in
the heavenly kingdom on earth and in heaven.

Clearly, the Jesus character in the Synoptic Gospels starts as an Ezekiel
Son of Man. As his pilgrimage runs into difficulty in Mark , with
the failure of the first mission, Jesus begins to envision himself as the
messianic suffering servant of the Hodayot and War Scroll, Qumran’s
virtual Son of Man. His journey runs into increasingly heavy weather
as the collision course with the authorities becomes clearer and more
inevitable. Then he begins to envision himself as the Son of Man of
Dan –, exalted by God to a heavenly status in which he, nonetheless,
accomplishes the mission of putting down the evil powers by means of his
followers on earth. When he finally stands in judgment before Caiaphas
and Pilate, and the jig is up, so to speak, the Jesus character in the Synoptic
Gospels’ story raises the ante one more time. He declares that he will
return from heaven as the Eschatological Judge and Prosecutor, on the
clouds of heaven, with all the holy angels, in the power and glory of God
himself. This is the Son of Man of Enoch and of QMelch.

35 M.A. Sweeney, “Ezekiel: Zadokite Priest and Visionary Prophet of the Exile,” in
idem, Form and Intertextuality in Prophetic andApocalyptic Literature (FAT ; Tübingen:
Mohr Siebeck, ), –. Cf. also M.S. Odell, “You Are What You Eat: Ezekiel and
the Scroll,” JBL  (): –.



the dead sea scrolls and the son of man 

It is of great interest and importance that in the Gospel of John we have
a quite different scenario than in the Synoptic Gospels. In John Jesus is
from the outset the heavenly man and Son of Man (John :–), who
descends to earth (John :) to become the savior (John :–) of the
whole world. In the Fourth Gospel the judgment was also supralapsarian,
as at Qumran, but of an opposite sort. In that judgment God judged that
he would save the whole world. So in John there is no second coming, no
final judgment, no end of history, no eschaton, and no parousia. Indeed,
there is no eschatological judge. Jesus is the savior. Whenever in John it is
suggested that the Son of Man is, by definition, the eschatological judge,
Jesus is at great pains to insist that he will not exercise his exousia as Judge
or Prosecutor, but will exercise only the role of savior (John :–; :
etc.).

Significantly, in John :, Jesus aggressively sets himself apart from
the Enochic Son of Man, Judge and Prosecutor, by declaring that “no
man ascends into heaven but he who descended from heaven, even the
Son of Man, who is heavenly.” Enoch claims that Enoch ascended into
heaven and returns from there, having been enthroned in heaven and
appointed to be the Eschatological Judge. Jesus is declaring in John :
that Enoch cannot have been the true Son of Man, since he was not a
heavenly man who first descended from heaven and after finishing his
work on earth returned to heaven. On the other hand, Jesus is the epitome
of that proper model, therefore, Jesus is the true Son of Man. This true
Son of Man foregoes his role as judge and prosecutor, since they are now
irrelevant, and engages instead in the role of savior of the world. There
follows the reference to the Son of Man being lifted up as Moses’ serpent
in the wilderness.

The picture in QMelch has similarities in that it is focused primarily
upon the role of Melchizedek as a heavenly figure, an agent of divine
action in the world as the eschatological judge and prosecutor, as well as
a savior or redeemer. Here there is no indication of an Ezekiel-like Son
of Man, namely, an earthly human who is called to proclaim the reign of
God on earth, as in the Synoptics before Mark :. As in John we have
in QMelch, instead, echoes of a heavenly man, the Son of Man in Dan
–. Melchizedek is, moreover, not just an agent to prosecute the cause
of the heavenly kingdom on earth. He is an Elohim, a divinely appointed
judge and prosecutor, whose task is very like that of Enoch in the Parables
( En. –, especially chs. –).

Melchizedek is the eschatological judge, but in this process his promi-
nent role, repeatedly emphasized, is that of securing the deliverance and
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salvation (liberty and prosperity) of “The People of the Holy Ones of the
Most High,” that is, the Sons of Light or the Sons of Heaven. It is not
difficult to see, therefore, that the author of Heb  styles him as a priest
of the Most High God, as in Abraham’s experience (Gen :; cf. also
Ps :), and hence a type of Jesus, as the savior of the world, the eter-
nal anchor of hope grounded in the heavenly world.

It is clear, therefore, that at Qumran we have a virtual Son of Man in
the Hodayot and the War Scroll, in the Rule of the Community, and in
the form of a messianic figure who is also the suffering servant. More-
over, it is clear that in QMelch we have a figure with key elements of
the Son of Man tradition of apocalyptic Judaism, namely, the authority
and power of eschatological judge and the function of rescuer or savior
of the people of God.36 Of course, the suffering messiah and the escha-
tological judge both stand in contrast with the mainstream of Qumran’s
supralapsarian determinist theology. The documents we have cited from
the Qumran library suggest that a heretical movement existed within the
community that envisioned the possibility of hope and salvation beyond
the scope of the predestined elect. This enticed them, perhaps, to con-
template and militate for a theology of a salvation that required a savior-
messiah who would, perforce, suffer for being at cross purposes with
the orthodox determinists, but who would in the end be exalted of God
and appointed as the eschatological judge of the living and the dead.
Knohl would seem, therefore, to be correct in suggesting that in this
repeated combination of judge and savior in the Dead Sea Scrolls, associ-
ated significantly with messianic suffering, we have the first time in Jew-
ish tradition an occasion in which Isa  and  are conjoined, a coales-
cence that became the key to the identity of Jesus as Son of Man in the
gospels.

36 G.W.E. Nickelsburg notes that in QMelch we have a priestly and royal figure,
such as are mentioned in Gen :– (the Abraham encounter with Melchizedek), and
Ps  (symbolic references to the man exalted and enthroned by God). See G.W.E. Nick-
elsburg, Ancient Judaism and Christian Origins: Diversity, Continuity, and Transforma-
tion (Minneapolis: Fortress, ), ; idem, Jewish Literature between the Bible and the
Mishnah (nd ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress, ), . The implication of this perspective
is a strong relationship between QMelch and the passages regarding the suffering mes-
siahs in the War Scroll and Hodayot narratives (the Royal and Priestly Messiahs), who
Knohl suggests, were killed in Jerusalem in  b.c.e. and thought by their disciples to have
ascended into heaven, as the Royal Messiah had promised in his hymns.
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We do not have a Son of Man in the Dead Sea Scrolls, but we have
a virtual Son of Man: suffering messiah and savior, exalted to heavenly
status as the eschatological judge in the Hodayot, the War Scroll, and in
QMelch. In John :– and :–, as well as in Dan – and
 En. –, this combination of characteristics and functions is noted as
the essential and defining identity of the Son of Man of Second Temple
Judaism.
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A. Introduction

Hellenistic Judaism was diverse in thought, practice, and social organi-
zation. One issue that exemplifies its complexity is animal sacrifice. This
study examines one group’s view of sacrifice, namely the Essenes. As
described by the early Jewish writers, Philo and Josephus, the Essenes
were one of four Jewish sectarian groups that held to certain priestly
ideals.1 On the basis of the descriptions given in Philo’s Quod omnis
probus liber sit  and Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities ., the Essene’s
views on the religious cult seem to be congruent with the ideology of
the community related to the Dead Sea Scrolls. Due to space limita-
tions, this study focuses on the Essene group as described by Josephus.
I perform a textual analysis of Ant. . in order to understand its
overall context. Subsequently, I will argue for the possible connection
of the Essenes with the larger movement associated with the Dead Sea
Scrolls (the DSS movement hereafter). If, in fact, this latter connection
can be made, then insight concerning the cultic ideology of the entire
DSS movement (which includes the later Qumran community) can be
determined. Here, as will be demonstrated below, there are no less than
two streams of thought concerning the cultic ideology. With this in mind,
Josephus’ description also needs to be investigated alongside the texts
of the DSS movement, most notably the sectarian texts of the Dead Sea
Scrolls.

1 Philo’s most notable description of the Essenes is found in Prob. –.
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B. Josephus’ Description of the Essene View of Sacrifice

. Introduction

JewishAntiquities . is attested variously in six MSS.2 It has been prob-
lematic for translators due to the variant readings. Textual differences
exist in at least two different textual traditions. The {Lat.} and {E} ver-
sions render Ant. . as follows:

ε(ς δ? τ� 6ερ�ν �να��ματα στ�λλ�ντες �υσ!ας [�7κ] �πιτελ��σιν δια+�-
ρ�τητι @γνει'ν, Aς ν�μ!B�ιεν, κα� δι’ α7τ� ε(ργ�μεν�ι τ�� κ�ιν�� τεμε-
ν!σματ�ς �+’ α0τ'ν τ$ς �υσ!ας �πιτελ��σιν.3

The {A}, {M}, {W}, and {Zon.} witnesses render the same passage in the
following way:

ε(ς δ? τ� 6ερ�ν �να��ματα στ�λλ�ντες �υσ!ας �πιτελ��σιν δια+�ρ�τητι
@γνει'ν, Aς ν�μ!B�ιεν, κα� δι’ α7τ� ε(ργ�μεν�ι τ�� κ�ιν�� τεμεν!σματ�ς
�+’ α0τ'ν τ$ς �υσ!ας �πιτελ��σιν.4

It is because of the textual variant above that scholars remain unresolved
about whether or not the Essenes participated in sacrifice. Different
solutions have been put forth, and these differences have resulted in
variant views regarding both the identity and the cultic ideology of the
DSS movements. Compounded together with these issues, and also in
relation to the scrolls, is the lack of insight regarding the time or period
for which Josephus’ account is relevant. Josephus could be referring to at
least one of four scenarios:

. The above citation reflects the ideology of the entire Essene move-
ment, which remained unchanged.

. It reflects the ideology of the entire movement during a particular
stage.

2 Ant. . is found in the following MSS: {A} Codex bibliothecae Ambrosianae
F , dating from the th century; {M} Codex Medicaeus bibliothecae Laurentianae
plut. , codex , dating from the th to th centuries; {W} Codex Vaticanus Gr.
no. , dating  c.e. (the th century); {E} The Epitome Antiquitatum, noted
by H.S.J. Thackeray as being used by Zonaras. Thackeray also contended that Niese
conjectured that this version was made in the th or th century; {Lat.} Uersio Latina,
the Latin version of Cassiodorus from the th or th century (which is also the oldest
extant MS for :) and {Zon.} The Chronicon of Zonaras, from the th century.

3 See S.A. Naber, ed., Flavii Josephi Opera Omnia: Post Immanuelem Bekkerum (
vols.; Leipzig: Teubner, –), :, who gives this reading.

4 This is the reading given by B. Niese, ed., Flavii Josephi Opera ( vols.; Berlin:
Weidmann, –), :, which is followed by the LCL.
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. It reflects the ideology of at least one of the movement’s group (i.e.
an offshoot group that emerged from the larger parent movement),
which remained unchanged.

. It reflects the ideology of at least one of the movement’s groups
during a particular stage.

Further examination of the aforementioned passage could reveal that
Josephus’ account reflects two multiple streams of thought that reveal
the ideology of at least two groups within the larger DSS movement.5
Irrespective of the scenario, however, the same ideology or ideologies
would need to be reflected somewhere in the scrolls, particularly if the
movement (and its various groups) related to the scrolls can be identified
as Essene.

Concerning the textual variant the main issue surrounds the more
original reading of the first clause of Ant. .. As noted above, the
{A}, {M}, {W}, and {Zon.} Greek MS witnesses render Ant. . in the
following way, without the negation (�7κ):

ε(ς δ? τ� 6ερ�ν �να��ματα στ�λλ�ντες �υσ!ας �πιτελ��σιν δια+�ρ�τητι
@γνει'ν, Aς ν�μ!B�ιεν, κα� δι’ α7τ� ε(ργ�μεν�ι τ�� κ�ιν�� τεμεν!σματ�ς
�+’ α0τ'ν τ$ς �υσ!ας �πιτελ��σιν.

They send votive gifts to the temple but perform sacrifices with different
purifications, which they suppose, for this reason they were excluded
from the public precinct of the temple thus they perform sacrifices by
themselves.6

The {Lat.} and {E} versions negate the second line of the first clause,
ε(ς δ? τ� 6ερ�ν �να��ματα στ�λλ�ντες �υσ!ας [�7κ] �πιτελ��σιν δια-
+�ρ�τητι @γνει'ν. Difficulty in translating the first clause of this pas-
sage is also heightened in view of �υσ!ας �πιτελ��σιν also occurring
in the last line of this passage (�+’ α0τ'ν τ$ς �υσ!ας �πιτελ��σιν).
In view of the textual issue concerning �7κ, which subsequently has
affected the translation, meaning and overall understanding of this pas-
sage, four particular issues will be examined in this section: () should
this passage be read with or without the negation (�7κ)? () How should

5 As discussed below, these two streams of thought likely reflect the cultic ideology
of the larger DSS movement and the later Qumran community (a distinct offshoot group
from the larger parent movement that resettled at Qumran). Due to their observance
of the -day calendar, the former group appears to have offered certain non-calendar
binding sacrifices, or alternatively, sacrifices for non-temple associated festivals.

6 My translation.
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the term �να��ματα in the first line be understood? () How should
ε(ργ�μεν�ι be translated, grammatically? and () how should the state-
ment �+’ α0τ'ν τ$ς �υσ!ας �πιτελ��σιν be read, particularly in view
of the translation of �υσ!ας �πιτελ��σιν in the first part of this pas-
sage?

Before discussing these issues, it is important to note that the Essenes
are described as sending�να��ματα to the temple. This suggests that like
in Philo (Prob. ) and what we know about the entire DSS movement,
Josephus’ Essenes revered the temple and cult in principle. As Albert
Baumgarten perceptively notes, the Essenes’ reverence for the temple and
cult is also indicated by the fact that according to Josephus, Judah the
Essene was teaching in the temple and John the Essene was appointed at
a meeting in the temple.7
CΑνα��ματα is typically rendered as “votive offerings.”8 John Strugnell,

followed by Joseph Baumgarten, rightly noted that �να��ματα is non-
sacrificial.9 According to A. Baumgarten, this term can be interpreted in
a number of ways. Following John Nolland,10 A. Baumgarten contends
that it could include the temple tax that all Jews were required to pay.11

Alternatively, he suggests that sending �να��ματα could have meant
voluntary sacrifices, which both Jews and non-Jews were free to send.12

Despite how �να��ματα is interpreted, as is discussed below, sending
it to the temple suggests that for some reason these particular Essenes
were not able to bring it themselves, further implying that they were

7 See A. Baumgarten, “Josephus on Essene Sacrifice,” JJS  (): –, 
and n. . Also see J. Nolland, “A Misleading Statement of the Essene Attitude to the
Temple,” RevQ  (–): –, –, who similarly notes the point that
the Essenes revered the temple. The presence of Essenes in Jerusalem and at the temple
reflects the notion that in view of the Damascus Document (particularly CD :b–:a;
:a; :b–a; :b [= Q  i ]; :–a and Q  –a) the larger
DSS movement participated in some sacrifices. This similarity speaks to the probable link
between the Essenes and the DSS movement.

8 See LSJ s.v.
9 See J. Strugnell, “Flavius Josephus and the Essenes: Antiquities XVIII.–,” JBL

 (): –,  n.  and J.M. Baumgarten, “The Essenes and the Temple: A
Reppraisal,” in Studies in Qumran Law (SJLA ; Leiden: Brill, ), –, .

10 See Nolland, “Misleading Statement,” –.
11 For a discussion of the half-shekel offering see J. Liver, “The Half-Shekel Offering

in Biblical and Post-Biblical Literature,” HTR  (): –; J. Magness, “Temple
Tax, Clothing, and the Anti-Hellenizing Attitude of the Sectarians,” inTheArchaeology of
Qumran and the Dead Sea Scrolls (Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature;
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –, – and –.

12 See A. Baumgarten, “Josephus,” –.
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not present around the temple. But what was the reason(s) for their
position? Due to the variant reading of this passage (the {Lat.} and
{E} against the others), Ant. . becomes ambiguous at this point.13

Certain possibilities will be probed in order to determine this.

. Accepting or Rejecting the Reading of ��κ in the Text

The {Lat.} version of Ant. . is at least five to six centuries older than
the extant Greek MSS where �7κ is absent. Nolland rightly favored the
former ({Lat.} followed by {E}); he accurately stressed its importance
on the basis of being the oldest extant witness.14 The {Lat.} version is
a fifth or sixth century MS made by the order of Cassiodorus. Outside
of his version of Ant. (particularly .), all of the extant MSS of this
passage are known in Greek.15 Presumably, {Lat.}, which is followed by
{E}, derived from an earlier Greek source;16 however, whether or not the
reading favored in {Lat.} predated the source from the extant Greek MSS
where �7κ is absent is uncertain.

Marie-Joseph Lagrange (working before the discovery of the scrolls)
favored the tradition behind the Greek MSS. He reasoned that �7κ was
inserted into the {Lat.} because of Philo and Eusebius’ influence: “La
négation a été ajoutée dans le latin d’après l’idée accréditée par Philon
et surtout par Eusèbe que les Esséniens ne faisaient pas d’immolations.”17

Lagrange drops the �7κ in his translation:
Ils envoient des objects consacrés au Temple et s’acquittent des sacrifices
avec des purifications supérieures, à ce qu’ils pensent, et se tenant à l’ecart
pour dela même de l’enceinte du Temple commune (à tous) ils s’acquittent
entre eux des (dits) sacrifices.18

13 As opposed to the larger DSS movement, the Qumran community chose to refrain
from visiting the temple. This is attested throughoutMMT, the Rule of Community, and
QFlor (Q) (= QMidrEschata; cf. A. Steudel, Der Midrasch zur Eschatologie aus
der Qumrangemeinde [QMidrEschata.b]: Materielle Rekonstruktion, Textbestand, Gat-
tung und traditionsgeschichtliche Einordnung des durch Q [“Florilegium”] und Q
[“Catena A”] repräsentierten Werkes aus den Qumranfunden [STDJ ; Leiden: Brill,
]).

14 Nolland “Misleading Statement,” .
15 Although it is non-extant, a fourth century Latin version of the Jewish Antiquities

was attributed to Hegesippus.
16 This is against Black, who thinks that the �7κ was imported into the texts from a

misunderstood Latin translation. See below for this discussion.
17 M.-J. Lagrange, Le Judaïsme avant Jésus-Christ (Paris: Gabalda, ), .
18 Ibid., .
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He also asserted that the Essenes wanted to sacrifice; yet their “raf-
finements de purifications” prevented them, unless they risked contami-
nation; here Lagrange described the absence of �7κ as naturally harmo-
nizing better with Josephus’ further statement, �+’ α0τ'ν τ$ς �υσ!ας
�πιτελ��σιν.19

Lagrange is correct to note that the Essenes wanted to prevent risk
of impurity. This forward thinking action adheres with the group deci-
sion to separate themselves (ε(ργ�μεν�ι as middle) from the sanctuary.
Lagrange also rightly observes that the group’s “raffinements de purifi-
cations” prevented them from sacrificing. His suggestion that they sac-
rificed in the temple from which they withdrew, however, is untenable;
this, surely, would have incurred impurity. The rejection of offering sac-
rifice by the Qumran group is particularly evident during the latter stages
of its development.20

Joseph Thomas (also writing before the discovery of the scrolls, and
principally arguing against Lagrange) rejected the evidence of the major-
ity of the Greek MSS in favor of the {Lat.} and the {E} tradition, which
favored �7κ. He contended that even though the {Lat.} and {E} pre-
dated the Greek MSS, argument for accepting or rejecting �7κ should
not be based on textual tradition. Rather, he suggested that the mean-
ing of Ant. . should be based on internal criteria.21 David Wallace
(who also accepted �7κ) followed Thomas’ assertions. He reasserted four
of Thomas’ reasons (based on internal evidence, which this study also
accepts) why �7κ should be retained:22

. He claimed that the first clause, indicating that the Essenes sent their
offerings to the Temple, could be justified by their avoidance of it,
“The Essenes avoided going into the Temple, but sent their offerings

19 See ibid.,  n. .
20 Lagrange’s assertions are problematic on a number of grounds. Firstly, he assumes

that the Greek MSS reading of this passage is to be accepted over the older {Lat.} and {E}.
Secondly, assuming that there is a link between the Essenes and the DSS movement, the
type of sacrifice discussed in Ant. . is not spelled out. On the basis of this, Lagrange
likely assumes that various sacrifices are referred to. This position is against the ideology
of the larger DSS movement, which participated in some sacrifice while adopting a more
idealized and eschatological view of the sacrificial cult.

21 See J. Thomas, Le mouvement baptiste en Palestine et Syrie (Gembloux: Duclot,
),  n. , for his discussion concerning the criteria of determining the more original
reading of Ant. ..

22 See D. Wallace, “The Essenes and Temple Sacrifice,” TZ  (): –.
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instead.”23 As discussed below, this assumption rests on construing
ε(ργ�μεν�ι in the second clause as grammatically middle.

. In order for the first clause to make sense, στ�λλ�ντες and �πιτελ��-
σινmust be in opposition to one another. Wallace suggests here that
the passage without �7κ would be meaningless, particularly if the
passage reads “they send �να��ματα to the temple but they offer
�υσ!ας.” On the basis of this, Wallace is correct to asks, “if it was
their habit to go to the temple to sacrifice, why would they also send
it?”24

. He suggested that στ�λλ�ντες was an adversative participle which
required the negation, particularly on the basis of his belief that “a
participial form when used in preference to a finite verb indicates
subordination which is either causal, temporal, or adversative.”25

Moreover, he also contended that δ�was to be read as an adversative
in conjunction with �7κ.

. He contended that there was a natural antithesis between �να��-
ματα and �υσ!ας, and he argued that the omission of �7κ would
make this clause meaningless. Wallace further contended that the
anarthrous use of �υσ!ας suggests a negation. Also, he noted �υσ!-
ας as being included in the generic use of the word �να��ματα.

Thomas’ first two assumptions (put forth here by Wallace) correctly rely
on the verb ε(ργ�μεν�ι as being grammatically middle, “they separated
themselves.” Ralph Marcus, followed by Strugnell26 and Frank Cross27 (all
of whom argued their case after the discovery of the scrolls), on the other
hand, noted that ε(ργ�μεν�ι is always passive in Josephus.28 Apart from
Marcus, they (along with Louis Feldman and J. Baumgarten, who later
adopted this interpretation)29 based their view on reading the first clause
of Ant. . without �7κ, “they send �να��ματα to the temple but
�υσ!ας �πιτελ��σινwith different purification.” Moreover, these scholars

23 Ibid., .
24 Ibid.
25 Ibid.
26 See Strugnell, “Flavius Josephus,” , also his n. .
27 See F.M. Cross, The Ancient Library of Qumran And Modern Biblical Studies: The

Haskell Lectures – (London: Duckworth, ),  n. .
28 See R. Marcus, “Pharisees, Essenes, and Gnostics,” JBL  (): –, , and

also his n.  there. Also see this discussion below.
29 See Flavius Josephus, The Jewish Antiquities, Books – (trans. L.H. Feldman;

LCL ; Cambridge: Harvard University Press, ), – n. a, and J. Baumgarten
“The Essenes and the Temple,” .
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also seem to take the last part of this passage, �+’ α0τ'ν τ$ς �υσ!ας
�πιτελ��σιν, as reinforcing the same directive (they offer sacrifice).30

These scholars assume this reading in view of the discovered animal
bones found at Qumran, which they took as representing a sacrificing
Essene community.

Strugnell, Cross, Feldman, and J. Baumgarten assume that the Essenes
and the DSS movement are the same. Moreover, they place them both
at Qumran.31 These scholars also claim that the Essenes (particularly
at Qumran) offered sacrifice. These claims are untenable on a number
of grounds. Firstly, they fail to recognize that there may have been at
least two or more groups (from the larger DSS movement) of Essenes
which reflected at least two streams of thought. Although the larger DSS
movement may have participated in some sacrifices,32 no sacrifices were
offered at Qumran;33 the animal bones found at Qumran are not from
sacrifice, but rather from a kind of ritual meal.34 Despite the peculiar way
the animal bones were buried, no altar was found. It is likely that at least
one group (the group related to Qumran) ceased offering sacrifice close
to their Qumran occupation.35 Secondly, they contradict themselves in

30 See below where the meaning of this line is discussed.
31 Although this connection is probable, only a branch of this movement (i.e. the

Qumran community) resided at Qumran. The above scholars make the assumption
that the Essenes, the DSS movement, and Khirbet Qumran are all connected without
qualifying their claim.

32 As previously noted (n.  above), this position may also be evident in Josephus’
description concerning Judah the Essene and John the Essene. See below for Josephus’
references.

33 The situation at Qumran more reflects the ideology and stance of the later Qumran
community, which although separated from the larger DSS movement, remained part of
this movement in view of their Essene makeup.

34 F.E. Zeuner, highlighted by R. de Vaux, examined  bone deposits from the entire
site. Both concluded that the remains of some bones were charred. This indication led
them to believe that they were either roasted or boiled off, thus leading to the conclusion
that they were the remains of a religious meal. See R. de Vaux, Archaeology and the
Dead Sea Scrolls (The Schweich Lectures of the British Academy ; London: Oxford
University Press, ),  and especially , and F.E. Zeuner, “Notes on Qumran,”
PEQ  (): –, . Also see J. Magness, “Communal Meals and Sacred Space
at Qumran,” in Shaping Community: The Art and Archaeology of Monasticism: Papers
From a Symposium Held at the Frederick R. Weisman Museum, University of Minnesota,
March –,  (ed. S. McNally; British Archaeological Reports International Series
; Oxford: Archaeopress, ), –,  and eadem, Archaeology of Qumran, .

35 For discussion of the Qumran occupation and the development of the Qumran
community from the larger DSS movement, see J.-D. Hopkins, “Sacrifice in the Dead
Sea Scrolls: Khirbet Qumran, the Essenes and Cultic Spiritualization” (Ph.D. diss., The
University of Manchester, ).
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their reading. If this passage without �7κ was correct, then the view
that the Essenes were a sacrificing community suggests that they (the
Essenes) sacrificed, but not in the temple at Jerusalem from which they
were excluded or banned (ε(ργ�μεν�ι read passively which they suggest).
Does this imply that the Essenes offered sacrifice elsewhere, away from
the temple? In an attempt to smooth over this obvious difficulty, Black,
who is followed by J. Baumgarten, suggested that the Essenes performed
their sacrifices at the same temple to which they sent their �να��ματα
(in Jerusalem).36

In his discussion on the view of Essene sacrifice, Black surmised that
the most original reading of Ant. . lacked �7κ. He conjectured that
it may have been imported into the text from a misunderstood Latin
translation. He suggests that Cassiodorus’ translation (“in templo autem
anathemata prohibent, sarificia vel hostias com populo non celebrant”)
could have indicated a negation in the sense that the Essenes do not
celebrate sacrifices with the people, thus, rather, performing them by
themselves. Black implies that the Essenes had free access to the temple
based on an Essene Gate. He wrongly posits, however, that this Essene
Gate allowed the group to bring their sacrifices to the temple in seclusion
from the people.37

J. Baumgarten postulated that in view of priestly laxity in the tem-
ple (especially during a time when there was an attempt to achieve uni-
versality regarding temple ritual purity matters), the Essenes could have
brought individual sacrifices, which like votive offerings had no fixed
time at which to be offered.38 Both Black’s and J. Baumgarten’s postu-
lations fail to convince for a number of reasons: () both arguments fail
to answer the question poignantly put forth by Thomas, if the Essenes
regularly went to the temple, why would they send offerings? () As A.

36 See M. Black,The Scrolls and Christian Origins: Studies in the Jewish Background of
the New Testament (New York: Scribner, ), – and J. Baumgarten, “The Essenes
and the Temple,” –.

37 See Black’s discussion inThe Scrolls and Christian Origins, , also his n. .
38 See J. Baumgarten, “The Essenes and the Temple,” –, who describes this matter.

Baumgarten’s position here may reflect the actions of the larger DSS movement only.
However, Baumgarten appears to miss this point on account of he fails to recognize the
difference between the larger DSS movement and the later Qumran community, which
both reflected different cultic views. Also, as noted here, Baumgarten reads ε(ργ�μεν�ι
as a passive participle which raises a number of difficult questions. With regard to the
ideological distinctions between the larger DSS movement and the Qumran community,
see n.  above.
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Baumgarten insightfully notes,39 both Black and J. Baumgarten fail to
account for how they think the current temple authorities would allow a
group which they banished (ε(ργ�μεν�ι read passively according to both)
from the temple to have special privileges to the temple; () Black mis-
construes the location of the Essene Gate, which was located at the city
wall, not the temple. Moreover, like the scholars above, both Black and
J. Baumgarten fail to recognize that there seems to have been at least two
Essene groups. As previously noted, although the larger DSS movement
could have offered certain sacrifices in Jerusalem,40 the group related to
Qumran ceased sacrificing during the latter stages of its development.
This is particularly evident in the Qumran archaeology as well as the
Rule of the Community and QFlor. In these texts prayer and praise was
likened as offerings and the community as temple is envisaged as a place
which atones.41

. Ε�ργ	μεν�ι: Middle or Passive?

Viewing ε(ργ�μεν�ι as grammatically passive has been predicated on
reading Ant. . in the following way, without �7κ:

They send votive gifts to the temple but perform sacrifices with different
purifications, which are customary; for this reason they were excluded
from the public precinct of the temple, thus they perform sacrifices by
themselves.42

Grammatically, ε(ργ�μεν�ι can be interpreted as either a middle or pas-
sive plural participle. As Klinzing notes,43 those who have favoured �7κ,
usually read ε(ργ�μεν�ι as a middle participle, “they separated them-

39 See A. Baumgarten, “Josephus,” , and n.  there.
40 As noted earlier, due to a calendar difference between Jerusalem’s temple establish-

ment and the DSS movement, only certain sacrifices were offered. See n.  above which
also makes this distinction.

41 Here sacrifice is observed in a more spiritualized way. See QS III:–(= Q
ii –+Q iii –+Q  –); IX:–, b; X:a, b, b, and Q  i, , 
b–a respectively. With regard to the notion behind spiritualization see J.-D. Hopkins,
“Hebrew Patriarchs in the Book of Jubilees: A Descriptive Analysis as an Interpretative
Methodology,” inWithWisdom as a Robe: Qumran and Other Jewish Studies in Honour of
Ida Fröhlich (ed. K.D. Dobos and M. Köszeghy; Hebrew Bible Monographs ; Sheffield:
Sheffield Phoenix Press, ), –,  n. .

42 My translation.
43 See G. Klinzing, Die Umdeutung des Kultus in der Qumrangemeinde und im Neuen

Testament (SUNT ; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, ),  n. .
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selves.”44 Those who have rejected �7κ, generally favoured ε(ργ�μεν�ι
as passive, “they were banned or excluded.”45 Exceptions, however, are
found in the translations of Thomas, Lightfoot, Cross, Steckoll and Nol-
land;46 each favour �7κ while rendering ε(ργ�μεν�ι as grammatically
passive. They roughly translate Ant. . in the following way:

They send offerings/gifts to the Temple but do not offer sacrifices because
of different purifications which should be used, and for this reason, having
been excluded from the common precincts of the Temple, they perform
their sacrifices among themselves.

It is interesting to note here that Lagrange offers yet another translation
of this passage, which is different from the previous one mentioned. As
noted above, he rejects �7κ and renders ε(ργ�μεν�ι as grammatically
middle.47 His translation, too, fails to answer the question, “why would
the Essenes send offerings to a temple which they regularly attended?”

As noted previously, J. Baumgarten contends that ε(ργ�μεν�ι should
always be rendered passively in Josephus.48 Strugnell suggests that the use
of this verb as passive in Thucydides could have influenced how Josephus

44 See the translations of those who favor the �7κ and follow the middle reading of
ε(ργ�μεν�ι: J. Baumgarten, “Sacrifice and Worship among the Jewish Sectarians of the
Dead Sea (Qumran) Scrolls,”HTR  (): –, ; Wallace, “The Essenes,” –
; K. Schubert, The Dead Sea Community: Its Origins and Teachings (London: Black,
), ; T.H. Gaston, No Stone on Another: Studies in the Significance of the Fall of
Jerusalem in the Synoptic Gospels (NovTSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), , also his n. ;
M. Petit, “Les Esséens de Philon d’Alexandrie et les Esséniens,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls:
Forty Years of Research (ed. D. Dimant and U. Rappaport; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ),
–, ; and D. Green, “To ‘ . . . send up, like the smoke of incense, the works of
the law’: The Similarity of Views on an Alternative to Temple Sacrifice by Three Jewish
Sectarian Movements of the Late Second Temple Period,” inReligion in the AncientWorld:
NewThemes and Approaches (ed. M. Dillon; Amsterdam: Hakkert, ), –, .

45 See Klinzing, Umdeutung,  n.  who also takes up this claim. Also see Marcus,
“Pharisees,” ; Strugnell, “Flavius Josephus,” ; Josephus, Ant. . (Feldman, LCL);
Black, The Scrolls and Christian Origins, –; J. Baumgarten, “The Essene and the
Temple,” ; H. Lichtenberger, “Atonement and Sacrifice in the Qumran Community,”
in Approaches to Ancient Judaism, vol. : Essays in Religion and History (ed. W.S. Green;
BJS ; Ann Arbor: Scholars Press, ), –, ; T.S. Beall, Josephus’ Description
of the Essenes Illustrated by the Dead Sea Scrolls (SNTSMS ; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, ), ; and A. Baumgarten, “Josephus,” –.

46 S.H. Steckoll, “The Qumran Sect in Relation to the Temple of Leontopolis,” RevQ
 (–): –, ; Cross, The Ancient Library of Qumran, – and Nolland,
“Misleading Statement,” .

47 See n.  above.
48 See nn.  and  above. Also see J. Baumgarten’s reappraisal in “The Essenes and

the Temple,” .
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used it.49 Referring to K.H. Rengstorf ’s A Complete Concordance to Flav-
ius Josephus, as well as its use in other Josephus passages, A. Baumgarten
similarly asserts that the use of ε(ργ�μεν�ι is passive.50

Ε(ργ�μεν�ι most likely should be read as grammatically middle for
three reasons: () this term is contained in a causal clause, which favours
the negation in the context of Ant. .; () if the Essenes were banned,
it is unlikely that Josephus would have also mentioned the presence of an
Essene teaching in the court of the temple (unless he was talking about
a particular group of Essenes which he doesn’t appear to indicate). On
the basis of an Essene presence in the temple court, it is more meaning-
ful to stress a middle reading of ε(ργ�μεν�ι, “they separated themselves,”
especially since they (the Essenes) would be free to frequent the temple
whenever they wanted, like Judah the Essene;51 and () as will be dis-
cussed later, reading ε(ργ�μεν�ι as a middle participle better harmonizes
with the overall ideology of the DSS movement and later Qumran com-
munity, particularly in view of their strict purity and sacrificial regula-
tions as recorded in their related texts.

The Essenes most likely excluded themselves from the temple both
ideologically and physically.52 Although it is not explicitly clear to which
separation Josephus is referring, it is likely that the former is intended.
Although the case for ε(ργ�μεν�ι as middle is preferred here, in view of
an overall understanding of the Essene group, this term perhaps subtly
conveyed a two-fold meaning, incorporating a passive understanding of
this verb. The Essenes most likely separated from the temple because their
approach to sacrifice was excluded or rejected from being practiced by
the temple establishment. In view of this, it seems plausible to contend
that the Essenes as a group were never rejected from the sanctuary per
se. Rather, it seems more likely that it was their views on purity (�υσ!ας
[�7κ] �πιτελ��σιν δια+�ρ�τητι @γνει'ν) and most sacrifices (�+’α0τ'ν
τ$ς �υσ!ας �πιτελ��σιν) that were excluded.

49 See Strugnell who argues this case, “Flavius Josephus,”  n. .
50 See A. Baumgarten, “Josephus,”  n. .
51 See J.W. .; Ant. .. Also see J.W. .–, where John the Essene was

appointed at a public meeting held at the temple.
52 Although the larger DSS movement offered some sacrifice, perhaps only fully

separating from the temple ideologically, the Qumran community completely separated
from the temple, both ideologically and physically, especially during their Qumran
settlement.
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. 
Ε�’ α�τ�ν τ�ς �υσ�ας �πιτελ��σιν—They
Sacrifice (What) by Themselves?

Josephus’ further remark, �+’ α0τ'ν τ$ς �υσ!ας �πιτελ��σιν, seems to
suggest that the Essenes, being separated from the temple, did perform
sacrifices, thus enforcing the view that the more original reading of Ant.
. lacked �7κ. This reading allows for the possibility of interpret-
ing �υσ!ας in both occurrences of this passage as meaning actual sac-
rifice. But this reading also raises two unsettling questions, ) did the
Essenes, having some special arrangement, indeed, sacrifice in the temple
at Jerusalem? Or ) did they sacrifice in their own community? Whereas
J. Baumgarten and Black attempted to assert that the Essenes had a spe-
cial arrangement in the temple, Feldman, followed by Strugnell, Cross
and others inferred that the Essenes offered sacrifice in their own com-
munity away from the temple. As illustrated above, both arguments fail
to fully convince. Therefore, on the basis of this, exactly what is the mean-
ing of �υσ!ας in general, and in particular its meaning in the last line of
this passage (�+’ α0τ'ν τ$ς �υσ!ας �πιτελ��σιν)?

TheMeaning of �υσ�ας

�υσ!ας is a feminine plural noun that means “sacrifices” or “offerings.”53

The use of this term in the first clause of Ant. . seems to convey
a different meaning than its use in the last line of this passage. In the
first clause (according to the {Lat.} and {E} MSS), the Essenes do not
sacrifice because of different purifications to which they adhere (�υσ!ας
[�7κ] �πιτελ��σιν δια+�ρ�τητι @γνει'ν). The purification(s) that the
Essenes observed (which most likely applied to a type of offering that
they practiced), is different from the �υσ!ας and its purity regulations,
which were practiced in Jerusalem’s temple and by its authority. This
notion is attested in both the first clause as well as in the last line of the
passage: �υσ!ας [�7κ] �πιτελ��σιν δια+�ρ�τητι @γνει'ν and �+’α0τ'ν
τ$ς �υσ!ας �πιτελ��σιν.

Primarily based on the last line of Ant. ., which is a continu-
ing thought from the idea in the first clause (�υσ!ας [�7κ] �πιτελ��σιν
δια+�ρ�τητι @γνει'ν), the Essenes offer different sacrifices than those
offered in Jerusalem. If the Essenes offered the same sacrifices (sacrifices

53 See LSJ s.v.
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adhering to the same stipulations as required in Jerusalem’s temple) else-
where, this would be meaningless. The entire passage stresses that the
Essenes offered different sacrifices than those offered in Jerusalem, which
incorporated different purity regulations. On this basis, it seems accept-
able to interpret these sacrifices as () sacrifices for non temple-approved
festivals, or those that were non-calendar binding (which correlates with
the ideology of the larger DSS movement), or () spiritualized sacrifices
or substitutes for sacrifice (which correlates with the ideology of the later
Qumran community).

J. Baumgarten translated the term �υσ!ας (in the last line of the
passage) as worship. Although it is more preferable to translate the
term as sacrifice, the idea behind his translation (which is followed by
others) is tenable. On the basis of accepting a more spiritualized view of
�+’ α0τ'ν τ$ς �υσ!ας �πιτελ��σιν, an examination of the character of
Essene sacrifice is essential.

The Character of Essene �υσ�ας

It is possible that the Essenes’s �υσ!αwas the red heifer, which according
to the law (Num ) was sacrificed outside the camp. As described
by John Bowman and others, although the rite of the red heifer was
called a sacrifice, it was not considered an actual sacrifice since it was
offered outside of the temple.54 The Essenes could have performed these
sacrifices (�υσ!ας) outside of the temple camp on their own (�+’ α0τ'ν
τ$ς �υσ!ας �πιτελ��σιν).

It is also possible that the Essenes viewed their �υσ!ας (in �+’ α0τ'ν
τ$ς �υσ!ας �πιτελ��σιν), as meals, prayer, praise, and study. Milik55 and
Kuhn56 viewed �υσ!ας as referring to the Essenes’ (thus, subsequently,
the Qumran community’s) meals. With regard to study, perhaps Philo

54 For a study on the red heifer, see J. Bowman, “Did the Qumran Sect Burn the Red
Heifer?” RevQ  (–): –; J. Milgrom, “The Paradox of the Red Cow,” VT 
(): –; J.M. Baumgarten, “The Pharisaic-Sadducean Controversies about Purity
and the Qumran Texts,” JJS  (): –; idem, “The Red Cow Purification Rites in
Qumran Texts,” JJS  (): –; A. Baumgarten, “The Paradox of the Red Heifer,”
VT  (): – and idem, “Josephus,” –.

55 J.T. Milik, Ten Years of Discovery in the Wilderness of Judaea (trans. J. Strugnell;
SBT ; Naperville: Allenson, ),  n. .

56 K.G. Kuhn, “The Lord’s Supper and the Communal Meal at Qumran,” inThe Scrolls
and the New Testament (ed. K. Stendahl; London: SCM Press, ), –, especially 
n. .
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gives insight into the Essene view of sacrifice. As noted above in Charles
Yonge’s translation of Prob. , the Essenes thought that studying to
preserve the purity and holiness of their minds was more acceptable to
God than sacrificing animals.57 Moreover, the importance of the idea of
studying as a substitute for animal sacrifice is also conveyed in Philo’s
Prob. –. In view of Philo’s references, it is probable that inAnt. .,
the Essenes’s viewed their�υσ!αςwithδια+�ρ�τητι @γνει'ν as study: i.e.
studying to preserve purity and holiness.

C. Summary: The Relationship between
the Essene View of Sacrifice and the

Movement Related to the Dead Sea Scrolls

As noted above, at least two streams of thought concerning Essene sac-
rifice exist. Although the variant views can only be seen in Ant. .,
it is probably more likely that, similar to Prob. , Ant. . reflects a
more spiritualized understanding, which also coincides with the ideol-
ogy of later Qumran community (an offshoot group from the larger par-
ent Essene movement). As I have noted elsewhere:

Before taking up residence at Qumran, which in view of the archaeological
evidence at Qumran was after  B.C.E., the Qumran-related community
seems to have embraced both a literal and figurative view of sacrifice.
This can be attested in the various views of sacrifice as described in the
Damascus Document. The Damascus Document makes explicit reference
to sacrificial regulations (like in CD :–a) as well as emphasizing a
more figurative view of sacrifice (i.e. that righteous prayer is equivalent
to sacrifice noted in CD :c–a). When the community moved to
Qumran, its view of sacrifice became predominantly spiritualized. This is
attested in the descriptions of sacrifice in the Rule of the Community and
QFlorilegium.58

With regard to Ant. ., when referring to �υσ!ας (in �+’ α0τ'ν
τ$ς �υσ!ας �πιτελ��σιν) in a spiritualized manner, there has been the
tendency to accept the �7κ and read ε(ργ�μεν�ι as grammatically middle
(they separated themselves).59 It would seem that this spiritualized view

57 See C.D. Yonge, The Works of Philo Judaeus, the Contemporary of Josephus: Trans-
lated from the Greek ( vols.; London: Bohn, –); repr.TheWorks of Philo: Com-
plete and Unabridged (Peabody: Hendrickson, ).

58 See Hopkins, “Hebrew Patriarchs in the Book of Jubilees,”  n. . With regard to
references in the Rule of the Community and QFlor, see n.  above.

59 See n.  above.
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of Essene�υσ!αςwas initiated in light of the discovery of the scrolls. This,
however, was not the case. Thomas and Lightfoot asserted a spiritualized
view of Ant. . before the scrolls were discovered.

Understanding Josephus’ description of Essene sacrifice in a more spir-
itualized way coheres with the view of sacrifice of the Qumran commu-
nity, particularly during the later stages of its development; this is attested
throughout their texts. Just like the Essenes (described above), the Qum-
ran community, too, developed a more spiritualized understanding of
sacrifice. Although the Qumran community revered both the temple and
its sacrifice (which they viewed as impure and defiled), they viewed their
own prayer, praise, and study as substitutes for sacrifice. Concerning
prayer and praise, and a place which atones, the Rule of the Community
asserts the following:

When these exist in Israel in accordance with these in order to establish the
spirit of holiness in truth eternal, in order to atone of the guilt of iniquity
and for the unfaithfulness of sin, and for the approval for the land, without
the flesh of grunt offering and without the fats of sacrifice—the offering of
the lips in compliance with the decree will be like the pleasant aroma of
justice and the perfectness of behaviour will be acceptable like a free will
offering.60

In view of the above textual considerations, it seems clear that not only is
Josephus in harmony with Philo’s description of Essene sacrifice, but that
the view expressed by these authors also is in harmony with the Qumran
community, particularly during the latter stages of its development. As
demonstrated above, Josephus notes that the Essenes offered a type of
sacrifice that was different from the sacrifice performed at Jerusalem.
This type of offering served as substitutes for actual sacrifices. According
to Josephus, these sacrifices were performed by themselves according to
different purity standards. Unfortunately, Josephus gives no description
of how these sacrifices differed from those that were performed at the
temple.

Philo perhaps provides insight into what some of these sacrificial
substitutes looked like. He describes the Essenes as “studying to preserve
the purity and holiness of their minds.” The idea of studying is also picked
up in the following passages of Quod omnis probus liber sit, particularly
–, which seems to reinforce the idea that studying which preserved

60 QS IX:–a. Passage taken from F. García Martínez and E.J.C. Tigchelaar,TheDead
Sea Scrolls Study Edition ( vols.; Leiden: Brill, –), :.
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purity and holiness was also viewed as a substitute for sacrifice, i.e. it was
viewed as more important to God than sacrificing animals. Both Philo
and Josephus imply that the Essenes revered the temple and sacrifice;
however, they preferred to offer a more spiritualized type of sacrifice.





1ENOCH IN THE CONTEXT OF PHILO’S WRITINGS

Ekaterina Matusova
Russian State University for the Humanities, Moscow

The discovery of many Aramaic and several Hebrew fragments of Enoch
in Qumran Caves  and ,1 in conjunction with the importance of this
text for other documents of the Qumran community, has led some
scholars to the assumption that there was a special, almost sectarian,
connection between Enochic literature and the Qumranites.2 This rea-
soning is, to a certain extent, natural. As yet, no direct evidence has
been found that Hellenistic Jewish groups other than the one at Qum-
ran knew and read Enoch. We do have some fragments of the Jew-
ish Hellenistic historian Eupolemus,3 but they are very scanty and are
not usually taken into consideration in answering the question of how
widely disseminated and how significant Enoch was in Jewish society
of the late Second Temple period. Even without direct literary support
from the period, however, some scholars challenge the sectarian char-
acter of the Enochic literature, basing on the arguments from its con-
tent.4

We have the Greek translation of some parts of the book. The transla-
tion is known from one parchment (the Gizeh-Akhmim fragment) that
contains  En. –, one papyrus (the Chester Beatty-Michigan papyrus)

1 See J.T. Milik, The Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of Qumrân Cave  (Oxford:
Clarendon, ). The Aramaic fragments of the so called Book of Giants, which forms
part of the Book of Watchers, have also been commented upon by L.T. Stuckenbruck,The
Book of Giants from Qumran: Text, Translation, and Commentary (TSAJ ; Tübingen:
Mohr Siebeck, ).

2 G.W.E. Nickelsburg, Enoch : A Commentary on the Book of Enoch, Chapters –
; – (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress, ), ; G. Boccaccini, “Introduction:
From the Enoch Literature to Enochic Judaism,” in Enoch andQumranOrigins: New Light
on a Forgotten Connection (ed. idem; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans ), –, .

3 Ps.-Eup. frg.  (Eusebius, Praep. ev. ..–) according to C.R. Holladay, Fragments
from Hellenistic Jewish Authors, vol. I: Historians (SBLTT ; Pseudepigrapha Series ;
Chico: Scholars Press, ), –.

4 See the articles by M. Himmelfarb, “Jubilees and Sectarianism,” and J.S. Anderson,
“Denouncement Speech in Jubilees and other Enochic Literature,” in Enoch and Qumran
Origins, – and –, respectively.
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that contains  En. :–:; :–:; one tachygraph fragment
from the Vatican (Vatic. ) containing  En. :–, and partly
from a transmission by Gregory Syncellus.5 The first part of Enoch—
the Book of Watchers—has been best preserved in Greek. In fact, some
Greek fragments were also found at Qumran, but whether they belong
to Enoch is still a matter for debate.6

The Greek translation has been variously dated. M. Black believed the
translation had been made by Christians, while E. Larson thinks that it
dates from the period between  and  b.c.e.7 Of course, Christian
literary sources are rich enough in allusions to the Greek Enoch, but, for
the reasons mentioned above, no literary evidence has been brought in
support of an earlier date.

This paper aims to show that the works of Philo of Alexandria can,
when studied properly, serve as a reliable source of such evidence. Like
many ancient authors, Philo prefers allusions to direct quotations, weav-
ing themes and expressions into the texture of his narrative. It would also
be inappropriate to expect that he, commenting upon the Septuagint, and
not on Enoch, would prefer particular plotlines of the latter to those of
the Septuagint where they differ. Therefore we have to look not for a com-
mentary upon clearly formulated Enochic subjects, but for Philo’s knowl-
edge and use of these Enochic subjects as they are incorporated into his
commentary upon the Septuagint.

Assuming that Philo would not have worked with any text but the
Greek, I will confine this study to the extant Greek fragments of Enoch
and to only two treatises of Philo, i.e.De gigantibus (OnGiants) andQuod
Deus sit immutabilis (That God Is Unchangeable), which seem to be the
most relevant to the Greek fragments.

I will start with an example. The treatise On Giants begins with the
description of Noah’s righteousness as against all other people—it is a
commentary upon Gen :–:. Philo says:

5 See A.-M. Denis, Introduction aux pseudépigraphes grecs d’Ancien Testament (SVTP
; Leiden: Brill, ), –. The Greek fragments of Enoch have been collected and
edited by M. Black, ed., Apocalypsis Henochi Graece (PVTG ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.

6 See J. VanderKam and P. Flint, “Were New Testament Scrolls Found at Qumran?”
in The Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Their Significance for Understanding the Bible,
Judaism, Jesus, and Christianity (San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, ), –.

7 M. Black, The Book of Enoch or Enoch: A New English Edition with Commentary
and Textual Notes (SVTP ; Leiden: Brill, ), ; E. Larson, “The LXX and Enoch:
Influence and Interpretation in Early Jewish Literature,” in Enoch and Qumran Origins,
–.
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And no unjust man at any time implants (σπε!ρει) a masculine generation
(γενε�ν) in the soul, but such, being unmanly, and broken, and effemi-
nate in their minds, do naturally become the parents of female children
(�ηλυγ�ν��σι); having planted (+υτε*σαντες) no tree (δ�νδρ�ν) of virtue,
the fruit of whichmust of necessity have been beautiful and precious, but only
trees of wickedness and of the passions, the shoots (4λ�σται) of which are
womanlike.8 (Gig. )

In this commentary the image of planting a tree predominates. Yet, the
image is lacking in the Septuagint, except for a reference to the vine
planted by Noah (Gen :). Meanwhile, the italicized words and images
are all used in  En.  in connection with Noah:

and his seed (σπ�ρμα) will last for all the generations of the age . . . and
the plant of righteousness and truth will appear . . . it will be planted
(+υτευ��σεται) with joy . . . then a tree will be planted (+υτευ��σεται
δ�νδρ�ν) . . . till they will have engendered (γενν�σ�νται) thousands . . .
and all the trees (π�ντα τ$ δ�νδρα) upon the earth will rejoice; it will
be planted and they [i.e. all the righteous] will be planting (%σ�νται . . .
+υτε*�ντες) vines, . . . olive trees [with excellent, abundant fruits].9

( En. :–)

Philo also uses here the word 4λ�στη, “shoot,” a word not found in Greek
ethical language. But in  En. : this word comes up in connection with
and in the development of the image of a tree: “trees with branches that . . .
bring shoots (4λαστ�*σας).” Thus,  En.  explains the image employed
by Philo, in regard both to Philo’s argument and to his language. It
associates Noah with the image of a tree, with the description of righteous
men who plant fruitful trees, and with the idea of being fecund. In this
description we see the four roots used also by Philo: σπε!ρω, δ�νδρ�ν,
4λ�στη, +υτε*ω. Only one of them—+υτε*ω—is properly applied to
Noah in the Septuagint (Gen :).

Let us follow the text of Enoch chapter by chapter. Enoch ; –
talk about the unchangeableness of all created things in nature toward
God: “Examine all the works in heaven, how they do not change (�7κ
Fλλ�!ωσαν) their paths, . . . ” ( En. :). In the subsequent lines the key
expression �7κ �λλ�ι��νται is repeated three times (:; –:, ). At

8 Here and below, the translation is according to C.D. Yonge, The Works of Philo
Judaeus, the Contemporary of Josephus: Translated from the Greek ( vols.; London: Bohn,
–); repr.TheWorks of Philo: Complete and Unabridged (Peabody: Hendrickson,
), sometimes with my emendations.

9 Here and below, I quote the Greek text according to the edition of Black, Apoca-
lypsis Henochi Graece. I have rendered it into English with consideration of the existing
translations by Nickelsburg (Enoch ) and Black (Book of Enoch).



 ekaterina matusova

the same time, one of Philo’s main goals in That God Is Unchangeable is
to show that the biblical descriptions of God do not contradict one of the
main theological theses of Platonism, namely that God does not change
(�7κ �λλ�ι��ται).10

In order to substantiate his claim, Plato says that even good organic
things, for instance, plants, do not easily change under extrinsic influence
(πGν +υτ�ν . . . Hκιστα �λλ�ι��ται), nor does a good human soul.11 In
Deus –, Philo reproduces the whole chain of Plato’s argument, but
replaces the bare mention of “every plant” of the Republic with an exten-
sive description of trees that never change their life course, bringing fruits
in due time. As far as we can judge, it is only  En. :––:, that explic-
itly contrasts everlasting continuity and unchangeableness in nature with
the non-continuity of human behavior toward God.12 The verb �λλ�ι�ω
is only used in Enoch in this type of context. Enoch not only alludes
to the heavenly bodies (:) (something common to other Jewish texts
of the Second Temple period), but also extensively discusses the exam-
ple of trees, which faithfully repeat their cycle of seasonal changes every
year. Thus, the juxtaposition of thoughts in Enoch and the use of the
key verb �λλ�ι�ω, which was significant against the background of the
Platonic tradition, strongly echoed the famous passage of Plato’s Repub-
lic. Plato says: God does not change, because even organic objects do not
change, nor do good human souls. The idea of Enoch is as follows: the
heavenly bodies do not change; organic objects, although they are per-
ishable, do not change the succession of their life stages, especially trees
(an extensive description of a tree’s life course follows); but you, humans,
did not remain faithful, and changed your minds. There is a lacuna in
the Greek text, which is easy to fill with the help of an extant Aramaic
fragment (QEna ar [Q]  ii ): the lost text describes the previous
stage in a tree’s life, when it withers and sheds all its foliage. Philo, atten-
tive as he was to every assonance between Platonic and Jewish tradition,
would not have passed this parallel by. He also, like Enoch, proceeds in
his description from a withering tree to excellent fruits. I think it is pos-

10 This thesis goes back to Plato’s Republic d–b. It was later developed in
Metaphysics and other treatises of Aristotle, and inherited by Middle Platonism.

11 Plato, Resp. e–a.
12 Jewish texts of the Second Temple period often allude to the continuous revolutions

of stars and planets, as well as to the turn of the seasons, in order to demonstrate the
majesty of God (cf. Sir :–; ; Pss. Sol. :–). As Jer :– suggests, these
images could be contrasted to human disobedience to God. But none of these examples
contains an equally clearly formulated juxtaposition.
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sible that the replacement of Plato’s “every plant” with the description of
a tree life course was made under the influence of Enoch.
Enoch –, having mentioned the faithfulness of nature and the

infidelity of humans, goes on to a description of the last judgment. This
subject is introduced for the second time, the first mention being made in
 En. :–. The story of the flood, the sins and punishment of the giants,
and the rescue of Noah (chs. –) follows these introductory chapters
as their natural consequence. It is important to note that the biblical
narrative does not introduce the story of Noah as a story of judgment
in the eschatological sense of the word: we do not find any mention of
judgment in the Genesis account, which is rather archaic in form and
in some points closer to Hesiod’s story about the sufferings of earth. But
we know that the flood story was set in the context of the last judgment,
and viewed as a prefiguration of this event later, as Jewish eschatological
thought grew.13 Philo proceeds along the same line of argument: having
discussed the behavior of created things and souls toward God, he turns
to the discussion of the flood story, setting it in the context of the last
judgment (κρ!σις):

On which account God now says, that Noah found grace in his sight,
when all the rest of mankind, appearing ungrateful, were about to receive
punishment, in order that he might mingle saving mercy (%λε�ς) with
judgment against sinners (τI& κατ$ @μαρταν�ντων κρ!σει). . . . For if God
were to choose to judge the race of mankind without mercy, he would pass
on them a sentence of condemnation. (Deus –)

First of all, we should note that in these lines Philo speaks of κρ!σις,
and not of δ!κη, which of itself is atypical of him in such a context.
In Greek both words designate “judgment.” But in Plato, who has his
own idea of the forthcoming judgment, and whom Philo usually follows
and alludes to when speaking about this event, the word δ!κη is always
preferred to designate the future trial. The word κρ!σις is used by him,
and, accordingly, by Philo, to designate the mental act of evaluation or
“decision.”14 By contrast, in the Septuagint tradition the word κρ!σις
is preferred to designate every kind of trial, and accordingly, in the
Greek translation of Enoch to designate the last judgment. In the whole
corpus of Philo’s works, this is the only place, where he speaks about

13 Cf. Matt :–; Luke :; Pet :–.
14 Philo applies the word κρ!σις to the situation of a trial only in the On the Special

Laws. But this trial is in no way the last judgment. Here Philo simply follows the language
of the Septuagint text being interpreted.
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the catastrophic judgment of sinners (� κατ$ @μαρταν�ντων κρ!σις; cf.
 En. :: κρ!σις κατ$ π�ντων; –:, , : �6 @μαρτωλ�!, @μαρτι'ν,
@μαρτ�σ�νται), setting it in connection with the flood story and using
the word κρ!σις—exactly as Enoch does. Moreover, Philo’s mention
of mercy, which God “exercises towards the good actions of even the
unworthy” (Deus ) corresponds to  En. –:. In this context we are
told that on the day of judgment “there will be forgiveness of sins and all
mercy (λ*σις @μαρτι'ν κα� πGν %λε�ς).”
Enoch  tells us about the vision of Enoch, how he enters the

heavenly house of God, sees Him sitting on the throne surrounded by
cherubim and hears His word. The description of Enoch ends with God’s
address to Enoch: “Come here, Enoch, and hear My word (κα� τ�ν λ�γ�ν
μ�� )κ�υσ�ν)” (:). Enoch obeyed, and he “heard” (Kκ�υσα) (:)
His voice, but “had his face bowed down” (:). In the same way, Philo
in our treatise proceeds to the description of the Glory of God, exceeding
all (Deus –). His description too ends with a discussion on the word
(� λ�γ�ς) of God, which no human being can hear (�κ�*ειν) as it is
uttered (Deus –, esp. ).

Although the vision of Enoch is essentially modeled on the vision of
Ezekiel and has other sources and counterparts in Jewish literature, it
has a number of peculiar features, which set it apart from other simi-
lar descriptions. ) Although all visions known to us compare the Glory
of God with flame and splendor of fire, none compares it to the sun.15

Here the image of the sun predominates: “its wheel was like the shining
sun” (:), and, “He was surrounded by what appeared to be like the
sun” (:). ) Only in the framework of this vision is it stressed that it
was absolutely impossible either to see or to approach God. It was equally
impossible for “all flesh,” and even for angels (:; :: “And no angel
could enter into this house and behold his face because of the majesty and
glory. And no flesh could behold . . . ”). ) Only some of the angels sur-
rounded God. They were close to Him and did not leave Him night or day
(:). ) There are two expressions in the text that are not very clear:
Lρ�ς �ερ�υ4!ν (:)—literally, “a mountain of cherubim,” considered
to be a mistranslation of the Aramaic original,16 and τ� περι4�λαι�ν α7-
τ��, which was “like the appearance of the sun, more shining and whiter
than snow.” In this context, I prefer not to translate the wordπερι4�λαι�ν
as having its more common meaning of “raiment.” Enoch’s vision avoids

15 Cf. Kgs ; Isa ; Ezek –; Dan .
16 Black, Book of Enoch, .
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comparing God with a human being,17 and it would be inappropriate to
suppose that the notion of garments is introduced here, especially when
we consider that other Greek translations of prophetic texts often use this
word in a metaphorical sense of “something which is around” and “cov-
ers and protects.”18 In any case, Philo, when reading the text, would be
strongly opposed to understanding this word in sense of clothes, because
one of his main goals in interpreting Jewish writings was to clear them
from any suspicion of anthropomorphism. I think that the meaning of
“being surrounded,” referring to the glory of God, is more appropriate
here. But Philo may certainly have understood it in his own way. Let us
look at Philo’s text:

for God exerts his power in an untempered degree towards himself, but in
a mixed character towards his creatures; for it is impossible for a mortal
nature to endure his power unmitigated. Do you think that you would be
unable to look at the unmodified light of the sun? . . . but you are nevertheless
able to gaze upon those uncreated powers, which exist around him and
emit the most dazzling light, without any veil or modification. . . . but what
mortal could possibly receive in this manner the knowledge, and wisdom,
and prudence, and justice, and all the other virtues of God, in an unalloyed
state? The whole heaven, the whole world, could not do so. Therefore the
Creator, knowing in what exceeding plenty all that is best exists around
Him, . . . It has been shown that the unmixed and unmingled and those
really supreme powers exist only around the living God. (Deus –)

Although this text incorporates apparent allusions to Sir :–, nev-
ertheless its basic structure is modeled on the pattern of a “vision.”
The image of the transcendent God, surrounded by powers (δυν�μεις),
which in Philo’s system often correspond to angels, underlies the whole
description. It ends, like the other visions, with God addressing a human
being. In this description, the impossibility of approaching, of seeing,
of perceiving—in a word, of enduring the presence of God—is espe-
cially stressed.19 Divine radiance is compared to the splendor of the sun,
and the impossibility of perceiving it pure pertains both to “a mortal
nature” and to “the whole heaven, the whole world,” which, according to
the platonising Philo, is an immortal and the most perfect living being.
Thus, Philo’s description reproduces the three main points of Enoch: the

17 Cf. Nickelsburg, Enoch , .
18 Job :; Isa :; Jer :.
19 Something which is in full accordance with the idea of Enoch, but differs from Sir

:–, which talks about vanity of man’s endeavors properly to describe the majesty
and the deeds of God, because men do not have any idea of their real dimensions.
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impossibility of direct perception of God, the comparison of God’s splen-
dor with the sun and the two categories of recipients (cf.  En. :: “no
flesh could behold . . . And no angel could enter . . . ”).

Philo talks about “those uncreated powers, which exist around him,
and emit the most dazzling light (περ� α7τ�ν �Mσαι λαμπρ�τατ�ν +'ς
�π�στρ�πτ�υσι).” Most probably, this sentence faithfully reproduces
the expression of Enoch: “He was surrounded by what appeared to
be like the sun (τ� περι4�λαι�ν α7τ�� Nς εOδ�ς �λ!�υ).” The word τ�
περι4�λαι�ν was taken by Philo to mean something that περι4�λλει,
i.e., “surrounds,” God. He probably understood it to comprise those
angels who continuously assist Him. The impression that Philo had in
his mind the image of God, surrounded by ministering powers, similar
to angels, is increased by the continuous repetition of the expression
“around him” (περ� α7τ�ν), which is not identical in the Greek with the
normal possessive construction.

Several lines lower down, Philo says of these powers that they are
“really supreme,” or literally, “real summits” (τ9' Lντι �κρ�τητες), which
“exist only around the living God.” It is not impossible that the definition
of the virtue of God by means of �κρ�της, “extreme” or “summit,” which
looks middle-Platonic, but is not fully orthodox from the point of view
of this theology,20 was suggested to Philo by the strange expression “a
mountain of cherubim” (Lρ�ς �ερ�υ4!ν), attested in the Greek text of
Enoch.

In On Giants Philo says:

. . . he who is really a man (� πρ�ς �λ��ειαν )ν�ρωπ�ς) will never come
of his own accord to those pleasures. . . . For the saying, “Man, man,”
()ν�ρωπ�ς )ν�ρωπ�ς) not once but twice, is a sign that what is here
meant is not the man composed of body and soul, but him only who is
possessed of virtue. For such a one is really a true man (� �λη�ιν�ς �Pτ�ς),
. . . (Gig. –)

This is a commentary upon Lev :–, where the repetition of the
word “man” is a mistranslation of the Hebrew �	� �	�, what means
in this context “nobody.” To explain the significance of this repetition,
Philo introduces the idea of a “true man,” �λη�ιν�ς )ν�ρωπ�ς. This
collocation in itself is not impossible within the Platonic and Aristotelian

20 In the Middle Platonic tradition the virtue of God can properly be described as
transcending human virtue (cf. Aristotle, Eth. nic. a–;Mag. Mor. ..), but the
word �κρ�της is used in terms of human ethics only (cf. Alcinous, Epit. .).
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tradition.21 Nevertheless, in the framework of this tradition it is used
only fairly occasionally and does not have the status of a philosophical
concept (because within this tradition the true man is divine, rather than
human). I think that Philo, when introducing such a commentary, had
been inspired by  En. :: “Oh, true man (� )ν�ρωπ�ς � �λη�ιν�ς),
man of truth ()ν�ρωπ�ς τ&ς �λη�ε!ας), scribe, . . . Enoch, true man
()ν�ρωπ�ς �λη�ιν�ς) and scribe of righteousness.”

Note the three following points: the doubling of the word man in
Enoch, which is what makes this text relevant to the text being inter-
preted (Lev :); the alternative expression )ν�ρωπ�ς τ&ς �λη�ε!ας
which corresponds to Philo’s expression � πρ�ς �λ��ειαν )ν�ρωπ�ς (it
is very typical of him to repeat expressions in a slightly different form); in
accordance with the idea of the exclusive righteousness of Enoch, Philo
stresses the extreme virtuousness of a true man.

It is not difficult to see that Philo is always trying to reconcile the two
traditions, the Platonic and the Jewish. In his view, the allusions he makes
to Jewish writings are meaningful only if they correspond to something
familiar to the Greek philosophical audience. The following examples
therefore are all the more important for us, because they can be correctly
appreciated only against the background of the Greek text of Enoch.
Enoch  is absolutely indispensable for understanding what Philo

says about the fallen angels and the giants in theOnGiants. Commenting
upon Gen :–, which talks about the sons of God, the daughters of men
and the giants, Philo draws the following picture: The soul is identical
with the angel. The daughters of men represent pleasure. Some of the
angels/souls deliberately preferred pleasure and thus lost their spiritual
existence and descended into the body. These are angels unworthy of
their name (Gig. ). The others “have not thought worthy to approach
any one of the portions of the earth” (Gig. ); they preferred to remain
with God, being employed as intermediary spirits, heralds, announcing
the will of God.

The interpretation is based upon the famous Platonic image of souls
falling down from heaven into the body.22 Nevertheless, compared with
the Platonic doctrine, there are two important differences. Firstly, Plato
does not mention souls that never fell. Such a class of “unfallen” souls
either does not exist for him at all, or else does not interest him. He is
focused on “anthropological” problems of the relation of the human soul

21 Cf. Plato, Pol.  d ; Phileb.  c; Diogenes Laertius ..
22 Plato, Phaedr.  a–e.
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and God. As far as I know, the notion of unfallen souls was also never
developed in later Platonism. Secondly, this downfall of the soul is, for
Plato, in no way a deliberate choice, because nobody wants to be unhappy.
It is rather an accident, dramatic and unavoidable.

Let us see what the Septuagint verses in question contain:
 Now when the sons (�6 υ6�!) of God (bĕnē hā "Ēl) saw the daughters of
humans, that they were fair, they took wives for themselves of all that they
chose.
 And the LORD God said, “My spirit shall not abide in these humans for-
ever, because they are flesh, but their days shall be one hundred twenty
years.”
 Now the giants (�6 δ? γ!γαντες; hannĕpı̄l̄ım) were on the earth in those
days and afterward. When the sons of God used to go in to the daugh-
ters of humans, then they produced offspring for themselves. Those were
the giants (�6 δ? γ!γαντες; haggibbōr̄ım) that were of old, the renowned
humans.23 (Gen :–)

Philo cites these verses with a significant difference: instead of the sons
of God in Gen : he has angels of God, as do some of the Alexandrian
manuscripts. But even if we take into account that his version of the
Septuagint could have had the reading “angels” instead of “sons,” we still
have to maintain that the information contained in these Greek verses is
absolutely insufficient to draw the picture that Philo is drawing.

Angels took wives for themselves. Not “some angels took wives” (and
others did not), but simply “angels” as a genus. It is not said whether this
was good or bad; there is no evaluation of the fact. We do not know what
happened to the angels afterwards. The giants are introduced into the
narrative not as a consequence of the angels’ deed, but in a parallel and
almost independent way (cf. Gen :).

Some of the inconsistency of sense here is due to the inaccurate
translation from the Hebrew. The Greek translator renders with one
word, “giants,” two Hebrew notions, hannĕpı̄l̄ım and the mighty men,
haggibbōr̄ım (:). Thus, when reading the Hebrew text, one gets another
sequence of events: the sons of God saw the daughters of men; after that
God withdrew his favor from men, cutting off the days of their lives; in
those days there were hannĕpı̄l̄ım upon the earth. The Hebrew version

23 Translation by R.J.V. Hiebert in A New English Translation of the Septuagint and the
Other Greek Translations Traditionally Included Under that Title (ed. A. Pietersma and
B.G. Wright; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ).
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also does not introduce this last statement explicitly as an outcome
of the previous events. Nevertheless, the word itself facilitates such an
interpretation and even demands it. Whatever the real etymology of the
word hannĕpı̄l̄ım, it is natural to connect it with the root npl “to fall.”
This unexpected appearance of some fallen substances requires that we
understand the preceding lines as containing the cause of that event.
Thus, the fact that the sons of men took daughters of men as wives
immediately appears to be the reason of their downfall and a matter for
disapproval. And v.  says that the mighty men, i.e. the giants, were their
children.

Thus we see how the Hebrew text contains the seeds, which were
later developed into the interpretation we see in Enoch. According to
Enoch, the angels who committed this sin were the bad ones; besides
them there were also good angels, true to God, who preferred to remain
with Him. Enoch makes a point of the fact that the angel-sinners had
been incorporeal, pure spirits, who deliberately left heaven and changed
their status to be like flesh and to engender flesh (that is the giants) ( En.
; ). Consequently, God and Enoch, by order of God, justly reproaches
these angels for their actions ( En. :, ).

Thus, the interpretation we meet in Philo fully coincides with the
interpretation of Enoch in those very points in which it differs from
the Platonic teaching about souls coming down into bodies (the unfallen
angels and the deliberate choice to fall). It is generally accepted that the
Septuagint was the only version of the Bible accessible to Philo. But the
Greek translation of Genesis could not have been his source for such an
interpretation, because it dismisses all hints which could lead to it.

In Gig. – Philo identifies the giants with the men “born of the
earth” (γ&ς γεγ�νασι )ν�ρωπ�ι). In a formal way, such an interpretation
is justified by Gen :, because it is said there that the giants were “on
the earth” (�π� τ&ς γ&ς). It is clear, however, that the expression “on the
earth” does not have here a special or emphasized meaning. The earth
is not contrasted to any other part of the cosmos; it is simply a word
for the stage upon which events unfold. The notion of the “earthiness”
of giants is much more heavily emphasized in  Enoch, and in the very
same manner in which we encounter it in Philo. In  En. :, after
the fact that they left heaven has been pointed out, it is said: “but now
the giants . . . are mighty spirits upon the earth (�π� τ&ς γ&ς), and their
dwelling is inside the earth (�ν τI& γI&).” And later ( En. :): “the
spirits who are born upon the earth (�π� τ&ς γ&ς τ$ γεννη��ντα), their
dwelling shall be upon the earth (�π� τ&ς γ&ς).” Not only does the idea
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that the giants have some intimate connection with the earth correspond
to Philo’s description, but so does even the phrase in which the words
“earth” (γ&) and “to be born” (γεγ�νασι γεννη��ντα) collocate. A little
later on, Philo says:

But the sons of earth . . . removed their minds from the path of reason,
and transmuted it into to the lifeless and immovable (τ,ν )ψυ��ν κα�
�κ!νητ�ν) nature of the flesh (σαρκ'ν +*σιν), . . . they deserted (%λιπ�ν)
from the better rank, which had been allotted to them as their own, to the
worse rank, which was contrary to their original nature. (Gig. )

Philo does not explain or comment on this statement. It would have
remained puzzling for us, if it did not completely correspond to what
is said in  En. :

For what reason have you abandoned (�πελ!πετε) the high, holy, and
eternal heaven? . . . And you used to be holy and spiritual, possessing
eternal life, but now you have defiled yourselves with the blood of women,
and with the blood of the flesh (σαρκ�ς), you have begotten children,
you have lusted in the blood of men, like them producing blood and
flesh (σ�ρκα), like those who die and perish (�Qτινες �π��ν�σκ�υσι κα�
�π�λλυνται) . . . But you, formerly you were spirits, having eternal life . . .

( En. :, )

As in Philo’s passage, the fallen angels are reproached for leaving the
rank of spirits and deserting to the rank of flesh and blood. We see,
that the correspondence is very complete on the level of ideas as well
as on the semantic level: “like those who die and perish” echoes the
“lifeless and immovable nature”; �πελ!πετε corresponds to %λιπ�ν; and
σαρκ�ς/σ�ρκα to σαρκ'ν +*σιν. The only difference is that  Enoch
talks about the fallen angels themselves, whereas Philo applies it to the
“sons of the earth,” who, as we are told, are giants. The inconsistency
is easy to explain by the fact that Philo is strongly inclined to identify
the fallen angels with the giants in some way, allegorizing the offspring
of these angels as the miserable condition to which their souls had
degenerated.

Accordingly, the name of Nimrod, who in the Septuagint is said to have
been the first giant on the earth (Gen :) is interpreted as “desertion”
(Gig. ) (a word which is repeated several times with reference to the
bad angels in Enoch). Philo continues:

for it was not enough for the thoroughly miserable soul to stand apart
from both, but having gone over to its enemies, it took up arms against
its friends (τ'ν +!λων) and resisted them, and made open war upon them
(�ν�εστ'σα α7τ�1ς �π�λ�μει). (Gig. )
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This is, again, quite a mysterious assertion. Of course nothing of
that sort is said about Nimrod in the Septuagint. What does “stand
apart from both” mean? Who are the “friends” whom this “miserable
soul” betrays? I think that we can find the answer at the end of the
same chapter  En. . There the destiny of the giants is predicted,
and it is said that the spirits which proceeded from their corpses will
constantly insult men until the day of judgment. “These spirits shall
rise up (�<αναστ�σει) against the children of the people and against the
women, because they have proceeded forth from them” ( En. :).
If we take into consideration that the word τ'ν +!λων, translated in
Philo’s text as “friends,” can also designate a mother, father or other
relatives, then the picture becomes clearer. The giants (Nimrod being
one of them), proceeding from heavenly spirits and men, and so being
something intermediate between them, did not stay “apart from both”—
they betray humans as well, insulting those who gave them life, i.e., τ�.ς
+!λ�υς. And even the verb “to resist” (�ν�!στημι) is a variant of the verb
“to rise up” (�<αν!στημι) used in the Enochic text, differing from it only
by a prefix.

Thus one gets the impression that Philo, allegorizing Gen :–, accu-
rately alludes to every particular of  En. .

We have in no way exhausted the material which Enoch gives us with
respect to these two treatises, to say nothing of Philo’s other writings. But
it is neither possible nor necessary in the limited scope of an article. My
goal is to show that Philo’s text is full of allusions to Enoch; that these
allusions lie at the deep levels of the text; that the extant parts of the Greek
translation are semantically reflected in Philo’s text.

This first of all, helps us in dating the Greek translation of Enoch,
because it testifies to its existence at the turn of the first century b.c.e.
Secondly, we are driven to a more general conclusion. We can now infer
that by that time Enoch was already well known in the Greek speaking
Diaspora, since it was obviously part of Philo’s cultural background.
That evidence contradicts the opinion that the connection between these
books and the community at Qumran was exclusive. At least by the
first century b.c.e., the book had already crossed the boundaries of any
secluded community and became—or remained—a commune bonum of
the Jews living in areas as widely distant as, for instance, Qumran and
Alexandria.
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One of the well known theological conceptions of the Dead Sea sect is
its approach to the Temple, its sanctity and the resulting question of the
location of the One who was supposed to dwell therein. The sect denied
the sanctity of the Temple of their time, claiming it did not function
appropriately, and advocated withdrawing from it. The sect members
perceived their own group, the “Council of the Community,” as a spiritual
substitute for the Temple in Jerusalem. As the Community Rule states:
“The Council of the Community shall be truly established . . . a house
of holiness for Israel and a foundation of the holy of holies for Aaron . . .
chosen by God’s will to atone for the land.” And in the continuation of the
Rule: “It shall be the tested wall, the costly cornerstone, its foundations
shall neither be shaken nor be dislodged from their place. Holy of holies
dwelling for Aaron . . . and a house of perfection and truth in Israel.”1

This is patently based on Isa :: “Thus said the Lord God: ‘Behold,
I will found in Zion, stone by stone, a tower of precious cornerstones,

1 My translation of QS VIII:–: ���� 
���	
 ��� �	� . . . ���� ��	� ��� �����
������	 
� � 	 ��� ���� ���� �	� . . . #��� ��� ���
 ���� 	�	��� . . . �����
 �	��� ��� 

���	� ���� �	�� �	�� . . . ����
 �	��� ��� ���� .��� �� ��	�	 
�� ��	�����	; and similarly:
CD :–: “And all who were brought into the covenant (are) not to enter the sanctuary
to light his altar in vain.” ��� ����� �	��
 �� �� 
� ��� 	�
�
 �	��� ����� ��� 
��
(J.M. Baumgarten and D.R. Schwartz, “Damascus Document [CD],” in The Dead Sea
Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Texts with English Translations, vol. : Damascus
Document,War Scroll, and RelatedDocuments [ed. J.H. Charlesworth et al.; The Princeton
Theological Seminary Dead Sea Scrolls Project; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ], –,
). On the sect’s attitude toward the Temple see, inter alia: B. Gärtner,TheTemple and the
Community inQumran and theNewTestament (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
), –; L.H. Schiffman, “Community without Temple: The Qumran Community’s
Withdrawal from the Jerusalem Temple,” in Gemeinde ohne Tempel /Community without
Temple: Zur Substituierung und Transformation des Jerusalemer Tempels und seines Kultus
im Alten Testament, antiken Judentum und frühen Christentum (ed. B. Ego, A. Lange, and
P. Pilhofer; WUNT ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –, esp. –.
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exceedingly firm; he who trusts need not fear.’ ”2 The parallelism is clear;
but while the prophet speaks of “Zion,” the sect identifies the “Council of
the Community” as the subject of the prophecy, and believes that the sect
itself realizes this prophecy regarding “Zion.”3 Clearly, then, if the sect is a
“house of holiness,” a “foundation of the holy of holies,” the “holy of holies
dwelling,” and a “house of perfection,” and its members are intended to
“atone for the land,” then it functions as a temple, the place of God.

God, therefore, is exiled from His place, and dwells among a commu-
nity who, like Him, are exiled. The notion of disengagement from the
physical place is obviously Diasporan; that is, it limits the importance of
the tangible physical location, and enables the sect members to find God
in their midst, though they are not bodily in the place of God. This idea
constitutes an important component of the theology and self-perception
of the scrolls sect, and has been extensively discussed within these con-
texts. The discovery of such a position among a group living in Judea in
the second half of the Second Temple period makes a significant contri-
bution to our understanding of the historical continuity of the manner
in which the reality of the absence of the Temple was confronted.

In this paper I wish to present the development of this historical
continuity, from its biblical beginnings to its later manifestations in
rabbinic literature. My assertion is that this perception must also be
examined diachronically, namely as an inner progression of Diasporan
Judaism. To this end, I will focus special attention on two witnesses
representing such a stance: one appearing in Hellenistic Jewish literature,
and the other in rabbinic literature, and will examine the content and
meaning of the testimony within this continuity.

2 NJPS translation of: �	�	 �
 �	���� ���� ���� �� 	 ��� ��� ��� ,��� ��	�� ��	 	��� . . .
3 On the importance of this verse in this context see: D. Flusser, Judaism and the

Origins of Christianity (Jerusalem: Magnes, ), –, esp. –; M. Kister, “Some
Observations on Vocabulary and Style in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Diggers at the Well:
Proceedings of a Third International Symposium on the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls
and Ben Sira (ed. T. Muraoka and J.F. Elwolde; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –;
N. Hacham, “An Aramaic Translation of Isaiah in the Rule of the Community,” Leš 
(): – (Hebrew). In this paper I pointed to the affinity between several passages
from the scrolls, all using the verb ������, and I suggested that an Aramaic translation of
Isaiah that translates ��	�	 as �������	 was known to all these scrolls’ authors. I regret that
when writing my study I was unaware of Kister’s important suggestions. He also pointed
to the affinity between those passages, and noted that the word �������	 appears in the
Aramaic translation of Isaiah. However, our conclusions differ; I find it reasonable to
assume the existence of an Aramaic Targum of Isaiah in the first century b.c.e., while
Kister does not find this satisfactorily proven.
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The earliest source of the conception that the Lord dwells with His
exiled people outside the Temple and the Land of Israel already appears
in the Bible itself, in a text dealing with the start of the Babylonian exile.
Ezekiel’s depiction of the departure of the divine presence (ch. ) from
the Temple tells of the inhabitants of Jerusalem saying of their brethren,
who were exiled to Babylonia by Nebuchadnezzar: “Remove yourselves
from the Lord; the land has been given to us as a heritage” (:), that
is, the exiles were taken from the land, and are therefore distant from
the Lord and His Temple, and the land is given to those who remain in
it. The prophet’s response to this challenge begins with: “Thus said the
Lord God: Though I have removed them into the midst of the nations
and scattered them through the lands, and am but a small sanctuary for
them in the lands into which they have come” (v. ).4 As Greenberg
writes, “In this statement of deprivation, it is obliquely conceded that
the exiles enjoy a measure of divine nearness even in the exile (contrary
to the Jerusalemites’ view).”5 This means that the Lord’s Presence is not
dependent solely on the Temple, but mainly on the elect group of people:
the exiles—that will return to the Land, and in the meantime, the Lord
is with them, to a limited degree, in the different lands, as a “small
sanctuary.”

The dependence of the Lord’s presence on the people is not, of course,
Ezekiel’s own innovation. It is a well-established biblical idea, as ex-
pressed, for example, in Exod : (“and let them make Me a sanctuary
that I may dwell among them”)6 and : (“I will abide among the
Israelites”; NJPS). However, while in these sources the Divine Presence
within the Israelites is in or through a physical element—the Taberna-
cle—according to Ezekiel this is not contingent on a specific location and
though the Temple might be absent, the Divine Presence resides within
the people nonetheless.

This idea resurfaced, in various formulations, in Second Temple peri-
od. We are less interested in formulations such as “But God did not
choose the people on account of the Place; rather, He chose the Place on

4 English translation of both verses is based on M. Greenberg, Ezekiel – (AB ;
New York: Doubleday, ), –.

5 Ibid., ; see also D. Rom-Shiloni, “Ezekiel as the Voice of the Exiles and Construc-
tor of Exilic Ideology,” HUCA  (): –, –.

6 See Sarna’s commentary on this verse (N.M. Sarna, Exodus [The JPS Torah Com-
mentary; Philadelphia: JPS, ], .)
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account of the people” (Macc :).7 Nor will we focus on expressions
of the superiority of the people over the Temple as demonstrated by
Maccabees’ (:) description of the priests praying “Him who has
always championed our people”8 in contrast with the parallel descrip-
tion in Maccabees (:) where the priests say: “you have chosen this
house to bear your name, to be a house of prayer . . . for Your peo-
ple.”9 Instead, I will focus on a single example that expresses the Jew-
ish Diaspora concept that the Divine Presence was, specifically, in their
midst.

Maccabees, a Hellenistic Jewish composition, apparently from the
first century b.c.e., tells of two clashes between the Jews and King Ptole-
my IV Philopator. The first incident occurred in Jerusalem, when the
monarch sought to enter the Holy of Holies, and the second, in Egypt,
when the king attempted to destroy all of Egyptian Jewry. In both in-
stances the king was unsuccessful, but the depictions of these failures are
very different. In Jerusalem, the Temple was saved, but the Lord did not
reveal Himself, and the king did not repent. In Egypt, on the other hand,
the people are saved, God is revealed, and the king recants. The following
comparison of the many parallels in the two narratives highlights the
superiority of the salvation in Egypt to that in Jerusalem.

The significance of the location of the epiphany cannot be disregarded.
One would expect that God be revealed in his place, in the Jerusalem
Temple, as indeed happens in the parallel story of Heliodorus’ attempt
to plunder the Temple treasures (Macc :, ). This expectation
becomes stronger when the High Priest Simon requests “manifest Thy
mercy at this hour” (:).10 Nevertheless, this expectation is not ful-
filled. The epiphany of the God of Israel takes place in a pagan institu-
tion, the hippodrome of Alexandria (Macc :), in order to save the
endangered people. At this point we read that “the Ruler of all . . . mani-
fest His mercy” (Macc :).11 The similar vocabulary indicates that the

7 D.R. Schwartz’s translation of: �λλC �7 δι$ τ�ν τ�π�ν τ� %�ν�ς, �λλ$ δι$ τ� %�ν�ς
τ�ν τ�π�ν � κ*ρι�ς �<ελ�<ατ� (Maccabees [Commentaries on Early Jewish Literature;
Berlin: de Gruyter, ], ).

8 Schwartz’s translation of: τ�ν δι$ παντ�ς 0π�ρμα��ν τ�� %�ν�υς �μ'ν (ibid., ).
9 J.A. Goldstein’s translation of: Σ. �<ελ�<ω τ�ν �Oκ�ν τ��τ�ν �πικλη�&ναι τ� Lν�μ�

σ�υ �πC α7τ�� εOναι �Oκ�ν πρ�σευ�&ς . . . τ9' λα9' σ�υ (IMaccabees [AB ; New York:
Doubleday, ], ).

10 κα� �π!+αν�ν τ� %λε�ς σ�υ κατ$ τ,ν Sραν τα*την.
11 �πι+�νας τ� %λε�ς α7τ�� � τ'ν π�ντων δυν�στης. Both translations by M. Hadas,

TheThird and Fourth Books of Maccabees (New York: Ktav, ).
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Jerusalemite High Priest’s prayer was indeed accepted, not on behalf of
the temple in Jerusalem, but rather on behalf of the people in Egypt.

Epiphany is an important theme in Maccabees and in Hellenistic
literature as well. Words deriving from the verb �πι+α!νω appear sev-
eral times in Maccabees (:, ; :, , ; :, , , ), revealing
the essential function of epiphany in the book. In Hellenistic literature
epiphanies often serve to legitimize political claims or function as pro-
paganda for the importance of a certain place or cult.12 It seems that the
divine epiphany in Maccabees is also propagandist in nature, for the
sake of the elected and sanctified people.

Other points further demonstrate the presence of God with his people
in Egypt. Simon’s prayer ends with a request that the Jews be able to praise
God after they are granted peace (π�ι�σας �μ1ν ε(ρ�νην, :). However,
peace is not granted to the Jews in Jerusalem. In contrast, in the story of
the deliverance of the Egyptian Jews, the word “peace” (ε(ρ�νη) appears
twice (:; :), and a similar word expresses that the Jews celebrated
and thereby expressed joy because of the peace (:: ε(ρηνικ�ς). Again,
High Priest Simon’s prayer is not fulfilled at the Temple in Jerusalem but
rather by the deliverance of the Jews in Egypt.

The appearance of descriptions of holy and holiness illustrate the same
phenomenon. The holy God is mentioned three times in the context of
the events in Jerusalem (:, , ), but this holiness was not made
manifest at the time.13 In the events in Egypt, on the other hand, God
revealed His Holy countenance (:) and in addition, he is called “holy”
four or five times more.14 Respectively, according to the Jerusalemite high
priest’s prayer, God sanctified the place (τ�π�ς, :) for His name (:);

12 On epiphanies in the Hellenistic world in general see: R. Bultmann and D. Lühr-
mann, “�πι+α!νω, �πι+αν�ς, �πι+�νεια,” TDNT :–; F. Graf, “Epiphany,” Brill’s New
Pauly (ed. H. Cancik and H. Schneider; Leiden: Brill, ) :–; on this theme in
Maccabees see: R. Doran,Temple Propaganda:ThePurpose andCharacter of Maccabees
(Washington: Catholic Biblical Association of America, ), –.

13 Two of the references to God’s holiness in Jerusalem are found in the High Priest’s
prayer, and the third (:: Aγι�ς �ν @γ!�ις) is a repetition of the appellation appearing in
the first verse of the prayer. The verb ε(σακ�*σας following this appellation describes the
listening to the prayer. In this repetition, the author emphasizes that the Holy among the
holy ones, to whom the prayer is addressed, did hear it, but there is no description of an
epiphany of his holiness. In Egypt, on the other hand, the references to God’s holiness are
the narrator’s descriptions and not quotes of the book’s protagonists. This may, perhaps,
be accounted for as follows: in Jerusalem, God’s holiness is a wish expressed in prayers but
it is not apparent in the events, whereas in Egypt, the “objective” narrator tells innocently
of the evident holiness of God.

14 Macc :; :, ; :,  (according to some of the manuscripts).
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according to Eleazar’s prayer, those sanctified to God are Jacob (including
of course his sons too) and God’s people.15 Reference to the sanctity of
the place is repeated in Simon’s Prayer (:: τ�π�ς; :: �Oκ�ς) and
according to some manuscripts the Jerusalem priests’ holy vestments
are also described as holy (:).16 The holiness of the people of Israel
is mentioned again in Eleazar’s prayer (:: τ�1ς @γ!�ις Ισραηλ γ�ν�υς)
according to Codex Alexandrinus.17 The people of Israel are called holy
once in Simon’s prayer (:)18 and the city (π�λις) is called holy once in
Eleazar’s prayer (:). Thus, Simon emphasizes the holy place whereas
Eleazar mentions the holiness of the people and does not mention the
sanctity of the Temple at all, only that of the town. The result is that God’s
holiness is not revealed for the sake of the holy place, as requested by the
high priest, but on behalf of the holy people as mentioned by the Egyptian
priest Eleazar. The reason is obvious: God’s presence is to be found with
the people, His people, not in a place.

Comparison of the two prayers for salvation offered by a priest in
both incidents would sustain this conclusion, and I will specify just
three of the many points. In Jerusalem, it is Simon the High Priest who
prays, and apart from his title, nothing more is said of him (Macc
:).19 In the hippodrome in Egypt, it is Eleazar, one of the priests of
the country. Maccabees mentions some of his exalted qualities (:): a
distinguished person among the priests of the country, who had attained
an advanced age and whose life had been adorned with every virtue.20

The priest in Egypt is therefore decidedly superior to his Jerusalem
counterpart; consequently, according to Maccabees, the Temple does

15 Macc :: �γιασμ�ν�υ τ�κνα Ιακω4, μερ!δ�ς �γιασμ�νης σ�υ λα�ν.
16 See the apparatus criticus in R. Hanhart, ed.,Maccabaeorum liber III (nd ed.; Sep-

tuaginta: Vetus Testamentum Graecum Auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum Gottingensis
.; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, ), .

17 See Hanhart,Maccabaeorum liber III, .
18 True, Simon’s prayer does not cancel or ignore the uniqueness of the people of Israel:

The sanctity of the place derives from God’s desire that his honor will be within the people
of Israel (), and the people of Israel are considered “your people” (:, ), i.e., God’s
people. But this uniqueness is apparent on earth in the place that is holy for God’s honor
(). And indeed, the house of Israel is described as the object of God’s love (:), but
the expression of this love is in listening to the prayers at the location of the Temple.

19 For the versions of this verse see Hanhart, Maccabaeorum liber III, . On the
superiority of the Lucianic version in this verse see: N. Hacham, “The Third Book of
Maccabees: Literature, History and Ideology” (Ph.D. diss., The Hebrew University of
Jerusalem, ),  n.  (Hebrew).

20 ΕλεαBαρ�ς δ� τις �ν,ρ �π!σημ�ς τ'ν �π� τ&ς ��ρας 6ερ�ων, �ν πρεσ4ε!9ω τ,ν
�λικ!αν Kδη λελ�γ�/ς κα� π�σIη τI& κατ$ τ�ν 4!�ν �ρετI& κεκ�σμημ�ν�ς.
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not transform those who officiate in it into exemplary beings. Simon, in
Jerusalem, does not use the Lord’s title “Father” to describe God, and in
the narrative of the attempted breaching of the Jerusalem Temple, He is
simply the “forefather” (πρ�π�τωρ, :), an authoritative appellation
charged with primeval greatness, lacking the connotation of the affinity
between a father and his children. Eleazar, in contrast, addresses the
Lord twice as “Father,” (:, ) and in three other instances during the
course of the events in Egypt, God is portrayed as the Father of His
people (:; :; :). This speaks of God’s closeness to His people, who
face danger in the hippodrome. Finally, Simon requests, at the end of
his prayer, that the Lord put praises in the mouths of the downtrodden
(:). Despite the rescue of the Temple, there is no mention of any
thanksgiving prayer by the Jews of Jerusalem. After any rescue of the Jews
of Egypt, however, even partial salvation, before their final deliverance,
they praise and laud their God, who has come to their succor (:, ;
:).

Several years ago, David S. Williams suggested that Maccabees
should also be regarded as an apologia by Egyptian Jews directed at the
Jews of the land of Israel, as it conveys the contention that Providence
exists with Diasporan Jews as well, thus legitimizing Diaspora Judaism.
According to Williams, Palestinian Jews considered Diasporan Jews infe-
rior. Therefore, the Diasporan author of Maccabees stresses God’s exis-
tence with them as well as the kinship of both groups.21 This view was
criticized by Gruen, who claims that “there is no evidence for criticism
of Diaspora Jewry by those in Palestine.”22 Similarly, Cousland claims,
“Jerusalem is not linked to the victory (= of the Jews in Egypt): the tri-
umph remains purely Diasporan,” and “how successful as an apologetic
this implicit derogation of Jerusalem would have been to a Palestinian
audience.”23

However, in light of the discussion above, one cannot deny that Wil-
liams’ hypothesis is basically correct, and that Maccabees tries to bol-
ster Diaspora Jewry. Moreover, it seems that Williams was overly care-
ful by claiming that according to Maccabees God is “also” with Dias-
poran Jews; indeed, the author’s view is that God’s revelation in the

21 D.S. Williams, “Maccabees: A Defense of Diaspora Judaism?” JSP  (): –
.

22 E.S. Gruen, Heritage and Hellenism: The Reinvention of Jewish Tradition (Berkeley:
University of California Press, ),  n. .

23 J.R.C. Cousland, “Reversal, Recidivism and Reward in Maccabees: Structure and
Purpose,” JSJ  (): –, –.
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hippodrome in Egypt, to save His people, was greater than His mani-
festation in His Temple in Jerusalem. In other words, the Lord is with
the people, and not within the Temple. Thus the audience cannot be
the Jews of the land of Israel, but rather the Diasporan-Egyptian Jews,
who were bothered by their alleged inferior status and needed encour-
agement in relation to their religious status and their closeness to their
God.24

The overall picture is clear: in different historical contexts, from Baby-
lonia in the late first Temple period to Hellenistic-Roman Egypt25 and
the Judean Desert in the second or first century b.c.e., Jews assert that
God is with them, within their group, and not in His official place—the
Temple in Jerusalem.

The element common to all these sources is that they represent groups
that were geographically distant from the Temple, and/or clashed to some
degree with the center in Jerusalem. Ezekiel speaks of those who were
exiled against their will and had to wrestle with the theological meaning
of this forced exile, though the Temple remained at that stage intact.
Regarding Hellenistic Jewry, the factor of compulsion is absent and
other factors are prominent in its stead. The Jews outside Judea lacked
physical affinity to the Temple, though many identified with it. This lack
of a feeling of closeness to the Temple meant remoteness from God. A
believer desirous of intimacy with God would have difficulty in accepting
any remoteness from Him, and would accordingly seek solutions for this
religious alienation. He therefore would offer various substitutes for the
Temple, so that God would be close to him, as well. The religious ideology
of the Dead Sea sect regarded the Temple as a sinful site, which served
as an additional reason for disassociating from it. As regards the range of
opinions expressed in these sources, the more priestly sources—Ezekiel

24 For a detailed discussion on this approach of Maccabees see: Hacham, “The Third
Book of Maccabees,” –.

25 For other Jewish-Hellenistic sources of this view see e.g.: Philo, Spec. .–; Somn.
.; Sobr. ; and C. Werman, “God’s House: Temple or Universe,” in Philo und das
Neue Testament: Wechselseitige Wahrnehmungen: I. Internationales Symposium zum Cor-
pus Judaeo-Hellenisticum .–.Mai , Eisenach/Jena (ed. R. Deines and K.W. Niebuhr;
WUNT ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –. On the Letter of Aristeas in this
context see my note in “Exile and Self-Identity in the Qumran Sect and in Hellenistic
Judaism,” in New Perspectives on Old Texts: Proceedings of the th International Sympo-
sium of the Orion Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature, –
 January,  (ed. E.G. Chazon and B. Halprin-Amaru; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ),
–, –, and note also that according to the Letter of AristeasGod is with the translators
in Egypt.
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and the Dead Sea Scrolls—strip the abandoned and defiled Temple of
all sanctity, while Hellenistic Jewish sources afford it limited holiness,
and differ as to the degree of its sanctity. For all, sanctity and the Divine
Presence are contingent on the chosen group, and if this elect group is
not in the place of the Temple, then the latter’s sanctity diminishes or is
abrogated, and the Divine Presence shifts from the place to the people. As
for the geographical location of the groups arguing the Divine Presence’s
exile, we should add that Ezekiel’s claim relates to a situation at the eve
of the Temple’s destruction and physical exile from the Land of Israel. In
the case of Hellenistic Jewish authors, in contrast, the Temple stood and
functioned, but they lived outside Judea. Sect members who maintained
that that Temple did not function at all, on the other hand, actually lived
in Judea itself, that is, not in geographical exile, not far from the existing
Temple. In other words, even someone who lived in the Land of Israel
could contend that the Divine Presence was in exile, and the existence of
the Temple did not hinder the formulation of such a stance among those
alienated from it.

In light of these facts, we should not be surprised by the presence of
similar views, both in early Christianity and in rabbinic literature. Chris-
tianity did not forge the conception of the Divine Presence being with
the community, nor did the rabbis ex nihilo create this model for coming
to terms with the Destruction or as a reaction to the emerging Christian
religion. Both took their ideas from a rich tradition that was prevalent
in the Jewish world of the Second Temple period, which they fashioned
in accordance with their specific needs. This understanding is of great
importance, both on the fundamental level and for the history of schol-
arly research. Fundamentally, despite the earth-shattering crisis that the
Jewish world experienced upon the destruction of the Second Temple,
the following time should not be viewed as a new world unconnected
with what preceded it. The transition between periods is not a sudden
change, but rather gradual processes, and the religious existence and self-
definition of the Jewish people without a Temple had already been fash-
ioned throughout a lengthy span in the Second Temple period, during the
course of which an important and lively Jewish Diaspora existed in the
Hellenistic-Roman world. The Destruction obviously posed a theologi-
cal and spiritual challenge to the Jewish world in general and particularly
to the Jews of the Land of Israel, but the tools for contending with this
dilemma were already present in the Jewish world’s treasury of religious
thought, and both the rabbis and the early Christians took their positions
from this ready treasury.
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In terms of scholarly research history, several leading scholars appar-
ently do not share this insight. For example, Ephraim Elimelech Urbach
and Shalom Spiegel discuss the concept of the Shekhinah in exile in
rabbinic literature, in the context of consolation following the destruc-
tion of the Second Temple and the theological-philosophical tension
between “His presence fills all the earth” (Isa :) and the limited place of
the Divine Presence.26 Indeed, we should not underestimate the impor-
tance of a phenomenological inquiry of these issues by themselves, and
their inclusion in the limited and immediate historical context of the
events close to the appearance of these conceptions among those groups.
Nonetheless, we should not disregard the diachronic context.

Let us turn to a discussion of rabbinic literature and Christianity. The
Tannaitic midrash Sifre on Numbers () teaches:27

R. Nathan says: Israel are beloved, for every place where they were exiled,
the Shekhinah went into exile with them. They were exiled to Egypt—the
Shekhinah was with them, as it is said (Sam :): “I revealed Myself
to your father’s house in Egypt when they were subject to the House of
Pharaoh;” they were exiled to Babylon—the Shekhinah was with them, as it
is said (Isa :): “For your sake, I have sent to Babylon;” they were exiled
to Elam—the Shekhinah was with them, as it is said (Jer :): “And I will
set My throne in Elam, and wipe out from there king and officials;” they
were exiled to Edom—the Shekhinah was with them, as it is said (Isa :):
“Who is this coming from Edom, in crimsoned garments from Bozrah.”
And when they return, the Shekhinah returns with them, as it is said (Deut
:): “Then the Lord your God will return [with] your captivity”—it does
not state “ve-heshiv” [and He shall bring back] but “ve-shav the Lord your
God” [and He shall return].

This midrash is meant to encourage and console the exiled people. Fur-
thermore, Arnold Goldberg notes that the consolation is reinforced by
the ending in which redemption is assured for both the people and God.28

Within the framework of our discussion, however, this obviously is not
all this midrash is saying. As Urbach stated, this exposition relates to an
actual theological problem that greatly intensified after the Destruction.

26 E.E. Urbach, The Sages: Their Concepts and Beliefs (Jerusalem: Magnes, ), –
; S. Spiegel, Fathers of Piyyut: Texts and Studies toward a History of the Piyyut in Eretz
Yisrael (New York: Jewish Theological Seminary of America, ), – (Hebrew).
This view is widely accepted; see also, e.g., N.J. Cohen, “Shekhinta Ba-Galuta: A Midrashic
Response to Destruction and Persecution,” JSJ  (): –.

27 English translation is mine.
28 A. Goldberg,Untersuchungen über die Vorstellung von der Schekhinah in der frühen

rabbinischen Literatur (Talmud und Midrasch) (Berlin: de Gruyter, ), .
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The conception current among Palestinian Jewry saw the Temple as the
locus of the Shekhinah, that is, as the place in which God causes His
glory to dwell and in which it is revealed. Thus, for example, Flavius Jose-
phus (B.J. .) writes that the rebels believed that the Temple would yet
“be saved by Him who dwelled therein.” The destruction of the Temple
meant the departure of the Shekhinah from the Temple. The simple con-
cept states that if the place of God is devastated, God no longer dwells in
the earthly realm. This idea is confirmed by many sources, such as Sifre
Zuta ::29

R. Nehorai said: “For I the Lord abide” (Num :)—[does this mean] in
exile? Scripture teaches: “in the land.” Or, [He abides] in the Land, while
you are in exile? Scripture teaches: “among the Israelite people”—while the
people are in the Land, and not when they are outside the Land.

The notion that the Shekhinah did not ascend to heaven and is present
on earth, which established the exiled people of Israel as the alternative
“place” of the Shekhinah during the Exile, seems to be an innovation in
the world of the Pharisees and their successors, the rabbis.

We should highlight the dialectic embodied in this source. The Shekhi-
nah is with the people, but it is in exile. This means that this is not its
preferred place, and it will eventually return, but in the meantime, it is
in the midst of the people. This emphasis is not pronounced in Jewish
Hellenistic sources, which are mainly concerned with the question of the
current location of the Divine Presence, without stressing that this place
is exile. Furthermore, in contrast to Jewish Hellenistic sources, this rab-
binic teaching does not limit itself to specifying the current location of the
Shekhinah, but also speaks of the future: the restoration of the Shekhinah
to its place in Jerusalem.

As part of a prevalent tendency to view the rabbinic dicta as an anti-
Christian polemic, it was proposed that this idea should be regarded
in a similar light, on the background of the Destruction and the rise
of Christianity, and the latter’s claims of God’s abandonment of Israel
and the abrogation of the covenant with it.30 Moreover, the idea of God’s
being with Israel could fundamentally be understood as the inversion
of the common claim by the early Church that God is present in their

29 English translation is mine. For other formulations of the same idea see e.g., b. Roš
Haš. a;Mek. de Rabbi Yishma#el, tractate Pis .ha,  (ed. Lauterbach p. ).

30 In addition to the above-mentioned studies in n. , see also: M. Eyali, “God’s
Sharing in the Suffering of the Jewish People,” in Studies in JewishThought (ed. S.O. Heller
Willensky and M. Idel; Jerusalem: Magnes, ), – (Hebrew).
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community. Thus, for example, we find in Paul’s letter to the Ephesians
the following statement addressed to those Gentiles (:–):31

So then you are no longer strangers and sojourners, but you are fellow
citizens with the saints and members of the household of God . . . being
the cornerstone, in whom the whole structure is joined together and grows
into a holy temple in the Lord; in whom you also are built into it for a
dwelling place of God in the Spirit. (RSV)

In other words, the Gentiles who join the Christian community become
the dwelling place of God, a sort of temple. This is also stated in several
sources like the first epistle of Peter (Pet :): “and like living stones be
yourselves built into a spiritual house, to be a holy priesthood, to offer
spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God . . . ” (RSV).32 Thus, the temple is
simply the community, and the people are the dwelling place of God.
Put differently, the Divine Presence is in the congregation, since the Lord
chose it as His elect.33

This common Christian argument might have been addressed by the
Tannaim in their teaching cited above, as if to say: yes, the chosen people
are the dwelling place of God, and not the destroyed Temple. These
human beings, however, are not the Christians, but the Lord’s chosen
people, the people of Israel, exiled in Edom. And indeed, the Babylonian
Talmud (Yoma a) contains a disagreement on this question between
R. Hanina (first generation of Palestinian Amoraim) and a min, most
likely a Christian:34

The min said to R. Hanina: Now you are surely unclean, for it is written
(Lam :); “Her uncleanness clings to her skirts.” He [R. Hanina] replied:
Come and see what is written concerning them (Lev :): “which abides
with them in the midst of their uncleanness”—even when they are unclean,
the Divine Presence is among them.

Although the contrasts between the worldview of the rabbis and that of
the Christians are unmistakable, we cannot learn from these sources that

31 )ρα �Mν �7κ�τι �στ? <�ν�ι κα� π�ρ�ικ�ι, �λλ$ �στ? συμπ�λ1ται τ'ν @γ!ων κα�
�(κε1�ι τ�� �ε�� . . . Lντ�ς �κρ�γωνια!�υ . . . �ν 9T πGσα �(κ�δ�μ, συναρμ�λ�γ�υμ�νη
αU<ει ε(ς να�ν Aγι�ν �ν κυρ!9ω, �ν 9T κα� 0με1ς συν�ικ�δ�με1σ�ε ε(ς κατ�ικητ�ρι�ν τ��
�ε�� �ν πνε*ματι.

32 κα� α7τ�� Nς λ!��ι B'ντες �(κ�δ�με1σ�ε �Oκ�ς πνευματικ�ς ε(ς 6ερ�τευμα Aγι�ν,
�νεν�γκαι πνευματικ$ς �υσ!ας ε7πρ�σδ�κτ�υς �ε9' . . .

33 On this passage in Peter and its meaning and implications see commentaries ad
loc.

34 Translation is mine, based on I. Epstein, ed.,TheBabylonian Talmud: Translated into
English with Notes, Glossary and Indices ( vols.; London: Soncino, –).
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these arguments were generated within the Jewish-Christian polemic. In
light of the sources cited earlier, it seems that the conception of the Lord
dwelling with His exiled people originated neither in Christianity nor
with the Tannaim, but much earlier.

Indeed, many years ago David Flusser discussed the connection be-
tween the above passage from Peter and the passage we cited from the
Community Rule, and the reliance of both on Isa :.35 On the one
hand, the early Christians drew their ideas from a Diasporan sect that had
preceded them: the Dead Sea sect; while on the other (as was observed
by numerous scholars, such as Marcel Simon), these notions were influ-
enced also by the Jewish-Hellenistic nature of nascent Christianity. It will
suffice, in this context, to allude to the speech (Acts ) by the Hellenis-
tic Jew (τ'ν VΕλληνιστ'ν; Acts :) Stephen, who declared that the ideal
condition was the wandering sanctuary, meaning that the Lord is present
everywhere. In other words, as regards Christianity as well, the question
of distance from God, the withdrawal from the Temple, and the Jewish
Hellenistic model intrinsically influenced the development of this con-
ception.

Accordingly, we should not view either the Christians or the rabbis as
the originators of this idea. This is an early concept, and although the
stance of the rabbis might be related to the Christian conceptions, to
which it responds, the rabbis took an already existing concept, one that
was popular among Hellenistic Judaism and the Dead Sea sect. Thus, the
Dead Sea Scrolls can be viewed as a link completing the picture of the
Diasporan perception of the Second Temple period and afterwards on
the dwelling place of God.

The sources reviewed in this article reveal the conception of the Divine
Presence dwelling among the people, as a theological development deriv-
ing and resulting from the Diasporan state—a state of distance or detach-
ment from the location of the nation’s religious center. Though Hellenism
indeed exercised a great deal of influence over the development of these
perceptions in the Jewish world,36 the term �� � (“Sanctuary”) as denot-
ing the presence of God with his people, removed from the physical Tem-
ple, appears already in the Bible, towards the end of the First Temple
period, long before Hellenism, in the context of the eve of the destruc-
tion of this Temple. Moreover, even in the Jewish Hellenistic world, these

35 Flusser, Judaism and the Origins of Christianity, –, esp. –.
36 See D.R. Schwartz, Studies in the Jewish Background of Christianity (WUNT ;

Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), .
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perceptions appear not solely on account of the Hellenistic culture but
should also be attributed to the fact that Hellenistic Jewry was Diaspo-
ran, distanced as such, from the Temple. The combination of the Dias-
poran need with the Greek way of thinking enabled the Jews of the Land
of Israel, many generations later, to deal with the destruction of the Sec-
ond Temple and the national center in the Land of Israel. These historical
circumstances allowed the Diaspora to permeate the Land of Israel. An
examination of the ongoing history of the concept of the Divine Presence
in the Diaspora during the talmudic period may also reveal aspects of the
Land of Israel’s influence on the Diaspora—but this is a topic for another
article.



11QMELCH IM SPIEGEL DER WEISHEIT

Ulrike Mittmann
Universität Osnabrück

In der Qumranforschung gehört QMelch (Q)1 zu denjenigen Tex-
ten, bei denen es scheint, als würden sie um so rätselhafter, je länger
sich die Wissenschaft bemüht, sie zu verstehen und sachgemäß auszu-
legen. Dass das Rätsel der Melchisedekgestalt in QMelch noch lange
nicht gelöst ist, zeigt auch die Vielzahl jüngerer Veröffentlichungen zum
Thema.2 Zumeist werden dabei die Menschensohnvorstellung nach Dan
 und den Bilderreden Henochs (Hen. –)3 oder verschiedene En-
gelsvorstellungen zum Vergleich herangezogen. Nur am Rande diskutiert
wird die Möglichkeit, dass Melchisedek als Personifikation der Weis-
heit zu verstehen sei. I.R. Tantlevskij spricht in seiner  erschiene-
nen Studie „Melchisedek Redivivus in Qumran“ vorsichtig von „a Divine
hypostatisation [sic] through which the transcendent Lord-Creator re-
alizes His relative immanence in regard to the created world“,4 aber
er ordnet diese genuin weisheitliche Aussage nicht theologiegeschicht-
lich ein. Die Aussage, dass Melchisedek eine göttliche Hypostase sei,
wird als These präsentiert, ohne dass dieselbe in den Gesamtrahmen alt-
testamentlicher und frühjüdischer Hypostasenvorstellungen integriert
würde. Dies gilt insbesondere für den Kontext weisheitlicher Personi-
fikationen, wie sie von der persischen bis in die hellenistische Zeit das

1 Zum Text s. F. García Martínez, E.J.C. Tigchelaar, and A.S. van der Woude in DJD
XXIII (): – mit Tafel XXVII.

2 Dies betrifft auch den vorliegenden Sammelband, in welchem drei Beiträge
QMelch gewidmet sind. S. Anm. .

3 Deutsch: S. Uhlig,Das äthiopischeHenochbuch (JSHRZ V/; Gütersloh: Gütersloher
Verlagshaus, ), –; Englisch: E. Isaac, „ (Ethiopic Apocalypse of) Enoch
(Second Century b.c.—First Century a.d.): A New Translation and Introduction,“ inOTP
:–, –.

4 I.R. Tantlevskij, Melchizedek Redivivus in Qumran: Some Peculiarities of Messianic
Ideas and Elements of Mysticism in the Dead Sea Scrolls (The Qumran Chronicle ;
Kraków: Enigma Press, ), –.
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weisheitliche Denken konstitutiv bestimmen.5 Ja, es fällt auf, dass in der
Qumranforschung—obwohl der weisheitliche Hintergrund des Qum-
ranschrifttums ein gründlich erforschtes Gebiet ist6—die Frage nach der
Personifikation der Weisheit und der eschatologischen Implikationen des
weisheitlichen Personverständnisses bis heute nicht oder nur am Rande
gestellt wurde. Das gilt auch für die große Monographie Melchisedek e
l’angelologia nell’epistola agli ebrei e a Qumran von F. Manzi,7 in wel-
cher „Melchisedek“ als göttlicher Titel klassifiziert wird,8 ohne dass dabei
der weisheitliche Rahmen vor Augen gestellt würde, innerhalb dessen
eine solche Klassifikation allein möglich ist.9 Das soll in diesem Beitrag
nachgeholt werden. Dabei geschieht die Annäherung an QMelch vom
nichtqumranischen Vergleichsmaterial her, in welchem sich die priester-
liche Personifikation der Weisheit bis hin zur Identifikation der Sapientia
mit Melchisedek dokumentiert findet.

. Melchisedek im Hebräerbrief

Die messianologische bzw. christologische Besonderheit des Hebräer-
briefes innerhalb des Neuen Testaments besteht darin, dass Christus
nicht nur als der Messias im Sinne der davidischen Messianologie und

5 Im Folgenden werden im Blick auf die irdische Manifestation der Weisheit die
Begriffe „Hypostase“ und „Person“ bzw. „Hypostasierung“ und „Personifikation“ bedeu-
tungsgleich verwendet. Dabei wird der Personbegriff allein auf die Selbstentäußerung
Gottes im Akt des Zur-Welt-Kommens Gottes und auf die Manifestation Gottes im Irdi-
schen bezogen. Die häufig geübte Vermischung eines hypostatischen Personbegriffs mit
rein literarischen Personifikationsmustern, wie sie etwa die aus jüngster Zeit stammende
große Monographie zum Thema von J.R. Dodson prägt (The „Powers“ of Personification:
Rhetorical Purpose in the Book of Wisdom and the Letter to the Romans [BZNW ; Ber-
lin: de Gruyter, ], s. bes. –), hat in der Forschung mit dazu beigetragen, die
weisheitliche Personvorstellung zu verdunkeln, statt sie zu erhellen.

6 S. J.J. Collins, Jewish Wisdom in the Hellenistic Age (OTL; Louisville: Westminster
John Knox, ), –, und A. Lange, „Die Weisheitstexte aus Qumran: Eine Ein-
leitung,“ in The Wisdom Texts from Qumran and the Development of Sapiential Thought
(ed. C. Hempel, A. Lange und H. Lichtenberger; BETL ; Leuven: Peeters, ), –.

7 F. Manzi, Melchisedek e l’angelologia nell’epistola agli ebrei e a Qumran (AnBib ;
Rom: Päpstliches Bibelinstitut, ).

8 Ibid., –.
9 Statt dessen verweist man auf die Hypostasenspekulationen der späteren rabbini-

schen Literatur. Vgl. A.F. Segal, Two Powers in Heaven: Early Rabbinic Reports about
Christianity and Gnosticism (SJLA ; Leiden: Brill, ), , –. Dass dieselben
in der alttestamentlich-jüdischen Weisheit wurzeln, kommt dabei nicht in den Blick.
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der sie weiterführenden Menschensohnerwartung10 angesehen wird,
sondern gleichzeitig als der himmlische Hohepriester11. Die in Qumran
auseinandertretende Erwartung eines königlich-davidischen und eines
priesterlichen Messias (CD :–; :–:; QS IX:–; QSa
[Qa] II:–; QTest [Q])12 sind in Christi Person vereinigt.
In dieser Vereinigung der Traditionsstränge wird nun allerdings inter-
essanterweise das Priestertum Christi nicht auf Aaron und das levitische
Priestertum zurückgeführt, sondern auf Melchisedek. Christus ist—so
nennt ihn der Verfasser des Hebräerbriefes—„Priester nach der Ordnung
Melchisedeks“ (Heb :, ; :; :, , ), �ρ�ιερε.ς κατ$ τ,ν τ�-
<ιν Μελ�ισ�δεκ. Diese Titulatur verdankt sich Ps :, wo der davi-
dische König als „Priester auf ewig nach der Ordnung Melchisedeks„
proklamiert wird. Psalm : seinerseits ist nur verständlich vor dem
Hintergrund von Gen . Hier erscheint Melchisedek als der königliche
Urpriester auf dem Zion, dem Abraham sich mit der Übereignung des
Zehnten unterstellt (Gen :–). Dabei zielt die einzigartige Darstel-
lung Abrahams als eines territorial weit ausgreifenden Kriegsherrn eben-
falls auf das davidische Zionskönigtum, genauer auf die Begründung des
Großreiches Israel durch David.13 Wenn daher in Ps —im Rückbe-
zug auf die in Gen  narrativ vermittelte Urtradition vom Jerusalemer
Königpriestertum—die Inthronisation des davidischen Königs als Ein-
setzung zum Priester nach der Ordnung Melchisedeks besungen wird,
dann geschieht dies zum einen wegen der messianologisch bedeutsamen
Vorordnung des Zion vor den Sinai: Die kultische Verehrung des einen
und wahren Gottes auf dem Zion wird für eine Zeit fixiert, in welcher die
Gottesoffenbarung auf dem Sinai und die Einsetzung Aarons zum Pries-
ter Israels noch in weiter Zukunft liegen. Sie geschieht zum anderen um
der eschatologischen Signifikanz des Urgeschehens willen: Als Garant für
die kultische Integrität des Volkes, dessen Herrscher er ist, verbürgt der
Priesterkönig nach der Ordnung Melchisedeks Israels Heil auf ewig.

10 S. H. Gese, „Der Messias,“ in idem, Zur biblischen Theologie: Alttestamentliche
Vorträge (. Aufl.; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –.

11 Heb :; :; :–; :, , ; :; :–; :, ; :, , ; :.
12 Einen Überblick über den gegenwärtigen Stand der Forschung bietet H.-J. Fabry,

„Die Messiaserwartung in den Handschriften von Qumran,“ inWisdom and Apocalypti-
cism in theDead Sea Scrolls and in the Biblical Tradition (ed. F. García Martínez; BETL ;
Leuven: Peeters, ), –.

13 M. Delcor, „Melchizedek from Genesis to the Qumran Texts and the Epistle to
the Hebrews,“ JSJ  (): –, – greift theologisch zu kurz, wenn er die
Verankerung der Zehntabgabe in der Väterzeit als den Skopus von Gen  benennt.
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Bereits in alttestamentlicher Tradition findet sich also die messiano-
logische Zusammenführung von Königtum und Priestertum bezeugt als
ein Vorstellungskomplex ohne Verbindung zum aaronitisch-levitischen
Priestertum (vgl. Chr :).14 In diesen gleichzeitig urzeitlichen und
endzeitlichen davidischen Traditionszusammenhang ordnet der Autor
des Hebräerbriefes das Christusgeschehen ein, wenn er Christus als Kö-
nig und Hohepriester identifiziert und dabei das Priestertum Christi auf
Melchisedek zurückführt.

Der Hebräerbrief aber geht in der Adaption der Traditionen noch
einen Schritt weiter. Und er muss weitergehen, da er das Königpriester-
tum Christi nicht als ein irdisches, sondern als ein himmlisches Pries-
tertum klassifiziert. Auf welcher Grundlage diese Klassifikation erfolgt,
zeigt die Analyse der Beschreibung Melchisedeks in Heb :–. Hier wird
Melchisedek zunächst in Anlehnung an Gen  als Priesterkönig von
Salem vorgestellt; was aber folgt, hat keine Parallele in Gen . In V. 
heißt es von Melchisedek: „Er ist vaterlos, mutterlos, ohne Geschlechts-
register (d.h. ohne jedwede Vorfahren) und hat weder Anfang der Tage
noch Ende des Lebens“ (�π�τωρ �μ�τωρ �γενεαλ�γητ�ς, μ�τε �ρ�,ν
�μερ'ν μ�τε Bω&ς τ�λ�ς %�ων). Wie kommt der Verfasser des Hebräer-
briefes zu dieser Charakterisierung Melchisedeks und welche Vorstellung
wird hier auf Melchisedek übertragen?

Um zu einer Antwort zu gelangen, muss man sich klarmachen, was
es bedeutet, wenn im Hebräerbrief Melchisedeks Existenz als ewig cha-
rakterisiert wird. Denn nichts anderes besagen die genannten Adjektive
in ihrer Gesamtheit. Ewigkeit—das bedeutet im Blick auf die Zukunft
Unsterblichkeit, das bedeutet im Blick auf die Vergangenheit Präexis-
tenz. Melchisedek ist also wesenseins mit Gott. In der alttestamentlich-
jüdischen Tradition aber gibt es nur eine „Person“ neben Gott, die in
dieser Weise charakterisiert wird: die Weisheit. Melchisedek ist im He-
bräerbrief die irdische Manifestation der Weisheit.

Um allerdings diesen Text sowie im Anschluss auch den Text
QMelch der weisheitlichen Tradition theologiegeschichtlich zuordnen
zu können, muss man das Gesamtbild der weisheitlichen Entwicklung
von der persischen bis in die hellenistische Zeit vor Augen haben. Dies
soll, da in der Qumranforschung der personale Aspekt der Weisheit in

14 Zum Priesterdienst Davids und seiner Nachkommen vgl. auch Sam :– (Da-
vid);  Kön : (Salomo); Sam : (Söhne Davids);  Kön :– (Ahas).
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der Diskussion der Weisheitsschriften kaum erörtert wird, hier in aller
Kürze und im Rückgriff auf Vorarbeiten zum Thema geschehen.15

Exkurs :
Die Entwicklung der weisheitlichen Personvorstellung

von der persischen bis in die hellenistische Zeit

Bereits in Prov  erscheint die Weisheit als eine personale göttliche Größe. Ihr
Wesen wird lokal und temporal im uneigentlichen, d.h. den Begriff von Raum
und Zeit transzendierenden, Sinne qualifiziert. Sie erscheint als eine Person der
Vorzeit (Prov :–), deren „Ort“ bei Gott ist (Prov :). Die Weisheit ist—
in systematisch-theologischer Terminologie—göttlicher Natur und präexistent.
Die Personifizierung dieser göttlichen, aber von Gott selbst unterschiedenen
Größe entspricht dem Personsein Gottes und der personalen Struktur der Offen-
barung vom Sinai her, wo Gott aus seiner transzendenten Verborgenheit heraus-
und in den irdischen Raum der Geschichte eintritt.

Die Frage, warum es überhaupt zur Vorstellung einer göttlichen, aber von
Gott unterschiedenen Person kommt, findet ihre Antwort im Schöpfungsge-
danken, der ein Sein und Handeln des ewigen und jenseitigen Gottes in Zeit
und Raum impliziert. Die Erkenntnis einer gleichzeitig verborgenen und irdisch
manifesten Existenz Gottes führt im Zuge der theologischen Systematisierung
zur Unterscheidung des für-sich-seienden, irdisch unverfügbaren Gottes von
Gott als demjenigen, der sich im Schöpfungsakt in Beziehung zur Welt und zum
Menschen setzt und daher auch weltlich erkannt werden kann. Man könnte auch
sagen: Die Weisheit ist die Anwesenheitsform Gottes im Irdischen; sie ist die
Form, in welcher Gott immanent fassbar und erfahrbar wird. Daher wird bereits
in den Texten aus persischer Zeit die Weisheit als das Ordnungsprinzip identifi-
ziert, das der Schöpfung zugrunde liegt. Als solches durchwaltet sie alle Bereiche
des Irdischen, d.h. als physikalisches Grundprinzip den Bereich der Natur (Prov
:–), als ethische Norm den menschlichen Bereich, der wesenhaft durch die
Beziehung zu Gott und damit durch das Wort der Tora konstituiert ist (Prov

15 U. Mittmann-Richert, „Thesen zur offenbarungsgeschichtlichen Grundlegung der
Christologie,“ inHeil undGeschichte: DieGeschichtsbezogenheit desHeils und das Problem
derHeilsgeschichte in der biblischenTradition und in der theologischenDeutung (ed. J. Frey,
S. Krauter und H. Lichtenberger; WUNT ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –;
eadem, „Joseph und Aseneth: Die Weisheit Israels und die Weisheit der Heiden,“ in Bibli-
cal Figures in Deuterocanonical and Cognate Literature: Conference of the ISDCL at Tübin-
gen, Germany,  June –  July  (ed. H. Lichtenberger und U. Mittmann-Richert; Deu-
terocanonical and Cognate Literature Yearbook ; Berlin: de Gruyter, ), –.
Die genannten Beiträge gründen in der wegweisenden Studie von H. Gese, „Die Weis-
heit, der Menschensohn und die Ursprünge der Christologie als konsequente Entfaltung
der biblischen Theologie,“ in idem, Alttestamentliche Studien (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck,
), –.
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:–). Da in diesem Sinne die Weisheit beide Bereiche vertritt—den himm-
lischen und den irdischen Bereich—, wird sie zur Mittlerin Gottes an den Men-
schen. Die Weisheit gibt dem Menschen Anteil an Gott, sie lässt ihn gleichsam
an Gott teilnehmen. Gott selbst vermittelt sich in seiner Schöpfungsordnung an
die Welt, und in der menschlichen Erkenntnis dieser Schöpfungsordnung als
Erkenntnis der Weisheit kommt diese Vermittlung zu ihrem Ziel.16

Entscheidend für die Weiterentwicklung der Weisheit im frühjüdischen
Schrifttum der hellenistischen Zeit ist die Personalität der Weisheit und die
Worthaftigkeit der weisheitlichen Vermittlung Gottes an den Menschen. Sie ist
entscheidend, weil auch in den Geschichtstraditionen Israels die Personalität
der Offenbarung und ihr Wortcharakter das Offenbarwerden des Gottes vom
Sinai kennzeichnen. Daher wird nun die Weisheit als Mittlerin nicht nur der
Schöpfung, sondern auch der geschichtlichen Offenbarung am Sinai erkannt,
mehr noch: als das Wort Gottes selbst. Dabei werden die Sinai- und die Zions-
tradition zusammengeführt in der Vorstellung von der irdischen Einwohnung
der mit Gottes Wort identifizierten Weisheit in Zion (Sir :–). So wird die
Weisheit automatisch auch zur kultischen Größe und konsequenterweise mit
der Schekinah identifiziert.17 Das aber bedeutet: Die Weisheit wird erkannt als
der auf Erden offenbare Gott. Sie ist der im Wort der Selbstteilgabe auf Erden
in Person dem Menschen gegenübertretende Gott, der deus praesens. Es liegt in
der Konsequenz dieser Entwicklung, dass in einem letzten Schritt die Person der
Weisheit im Bereich des Irdischen visionär und auditionär manifest wird. Dies
belegt insbesondere die Weisheit Salomos, die im Fortlauf dieser Analyse noch
ausführlich zur Sprache kommt, da sie den theologischen Bezugspunkt für die
Identifikation sowohl Christi als auch Melchisedeks im Hebräerbrief darstellt.
Hier genügt es, festzuhalten, dass die neutestamentliche Identifikation Melchi-
sedeks mit der Weisheit ein personalesWeisheitsverständnis voraussetzt, wie es
in den alttestamentlichen und frühjüdischen Weisheitsschriften die Grundlage
sowohl der Schöpfungs- als auch der Geschichtstheologie bildet. In diesen bei-
den Zusammenhängen ist die Weisheit ausnahmslos personhaft gedacht. Die
Erkenntnis Gottes erwächst aus der Begegnung mit Gott als dem, der sich in
Gestalt der Weisheit als Schöpfer der Erde und Herr der Geschichte offenbart.

Der Hebräerbrief steht im alt- und neutestamentlichen Gesamtzusam-
menhang der Traditionen zeitlich am Ende der weisheitlichen Entwick-
lung und markiert innerhalb des Neuen Testaments einen Schlusspunkt.
Bemerkenswert ist, wie tief diese späte neutestamentliche Schrift in der
frühjüdischen Weisheitstheologie verwurzelt ist und wie selbstverständ-
lich sie von einer sichtbaren und hörbaren Manifestation der Person der

16 Vgl. Gese, „Weisheit,“ –.
17 Vgl. B. Janowski, „Gottes Weisheit in Jerusalem: Sir  und die biblische Schekina-

Theologie,“ in Biblical Figures in Deuterocanonical and Cognate Literature, –; Gese,
„Weisheit,“ –.
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Weisheit ausgeht, wenn sie Melchisedek Präexistenz und ewiges Sein
zuschreibt und ihn auf diese Weise mit der Weisheit identifiziert. Das
aber heißt:Melchisedek ist der offenbare Gott in Person.

Dass im Hebräerbrief genau dies die Vorstellung ist, zeigt auch die
zweite Vershälfte von Heb :. Hier heißt es: „Er gleicht dem Sohn Got-
tes und bleibt Priester in Ewigkeit“ (�+ωμ�ιωμ�ν�ς δ? τ9' υ69' τ�� �ε��,
μ�νει 6ερε.ς ε(ς τ� διηνεκ�ς). Der Sohn Gottes—das ist im Hebräer-
brief der mit Gott wesenseine Christus, der in seiner irdischen Exis-
tenzform Gott selbst auf Erden offenbar gemacht hat. Christus wird also
auch als irdische Erscheinungsform der Weisheit identifiziert und Mel-
chisedek an die Seite gestellt. Die Doppelheit der Personen ist Ausdruck
einer heilsgeschichtlichen Differenzierung: Melchisedek ist die irdische
Erscheinungsform der Weisheit in der Zeit des alten Bundes, Christus
die irdische Erscheinungsform der Weisheit in der Zeit des neuen Bun-
des. So kommt für den Verfasser die irdische Selbstoffenbarung Gottes
zu ihrem Ziel in Person der mit seinem Sohn Jesus Christus identischen
Weisheit.

Dass in der Tat im Hebräerbrief auch Christus mit der Weisheit iden-
tifiziert wird, bestätigt der Anfang des Briefes, Heb :–:
 Π�λυμερ'ς κα� π�λυτρ�πως π�λαι � �ε�ς λαλ�σας τ�1ς πατρ�σιν �ν

τ�1ς πρ�+�ταις
 �πC �σ��τ�υ τ'ν �μερ'ν τ�*των �λ�λησεν �μ1ν �ν υ69', 5ν %�ηκεν κλη-

ρ�ν�μ�ν π�ντων, δι’ �P κα� �π�!ησεν τ�.ς α('ναςX
 5ς Yν �πα*γασμα τ&ς δ�<ης κα� �αρακτ,ρ τ&ς 0π�στ�σεως α7τ��,

+�ρων τε τ$ π�ντα τ9' #�ματι τ&ς δυν�μεως α7τ��, κα�αρισμ�ν τ'ν
@μαρτι'ν π�ιησ�μεν�ς �κ��ισεν �ν δε<ιZG τ&ς μεγαλωσ*νης �ν 0ψηλ�1ς.

 Viele Male und auf vielerlei Weise hat Gott einst zu den Vätern gesprochen
durch die Propheten;

 in dieser Endzeit aber hat er zu uns gesprochen durch den Sohn, den er
zum Erben des Alls eingesetzt und durch den er auch die Welt erschaffen
hat;

 er ist der Abglanz seiner Herrlichkeit und das Abbild seiner Person [Hypo-
stase]; er trägt das All durch sein machtvolles Wort, hat die Reinigung von
den Sünden bewirkt und sich dann zur Rechten der Majestät in der Höhe
gesetzt.

Die Motivik dieser Verse ist typisch weisheitlich: Christus ist der Schöp-
fungsmittler und daher rechtmäßiger Inhaber des göttlichen Throns (vgl.
Sir :). Er ist dies aber als der von jeher mit Gott wesenseine Sohn.
In diesem Zusammenhang ist ausdrücklich auf den hier verwendeten
Begriff 0π�στασις, „Hypostase“ hinzuweisen (Heb :). Dass Christus
dabei nicht direkt als göttliche Hypostase bezeichnet wird, sondern als
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Abbild der göttlichen Hypostase, hängt mit der schon erwähnten heils-
geschichtlichen Unterscheidung der Erscheinungsform der Weisheit zu-
sammen: als Melchisedek zur Zeit des alten, als Christus zur Zeit des
neuen Bundes. Der Begriff „Hypostase“ meint dabei nichts anderes, als
was im bisherigen Verlauf der Argumentation mit „Person“ bezeichnet
wurde. Es geht um die Selbstentäußerung Gottes und sein personales
Offenbarwerden in Schöpfung und Geschichte im Sinne der Unterschei-
dung des irdisch offenbaren Gottes von dem in transzendenter Verbor-
genheit existierenden Gott.

Die Relevanz, die diese weisheitliche Melchisedek-Christus-Reflexion
des Hebräerbriefes für das Verständnis von QMelch hat, ergibt sich an
dieser Stelle aus der Tatsache, dass der Autor des Briefes ausdrücklich Be-
zug nimmt auf das frühjüdische Schrifttum. Heb :– ist ein freies Zitat
aus dem großen Lob der Weisheit in Weish , wo es in V. – heißt:

 π�σης γ$ρ κιν�σεως κινητικ�τερ�ν σ�+!α,
δι�κει δ? κα� �ωρε1 δι$ π�ντων δι$ τ,ν κα�αρ�τητα.

 �τμ�ς γ�ρ �στιν τ&ς τ�� �ε�� δυν�μεως
κα� �π�ρρ�ια τ&ς τ�� παντ�κρ�τ�ρ�ς δ�<ης ε(λικριν�ςX
δι$ τ��τ� �7δ?ν μεμιαμμ�ν�ν ε(ς α7τ,ν παρεμπ!πτει.

 �πα*γασμα γ�ρ �στιν +ωτ�ς �ιδ!�υ
κα� %σ�πτρ�ν �κηλ!δωτ�ν τ&ς τ�� �ε�� �νεργε!ας
κα� ε(κ/ν τ&ς �γα��τητ�ς α7τ��.

 Denn die Weisheit ist beweglicher als alle Bewegung,
sie geht und dringt durch alles wegen ihrer Reinheit.

 Denn sie ist ein Nebelschleier der Macht Gottes
und eine Emanation der lauteren Herrlichkeit des Allmächtigen;
darum kann nichts Unreines in sie hineinkommen.

 Denn sie ist der Abglanz des ewigen Lichts
und der fleckenlose Spiegel der Wirksamkeit Gottes
und das Ebenbild seiner Güte.

Die Identifikation Christi mit der Weisheit findet im Hebräerbrief in der
direkten Übertragung der Wesensbeschreibung der Weisheit nach Weish
:– auf Christus statt. Wenn daher in Heb : von Melchisedek
gesagt wird, er gleiche dem Sohn, dann zielt dies auf Christi Identität
mit der Weisheit und erklärt, warum Melchisedek als von jeher und
in Ewigkeit existierend vorgestellt wird. Die Gleichheit mit dem Sohn
Gottes manifestiert in diesem Zusammenhang sein göttliches Wesen.

Von besonderer Bedeutung im Blick auf Christi und Melchisedeks
priesterlichen Status ist bei der Übertragung von Weish  auf Christus
die Aussage über die Reinheit der Weisheit in Weish :–. Sie zielt,
ähnlich wie in Sir :–, auf die kultische Integrität der gesamten
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Schöpfung, welche die Weisheit garantiert. Auf die Frage nach der kul-
tischen Funktion der Weisheit läuft in Heb : die gesamte Argumen-
tation des Textes zu. Denn der Abschnitt endet mit dem Hinweis auf
das Sühnewirken des mit der Weisheit identifizierten Schöpfungsmitt-
lers. Er wird kombiniert mit einer zitatartigen Anspielung auf Ps :
und damit gerade auf denjenigen Psalm, der ebenfalls von Melchisedek
als dem Urbild des davidischen Priesterkönigtums handelt (Ps :).

Der Autor des Hebräerbriefes greift in der Identifikation des Priester-
königs Melchisedek mit der präexistenten Weisheit allerdings nicht nur
auf Weish  zurück, sondern auch auf Weish , wo die Weisheit als Wel-
tenpriester auf Erden erscheint und Sühne schafft für Israel.

. Die priesterliche Personifikation
der Weisheit in Weish 

Die Bedeutung von Weish  für die Rekonstruktion der Entwicklung
der Weisheit in hellenistischer Zeit wurde lange Zeit verkannt,18 weil
innerhalb dieser Weisheitsschrift ein Umbruch der Weisheitskonzeption
und der Terminologie stattzufinden scheint und fraglich ist, ob in Kapi-
tel  überhaupt von der Weisheit die Rede ist.19 Denn nach dem Preis
der Weisheit in Weish  erscheint in Weish  der auf Erden offen-
bare Gott plötzlich in männlicher Form hypostasiert bzw. personifiziert,
und statt der weiblichen Bezeichnung „Sophia“ ist nun der männliche
Begriff „Logos“ verwendet (Weish :). Dass dabei allerdings Logos
und Sophia miteinander identifiziert werden (vgl. Weish :–),20 zeigt

18 S. Mittmann-Richert, „Joseph und Aseneth,“ –, wo Weish  erstmals in die
Rekonstruktion miteinbezogen wurde.

19 Die Fülle der Literatur zur Weisheit Salomos ist groß. Um so auffallender ist, dass
in vielen Veröffentlichungen zum Thema die Frage nach einem möglichen Zusammen-
hang der Konzepte nicht einmal gestellt wird. Beispielhaft sei hier auf die Monographie
zum Thema von M. Nehr, Wesen und Wirken der Weisheit in der Sapientia Salomonis
(BZAW ; Berlin: de Gruyter, ), verwiesen, in welcher Weish  gar nicht behan-
delt wird und ohne weiteren Kommentar als offensichtlich nicht zum Thema gehörig aus
dem weisheitlichen Gesamtzusammenhang ausgeschlossen wird.

20 Gegen H. Hübner, Die Weisheit Salomons (ATD Apokryphen ; Göttingen: Van-
denhoeck & Ruprecht, ), .—Zu bestreiten ist in diesem Zusammenhang auch
die These von H. Engel,Das Buch der Weisheit (Neuer Stuttgarter Kommentar Altes Tes-
tament ; Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, ), dass die Personifikation sowohl der
Weisheit als auch des Logos als „literarische Personifikation“ zu deuten sei und „nicht
eine selbständige personhafte Gestalt ,neben‘ oder gar außerhalb von Gott“ bezeichne
(; vgl. ).
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sich daran, dass es vom Logos heißt, sein Herabkommen auf die Erde
geschehe von seinem himmlischen Thron aus (Weish :). Die himm-
lische Throngenossin Gottes zu sein, aber ist bereits in den alten Weis-
heitstexten das Charakteristikum der Weisheit (Prov :; Sir :). Die
Identifikation von Weisheit und Logos ist schon deshalb konsequent,
weil vom Sinai her dasWort das Offenbarungsmedium Gottes ist, durch
welches Gott als Person erkennbar wird, weshalb, wie bereits erwähnt,
die Weisheit, als Norm der Gottesbeziehung, im offenbarungsgeschicht-
lichen Kontext auch mit der Tora identifiziert werden kann. In der Weis-
heit Salomos ist daher der vom himmlischen Thron steigende Logos die
Personifikation des göttlichen Offenbarungswortes und somit identisch
mit der Weisheit. Wie konkret diese Personifizierung werden kann, zeigt
die Tatsache, dass in Weish : der Logos (� παντ�δ*ναμ�ς . . . λ�-
γ�ς) als „harter Kriegsmann“ (�π�τ�μ�ς π�λεμιστ�ς) betitelt wird. Die-
ser Titel hängt mit der Funktion zusammen, die der Logos im fraglichen
Zusammenhang hat: Er muss Gericht halten und Gottes Recht auf Erden
durchsetzen. Geschichtlich ist dabei zunächst auf Israels Zeit in Ägypten
angespielt und wird das Gericht als Strafe an den Ägyptern verstanden,
der Macht, die Israel versklavt. Ägypten steht hier, wie in anderen alt-
testamentlichen und frühjüdischen Texten auch, für das Urböse, das am
Anfang der Geschichte Israel in Gefangenschaft hielt und zum Typos der
gegengöttlichen Macht wurde.

Im Blick auf QMelch ist Weish  aus zweierlei Gründen interessant:
Zum einen erscheint auch in QMelch Melchisedek als der Gerichts-
herr, der das Gericht an Belial und seiner Gefolgschaft vollstreckt und
die von Belial Versklavten und Gefangenen befreit (QMelch II:–, ,
–, –); zum anderen verbindet die beiden Texte das priesterliche
Element. Denn im Anschluss an die Gerichtsszene erscheint in Weish
: die wiederum männlich verkörperte Weisheit nun in priesterli-
cher Funktion und entsühnt Israel. Die Entsühnung wird im genannten
Zusammenhang notwendig, weil in V.  auch von Israel gesagt wird,
dass es den Gotteszorn auf sich gezogen habe.

Allerdings ergibt sich an dieser Stelle im Blick auf die weisheitli-
che Gesamtkonzeption des Kapitels ein Problem: Denn die Weisheit
erscheint hier, da Logos und Weltenpriester einander gegenüberstehen,
in doppelter Personifikation. Wie ist diese personifizierte Doppelheit des
göttlichen Wirkens auf Erden zu verstehen? Da die Antwort nur auf der
Grundlage der in Weish  rezipierten Tradition gegeben werden kann,
soll die Verstehensgrundlage dieses Textes in einem zweiten Exkurs erar-
beitet werden. Er führt die in Exkurs  ausgezogene Linie traditions-
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geschichtlich weiter und schließt den Überblick über die weisheitliche
Gesamtentwicklung ab.21

Exkurs :
Die doppelte männliche Personifikation

der Weisheit in Weish 

In Weish  zeigt sich, dass die Vorstellung von der Weisheit als einer personalen
göttlichen Größe, wie sie in hellenistischer Zeit am eindrücklichsten Sir  und
Hen. :– dokumentieren, im Kontext der ägyptischen Diaspora nochmals
eine Weiterentwicklung erfahren hat hin zu einer Konkretisierung ihres irdi-
schen Erscheinens: Die Weisheit wird auf Erden visuell und auditionell manifest.
Dies belegt gleich am Anfang des Kapitels die Schilderung des Herabkommens
des Logos von seinem göttlichen Thron:

 �σ*��υ γ$ρ σιγ&ς περιε��*σης τ$ π�ντα
κα� νυκτ�ς �ν (δ!9ω τ��ει μεσαB�*σης

 � παντ�δ*ναμ�ς σ�υ λ�γ�ς �πC �7ραν'ν �κ �ρ�νων 4ασιλε!ων
�π�τ�μ�ς π�λεμιστ,ς ε(ς μ�σ�ν τ&ς ]λε�ρ!ας Hλατ� γ&ς

 <!+�ς ]<. τ,ν �νυπ�κριτ�ν �πιταγ�ν σ�υ +�ρων
κα� στ$ς �πλ�ρωσεν τ$ π�ντα �αν�τ�υ
κα� �7ραν�� μ?ν Hπτετ�, 4ε4�κει δC �π� γ&ς.

 Denn als tiefes Schweigen das All umfing
und die Nacht in der ihr eigenen Geschwindigkeit ihre Mitte erreichte,

 da fuhr dein allmächtiges Wort vom Himmel herab, vom königlichen
Thron,

als harter Kriegsmann, mitten in die Zerstörung der Erde,
 und trug als scharfes Schwert deinen unmissverständlichen Befehl

und stellte sich hin und erfüllte das All mit Tod;
dabei berührte es den Himmel, schritt aber auf der Erde einher.

Der Logos erscheint als Kriegsmann, der auf der Erde in Ausübung seines Rich-
teramtes einherschreitet, dabei aber weiterhin den Himmel berührt. Er ist also
derjenige, der gleichzeitig den irdischen und den himmlischen Bereich vertritt,
was ebenfalls auf seine Identität mit der Sophia schließen lässt. Nicht weniger
konkret ist das Auftreten des Weltenpriesters in Weish :– geschildert:

21 Es sei an dieser Stelle angemerkt, dass Exkurs  die verkürzte Übernahme des
entsprechenden Exkurses aus dem in Anm.  bereits genannten Beitrag „Joseph und
Aseneth“ darstellt. Die nochmalige Präsentation im vorliegenden Kontext geschieht um
des besseren Verständnisses der auf QMelch zulaufenden Argumentation willen, aber
auch deshalb, weil die Forschungsbereiche, in welchen die aus Weish  gewonnenen
Ergebnisse relevant werden, relativ weit auseinander liegen und der Kreis der jeweiligen
Rezipienten nicht deckungsgleich ist.
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c �7κ �π� π�λ. %μεινεν � ]ργ�X
 σπε*σας γ$ρ �ν,ρ )μεμπτ�ς πρ�εμ��ησεν

τ� τ&ς (δ!ας λειτ�υργ!ας -πλ�ν
πρ�σευ�,ν κα� �υμι�ματ�ς �<ιλασμ�ν κ�μ!σας.
�ντ�στη τ9' �υμ9' κα� π�ρας �π��ηκε τI& συμ+�ρZG
δεικν.ς -τι σ�ς �στιν �ερ�πωνX

 �ν!κησεν δ? τ�ν ��λ�ν �7κ (σ�*ι τ�� σ�ματ�ς,
�7� -πλων �νεργε!Zα,
�λλ$ λ�γ9ω τ�ν κ�λ�B�ντα 0π�τα<εν
-ρκ�υς πατ�ρων κα� δια��κας 0π�μν�σας.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

 �π� γ$ρ π�δ�ρ�υς �νδ*ματ�ς ^ν -λ�ς � κ�σμ�ς,
κα� πατ�ρων δ�<αι �π� τετραστ!��υ λ!�ων γλυ+&ς,
κα� μεγαλωσ*νη σ�υ �π� διαδ�ματ�ς κε+αλ&ς α7τ��.

 τ�*τ�ις εO<εν � ]λε�ρε*ων.

c Aber der Zorn [Gottes] währte nicht lang.
 Denn ein Mann ohne Fehl eilte herbei und kämpfte für sie

und hatte mitgebracht die Waffe seines eigenen [priesterlichen] Dienstes:
Gebet und sühnendes Räucherwerk.
Er widerstand dem Zorn und machte dem Unheil ein Ende
und zeigte so, dass er dein Diener ist.

 Er überwand aber den Zorn nicht mit Körperkraft
und nicht mit Waffengewalt,
sondern unterwarf den Strafgewaltigen mit dem Wort,
indem er an die den Vätern geltenden Eide und Bundesschlüsse erin-

nerte.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

 Denn auf seinem fußlangen Gewand befand sich die ganze Welt,
und die Doxa der Väter stand eingraviert auf dem vierreihigen Schmuck

von Steinen,
und deine Majestät war auf dem Diadem seines Hauptes.

 Davor wich der Verderber.
Die Zusammengehörigkeit der beiden Personen zeigt schon die Tatsache, dass
beide allein durch das Wort als das Medium der Selbstoffenbarung Gottes auf
Erden handeln (V. , ). Äußerlich scheint der Textabschnitt Weish :–
auf Num  anzuspielen, wo die Rede ist vom Aufbegehren Israels gegen Gott
in der Wüste und von der Vernichtung großer Teile der Gemeinde. Sie endet
durch das Einschreiten Aarons, der zwischen die Toten und die Lebenden tritt
und für Israel Sühne wirkt. Die sprachlichen Bezüge aber zeigen, dass hier ein
ganz anderer Text im Vordergrund steht, nämlich Chr . Es ist dieser Text,
der die Personenkonstellation in Weish  erhellt.

Auch in Chr  geht es um ein Strafhandeln Gottes an Israel; der Grund des
göttlichen Zornes ist in diesem Fall aber nicht das Volk, sondern David, der mit
einer Volkszählung Gottes Eigentumsrecht an Israel verletzt hat. Wegen dieses
Vergehens sendet Gott, als irdischen Repräsentanten seiner selbst, einen Straf-
engel nach Jerusalem, um die Stadt zu vernichten (Chr :–). Dass das,
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was nun geschieht, dem Verfasser der Weisheit Salomos das Grundmuster der
theologischen Reflexion in Weish  geliefert hat und das Kapitel insgesamt—
nicht nur der von der Entsühnung Israels handelnde zweite Teil—von Chr 
her konzipiert ist, ergibt sich aus der Tatsache, dass die Beschreibung des Logos,
der als Kriegsmann vom Himmel steigt, im ersten Teil des Berichts genau der
des Strafengels entspricht. Dieser Engel steht zwischen Himmel und Erde und
hält in der Hand ein Schwert, ausgestreckt über Jerusalem (Chr :). Dies
ist in der oben zitierten Stelle Weish : aufgenommen, wo es heißt, dass der
Logos mit dem Schwert in der Hand als Vollstrecker des göttlichen Gerichts sein
Werk tut, indem er in Person Himmel und Erde verbindet.

Die Ersetzung des Strafengels durch den Logos ist theologiegeschichtlich
hochbedeutsam. Sie eröffnet einen Einblick nicht nur in die Entwicklung der
Weisheit, sondern auch in die Entwicklung der Angelologie. Denn in dem
Maße, wie in hellenistischer Zeit die Vorstellung vom himmlischen Heer in
eine hochdifferenzierte, aber in sich vielfältige Engelslehre überführt wird, tritt
die Vorstellung vom Engel des Herrn als dem Boten Gottes auf Erden in den
Hintergrund. Und siemuss in den Hintergrund treten, da das himmlische Heer
der geschaffenen Welt zugehört und die ihm angehörenden Engel trotz ihrer
transzendenten Existenz in ihrem Sein und Wesen von Gott unterschieden sind,
während der Engel des Herrn (���	 "�
�) die irdische Erscheinungsform Gottes
selbst ist: der offenbare Gott. Am deutlichsten zeigt sich dies in Exod , der
Erzählung von der Berufung des Mose, wo es im Visionsteil zunächst der Engel
des Herrn ist, der Mose am Dornbusch im Feuer erscheint (Exod :), in der
Audition aber Gott selbst, der zur Mose spricht und sich ihm offenbart (Exod
:–). Der Unterschied ist ein schöpfungstheologischer. Da gleichzeitig im
Bereich der Weisheit—im Zuge ihrer offenbarungsgeschichtlichen Aufweitung
in hellenistischer Zeit—die Person der Weisheit als der auf Erden offenbare Gott
erkannt wird, ist es traditionsgeschichtlich konsequent, wenn in den Texten
der Spätzeit die Weisheit an die Stelle des Engels des Herrn tritt. Es ist nun
die Weisheit, die Gottes Willen offenbar macht und in der Kraft des Wortes
durchsetzt. So auch in Weish :, wo der Strafengel aus Chr  als der vom
himmlischen Thron herabfahrende Logos betitelt ist.

Entscheidend für das Verständnis von Weish  aber ist das, was in Chr 
auf das Auftreten des Strafengels folgt: Angesichts der Unzahl derer, die in Israel
dem Schwert des Engels zum Opfer fallen, bekommt Gott, obwohl er selbst den
Strafengel ausgesandt hat und in dessen Handeln wirksam ist, Mitleid mit sei-
nem Volk und gebietet dem Engel Einhalt (Chr :b, ). Das heißt: Gott
stellt sich gegen Gott. Gott stellt sich gegen sich selbst und hebt den Richter-
spruch auf. Da aber die Aufhebung des Richterspruches die Entsühnung Israels
voraussetzt, weist Gott David an, auf einem von ihm eigens dazu bestimmten
Stück Land einen Altar zu bauen und Opfer darzubringen. Das Stück Land (die
Tenne Ornans) ist der Grund und Boden des späteren Jerusalemer Tempels. Und
David, der Gott ja eigentlich den Anlass für sein Strafhandeln geliefert hat, fun-
giert hier als Priester, der das Opfer darbringt, das Israel entsühnt. Es handelt
sich in Chr  also um nicht weniger als die Gründungserzählung des Jerusa-
lemer Tempels und Kultes, in welcher David als Priesterkönig auftritt. Während
allerdings in Chr  Gott die Entsühnung Israels durch David vollziehen lässt,
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wirkt er in Weish :– selbst die Entsühnung. Dabei ist—wie schon im Fall
des Gerichtswortes Gottes—auch das Wort, das den Strafbefehl aufhebt, perso-
nifiziert: Es kommt ein „Mann ohne Fehl“ (�ν,ρ )μεμπτ�ς), wie es in Weish
: heißt, und das bedeutet: Es kommt ein Priester. Dass diese priesterliche
Gestalt kein irdischer Mensch ist, sondern der seinem Volk in Liebe und Erbar-
men zugewandte Gott in Person, zeigt sich an zweierlei: . Der Priester trägt ein
Gewand, auf welchem die ganze Welt ist (-λ�ς � κ�σμ�ς). Er ist der Garant der
kultischen Integrität der Schöpfung und daher niemand anderes als die Weis-
heit in Person, die als principium der Schöpfung und als principium der im
Kult manifesten Offenbarung die Welt durchwaltet. . Die Entsühnung Israels
geschieht nicht durch irdisch vollzogene Opfer, sondern allein durch das Wort
(Weish :), wie auch der als strafender Richter auftretende Logos das Gericht
allein durch das Wort vollzieht (Weish :). Die beiden Aspekte des Wirkens
Gottes nach außen, sein Gerichtshandeln und sein Gnadenhandeln, sind hier in
zweifacher Weise hypostasiert bzw. personifiziert, wobei im Gesamtkontext der
Weisheit Salomos klar ist, dass es sich in beiden Fällen um die Weisheit Gottes
handelt, deren universelle richterliche und kultische Funktion in Weish  vor
Augen gestellt wurde und die in Weish  zur Garantin der göttlichen Weltord-
nung wird. Dass dabei das Gnadenhandeln Gottes sich in der Entsühnung Israels
vollzieht und daher die Weisheit priesterlich personifiziert erscheint, entspricht
ganz Sir :, wo die Weisheit ebenfalls das priesterliche Amt auf dem Zion
ausübt.

So zeigt sich gerade an der Doppelheit der göttlichen „Personen“ in Weish
, die im Gegenüber Gottes Gerichts- und Gnadenwillen repräsentieren, wie
selbstverständlich man in hellenistischer Zeit die theologische Reflexion von der
Hypostasenvorstellung her betrieb, die in den alten Texten ihr Pendant in der
Vorstellung vom Engel des Herrn als der irdischen Erscheinungsform Gottes
selbst hat.

Zieht man von hier aus zunächst wieder die Linie zum Hebräerbrief
aus, so zeigt sich, dass die spezifische Konzeption der Weisheit als einer
irdisch manifesten und in dieser Manifestation priesterlich wirkenden
Größe das Rückgrat der christologischen Reflexion bildet. Für den Autor
des Hebräerbriefes konnte Weish  deshalb zum Anknüpfungspunkt
seiner weisheitlich-priesterlichen Melchisedek-Christologie werden,
weil hier das priesterliche Sühnewerk, das nach Chr  David voll-
bringt,Gott in Person derWeisheit selbst vollzieht. Aufgrund von Ps :,
wo das Davidkönigtum als ewiges Königtum nach der Ordnung Mel-
chisedeks und demnach als Priesterkönigtum klassifiziert wird, konnte
Melchisedek als derjenige erscheinen, welcher nach Weish  die Ent-
sühnung des Kosmos vollzieht, und d.h. als die irdische Erscheinungs-
form der Weisheit. Richtet man aber, unabhängig vom Hebräerbrief, von
Weish  aus den Blick auf die bis heute umrätselte Figur Melchisedeks
in QMelch, dann ist folgende Erkenntnis von grundlegender interpre-
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tatorischer Bedeutung: Die Vorstellung von der Weisheit als einer irdisch
manifesten göttlichen Person, die auf Erden den Priesterdienst verrich-
tet und die kultische Integrität nicht nur Israels, sondern des ganzen Kos-
mos garantiert, die ferner im eschatologischen Kontext heilstiftend wirkt,
ist eine schon Mitte des zweiten Jahrhunderts v.Chr. im Judentum fest
verankerte Vorstellung. Die Lösung des Rätsels der Melchisedekfigur in
QMelch ergibt sich von hier aus schon deshalb von selbst, weil Mel-
chisedek göttlich qualifiziert wird (QMelch II:; vgl. QMelch II:–
). Der Rahmen der theologischen Reflexion in QMelch ist damit ein-
deutig kein angelologischer, sondern ein weisheitlicher. Die Frage ist nur,
welche besondere Form die weisheitliche Personvorstellung im Kontext
des Qumranschrifttums gewinnt.

. Melchisedek in QMelch

Wenn im Folgenden die Interpretation von QMelch im traditions-
geschichtlichen Bezug auf die frühjüdischen Weisheitstexte, besonders
auf Sir  und die Weisheit Salomos, gleichzeitig auf den neutestament-
lichen Hebräerbrief vollzogen wird, so geht es—dies sei ausdrücklich
angemerkt—nicht darum, literarische Abhängigkeiten zu etablieren oder
direkte Bezüge nachzuweisen.22 Solche Verbindungen der Texte unter-
einander sind schon wegen der zeitlich, geographisch und theologiege-
schichtlich ganz unterschiedlichen Entstehungsbedingungen der Schrif-
ten auszuschließen. Es geht vielmehr darum, für die Interpretation von
QMelch Denkmöglichkeiten in den Raum zu stellen, die in der Qum-
ranforschung bislang nicht oder nur am Rande diskutiert wurden. Vor
einer Neuinterpretation des Textes müssen allerdings die bisherigen Lö-
sungsmöglichkeiten erörtert und auf ihre Gültigkeit hin überprüft wer-
den.

Zwei Interpretationsansätze beherrschen gegenwärtig die Forschung
zu QMelch: zum einen die Identifikation Melchisedeks mit einem
Engel, zum anderen die Identifikation Melchisedeks mit dem Menschen-
sohn nach Dan . Im letztgenannten Fall wird die Deutung noch dadurch

22 Die These einer direkten Verbindung zwischen dem Autor des Hebräerbriefes und
essenischen Kreisen, wie sie etwa Y. Yadin, „The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Epistle to the
Hebrews,“ inAspects of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. C. Rabin und Y. Yadin; ScrHier ; Jerusa-
lem: Magnes, ), –, ; C. Spicq, „L’Épitre aux Hébreux, Apollos, Jean-Baptiste,
les Hellénistes et Qumran,“ RevQ  (): –, , und Delcor, „Melchizedek,“
–, vertraten, ist nicht zu halten.
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erschwert, dass auch die Frage, was für eine Gestalt der Menschensohn
sei, höchst umstritten ist und von den meisten Forschern die Antwort
ebenfalls im Rahmen der Angelologie gegeben wird. Weil dennoch die
Begründungsmuster ganz unterschiedlich sind, sollen im Folgenden die
beiden Deutungsansätze gesondert betrachtet werden.

..Melchisedek als Engel

Bei der generellen Identifikation Melchisedeks mit einem Engelwesen,23

verweist man gemeinhin auf die Völker- oder Erzengelvorstellung. Zu-
meist wird in diesem Zusammenhang Melchisedek mit Michael iden-
tifiziert (vgl. Dan :).24 Allerdings entsteht bei dieser Klassifikation
Melchisedeks als eines Engelwesens eine Schwierigkeit. Sie liegt in der
offensichtlichen Überordnung Melchisedeks über das gesamte himmli-
sche Heer (QMelch II:).25 An zwei Stellen wird, wenn man der gän-
gigen Textrekonstruktion folgt, Melchisedek sogar ausdrücklich „Gott“
genannt: �	��
� (QMelch II:, –), was nicht sofort interpreta-
torisch relativiert und umgedeutet werden sollte.26 Denn auch wenn
der Terminus �	��
� in anderen Kontexten wie den Sabbatliedern als
Bezeichnung für die im himmlischen Heiligtum priesterlich dienen-
den Engel verwendet werden kann, so ist damit doch nie ein einzelnes
Engelwesen bezeichnet. �	��
� als Singular findet sich—mit Ausnahme
der Belege in QMelch—nur als Bezeichnung für Gott selbst, gerade

23 S. z.B. F. García Martínez, Qumran and Apocalyptic: Studies on the Aramaic Texts
fromQumran (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), . Wie selbstverständlich man Melchisedek
als Engel klassifiziert, zeigt der Beitrag von G.G. Xeravits, „Wisdom Traits in the Qum-
ranic Presentation of the Eschatological Prophet,“ in Wisdom and Apocalypticism in the
Dead Sea Scrolls and in the Biblical Tradition, –, der zu Beginn seiner Analyse
von QMelch Melchisedek als „angelic protagonist“ vorstellt, ohne diese Klassifikation
inhaltlich zu begründen ().

24 So bereits A.S. van der Woude, „Melchisedek als himmlische Erlösergestalt in den
neugefundenen eschatologischen Midraschim aus Qumran Höhle XI,“ OtSt  ():
–, –. S. auch Delcor, „Melchizedek,“ ; García Martínez, Qumran and
Apocalyptic, ; J.C. VanderKam,TheDead Sea Scrolls Today (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
), ; J.R. Davila, „Melchizedek, Michael, and War in Heaven,“ SBLSP  ():
–; P. Alexander, The Mystical Texts: Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice and Related
Manuscripts (Library of Second Temple Studies ; London: T&T Clark, ), –.

25 Vgl. Heb :, wo ausdrücklich die Überordnung des mit der Weisheit identifizierten
Christus über die Engel festgestellt wird und damit die Ungleichheit des Wesens.

26 Vgl. J.A. Fitzmyer, „Further Light on Melchizedek from Qumran Cave ,“ JBL 
(): –, . Gegen G.J. Brooke, „Melchizedek,“ ABD :–, .



qmelch im spiegel der weisheit 

auch in den Sabbatopferliedern.27 Und ebenso häufig wie mit dem Plural
�	��
�28 werden in den Sabbatopferliedern die Engel mit dem Plural
�	
�29 benannt.

Dass überhaupt die Engel als �	��
� bezeichnet werden können, ver-
dankt sich Ps :; : (vgl. Exod :) und setzt traditionsgeschicht-
lich die Auseinandersetzung mit den heidnischen Göttern voraus, deren
Depotenzierung und gleichzeitige angelologische Integration das Bemü-
hen Israels zeigt, innerhalb des monotheistischen Gottesglaubens das
Verhältnis der himmlischen Wesen zu Gott genau zu bestimmen.30 Ge-
rade weil aber die göttliche Betitelung der Engel in der jüdischen Tradi-
tion nicht auf die Wesensgleichheit Gottes und der Engel zielt, sondern,
ganz im Gegenteil, auf die Unterscheidung ihres Wesens von dem des
ungeschaffenen, ewigen Gottes, wird in dem Maße, wie man in helle-
nistischer Zeit nicht nur in Qumran, sondern im Judentum allgemein
die Angelologie immer stärker entwickelt und systematisiert, immer ein-
dringlicher auch auf die Geschöpflichkeit der Engel hingewiesen. Dass
sie der geschaffenen Welt angehören, unterscheidet die Engel grundsätz-
lich von Gott (vgl. Q  i –; Jub. :).31 In dieser angelologischen
Systematik hat freilich die Vorstellung vom Engel des Herrn als der irdi-
schen Erscheinungsform Gottes selbst keinen rechten Platz mehr. Daher
ist es nur konsequent, wenn an die Stelle des Engels des Herrn eine andere
Größe tritt, die terminologisch nicht mehr der Engelwelt zugerechnet
wird: die Weisheit als der in Person auf Erden offenbare Gott. Die Inte-
gration der Angelologie in die Schöpfungstheologie und die Integration
der Offenbarungstraditionen Israels in die Weisheit gehen Hand in Hand.
Und wo in den Schriften gleichwohl der angelus interpres dem Menschen
erscheint und als Offenbarer des göttlichen Willens fungiert (Dan :;

27 Q  ;  ii+ ; Q – ;  ; Q  ;  –, ;  ; Q  i , –,
, , , , , , , ;  ii , , –;  ; Q – ;  , ; a–b+ ; –
i ; Q I:; II:,  (rek.); III: (rek.); IV:; VII: (rek.), ; VIII:–.—Auch von daher
ist der von Alexander,Mystical Texts, , , –, für die Sabbatlieder vorgenommenen
angelologischen Einordnung Melchisedeks nach Q  ;   zu widersprechen.

28 Q  i , ;  ii ;  –, ;  i ; Q – ;  ;  ;  i ;  ; Q  i ,
, , –;  –, ; Q  i , –, , ;  ii –, , ; Q  ;  ; Q
– , ;  ; – i –;  ii– ;  Q I:; VIII:.

29 Q  i ;  ii , ;  , ; Q  i , ;  ;  ; Q  ;  ; Q  i
, , , , , –, ;  ii , , ; Q  ;  –; Q – –; a–b ,
; – i ; Q IV:,  (rek.); VIII:. Vgl. auch QMelch II:.

30 Dazu ausführlich M. Hengel, JudentumundHellenismus: Studien zu ihrer Begegnung
unter besonderer Berücksichtigung Palästinas bis zur Mitte des .Jh.s v.Chr. (. Aufl.;
Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –.

31 S. Alexander,Mystical Texts, , .
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:–; :– u.ö.), tut er dies zwar als Abgesandter der himmlischen
Welt, der dem Menschen ihre Geheimnisse vermittelt, bleibt dabei aber
das dem Wesen nach unterschiedene Geschöpf Gottes. Er ist nicht die
Erscheinungsform Gottes selbst.32

Die nicht nur in der Qumranforschung, sondern auch in der biblisch-
exegetischen Forschung und in der Forschung am griechischsprachigen
frühjüdischen Schrifttum mehrheitlich undifferenzierte Verwendung
des Engelbegriffs macht eine konzeptionelle Klärung des Problems drin-
gend notwendig.33 Diese Klärung kann wegen der Integration der alten
Vorstellung vom Engel des Herrn in die Weisheit, wie sie auch die Trans-
formation der Engelvorstellung von  Chr  in Weish  belegt, nur in
Auseinandersetzung mit der frühjüdischen Weisheitsvorstellung gesche-
hen.

..Melchisedek als der Menschensohn

Die konzeptionell undifferenzierte Betitelung himmlischer Personen be-
herrscht auch die Menschensohndiskussion, welche im Blick auf Q-
Melch das terminologische Problem noch verschärft. Denn man kann
Melchisedek nur dann als den Menschensohn klassifizieren, wenn man
in dieser Gestalt ein Engelwesen im Sinne der geschöpflichen Engelhier-
archien erblickt.34 Gerade diese Deutung des Menschensohnes aber muss
als höchst zweifelhaft gelten. Der Menschensohn ist in der alttestament-
lich-jüdischen Tradition nie als genuin himmlisches Wesen dargestellt;
er ist stets der von der Erde in den Transzendenzraum Gottes gelangende
Mensch (Dan :).35 Dies zeigt schon der Titel der so benannten escha-

32 Einen Grenzfall stellt Dan  dar. Allerdings wird hier die Gestalt, die Daniel
am Fluss Tigris erscheint, gerade nicht als Engel betitelt. Dazu ausführlich Mittmann-
Richert, Joseph und Aseneth, .

33 Vgl. auch Mittmann-Richert, Joseph und Aseneth,  Anm.  in Auseinander-
setzung mit G.J. Brooke, „Men and Women as Angels in Joseph and Aseneth,“ JSP 
(–): –.

34 Stellvertretend für andere Untersuchungen seien die entsprechenden Beiträge des
vorliegenden Sammelbandes von J.H. Ellens, „The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Son of Man in
Daniel, Enoch, and the New Testament Gospels: An Assessment of QMelch (Q),“
und P. Bertalotto, „Qumran Messianism, Melchizedek, and the Son of Man,“ genannt.

35 Vgl. nochmals Gese, „Messias,“ –. Die Wolken, auf denen nach Dan :
der Menschensohn in den himmlischen Lebensbereich Gottes gelangt, manifestieren
in alttestamentlich-jüdischer und auch christlicher Tradition stets die Grenze zwischen
Himmel und Erde. Sie sind daher in entsprechenden Kontexten das adäquate Medium
der Grenzüberwindung, markieren im Blick auf den Menschensohn also seine irdische
Herkunft.



qmelch im spiegel der weisheit 

tologischen Figur (aram. ��� ��; hebr. ��� ��). Der Menschensohn ist
der eschatologische Menschheitsrepräsentant, der trotz der göttlichen
Herrschaftsübertragung nie—auch in den Bilderreden Henochs nicht—
als wesensgleich mit Gott gedacht wird. Ja, in den Bilderreden Henochs
ermöglicht allein die Tatsache, dass die göttliche Weisheit ihren „Wohn-
ort“ im Menschensohn nimmt, die Übertragung der Herrschaft im trans-
zendenten Gottesreich auf den Menschensohn (Hen. :; vgl. :).
Dass diese eschatologische Herrschaftsgestalt wie in QMelch II:,
– den Titel �	��
� tragen könnte, erscheint schon angesichts des
Titels „Menschensohn“ als undenkbar. Die herrscherliche Wirksamkeit
des Menschensohns umfasst auch nie ein priesterliches Sühnehandeln,
wie es in QMelch II:– für Melchisedek ausdrücklich festgestellt wird.

..Melchisedek als Personifizierung der Weisheit

Die einzige „Person“, auf die in den zeitgenössischen Quellen alle Epi-
theta Melchisedeks in QMelch passen, ist die Weisheit. Die Weisheit
ist göttlichen Wesens, sie ist der auf Erden offenbare Gott in Person,
der in der Gestalt der Weisheit die Erde königlich regiert, das Gericht
über den Menschen vollzieht und um der Integrität des Kosmos willen
selbst das Werk der Entsühnung vollbringt.36 Wie im christlichen Hebrä-
erbrief erscheint auch in QMelch Melchisedek als die Verkörperung
der Weisheit. Ihre der Tradition nach gleichzeitig königlich-richterliche
und priesterliche Funktion konnten schon deshalb ohne weiteres auf
die Person des Priesterkönigs aus Gen  übertragen werden, weil in
Ps : das Sitzen zur Rechten Gottes im eschatologischen Zusammen-
hang als ein gemeinsames himmlisches Thronen Gottes und des Priester-
königs „nach der Ordnung Melchisedeks“ gedeutet werden konnte und
offensichtlich gedeutet wurde. Auch wenn in den erhaltenen Resten von

36 Den Vorbehalt, den M. de Jonge und A.S. van der Woude, „Q Melchizedek and
the New Testament,“ NTS  (): –, gegenüber der priesterlichen Funktion
Melchisedeks in QMelch äußern, relativiert schon der Name „Melchisedek“, mit dem
sich von Haus aus bestimmte Vorstellungen verbinden. Der gemeinsame Nenner der
biblischen Melchisedeküberlieferungen ist das König-Priestertum Melchisedeks, wes-
halb eine Rezeption dieser Figur im eschatologischen Kontext unter Ausblendung ihrer
priesterlichen Funktion als unwahrscheinlich gelten kann. Die Abtrennung der Aussa-
gen über die Schuldbefreiung (QMelch II:) und Entsühnung der „Männer des Loses
Melchisedeks“ (QMelch II:) von den Aussagen über Melchisedeks Gerichtshandeln
an den Frevlern des Bundes (QMelch II:–) entbehrt der traditionsgeschichtlichen
Grundlage.
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QMelch Ps  nicht explizit zitiert wird, hat doch das Ende dieses
Psalms ganz offensichtlich die Gerichtsvorstellung von QMelch beein-
flusst (Ps :–):

 Der Herr ist zu deiner Rechten!
Er zerschmettert Könige.

 Am Tag seines Zorns (��� ��	�) hält er Gericht.
Mit Leichen füllt er die Täler,
zerschmettert Häupter auf weitem Gefilde.

Und allein dieser Psalm erklärt auch, warum in QMelch II: die Mel-
chisedekerwartung mit Jes :– verbunden wird, wo Israel das Erlass-
jahr angekündigt wird und die Auslösung des Volkes aus seinen Fesseln
(vgl. auch QMelch II:). Denn in Jes : ist die Verkündigung der
Freilassung und Sündenvergebung verbunden mit der Ankündigung des
Tages der Rache, � � ��	, was ganz der Ankündigung des Gerichts über
die gottfeindliche Welt am Tage des Zornes Gottes in Ps : entspricht.

Gegen die hier vorgeschlagene Identifikation Melchisedeks mit der
Weisheit kann nicht das irdische Auftreten Melchisedeks nach Gen 
ins Feld geführt werden, das—wie beim Menschensohn—die irdische
Herkunft Melchisedeks impliziert. Denn Gottes Erscheinen in Person
der Weisheit ist dort, wo sie sich irdisch manifestiert, notwendig ein
Erscheinen in Menschengestalt, wie es der alten Vorstellung vom Auf-
treten des Engels des Herrn entspricht. Dies ist am Beispiel von Weish
 hinreichend deutlich geworden. Dabei kann, wie es der Hebräerbrief
dokumentiert, im Prozess der theologischen Reflexion eine menschliche
Figur auch nachträglich als Personfikation der Weisheit „erkannt“ wer-
den. Einen ganz ähnlichen Vorgang bezeugt auch die ägyptische Diaspo-
raschrift Joseph und Aseneth, deren weisheitliches Profil wegen der ein-
seitigen Fixierung der Forschung auf die Angelologie bislang ebenfalls
viel zu wenig beachtet wurde.37 Dass Melchisedek in der frühjüdischen
und christlichen Tradition im Rahmen der Weisheit als die Erschei-
nungsform Gottes selbst erkannt wurde, ist von Ps  her zu verstehen,
wo das Thronen des Priesterkönigs zur Rechten Gottes in dem Moment
die Zugehörigkeit Melchisedeks zur göttlichen Welt implizierte, in dem
der Psalm nicht mehr auf das irdische Thronbesteigungsritual bezogen,
sondern eschatologisch interpretiert wurde.

37 S. Mittmann-Richert, „Joseph und Aseneth.“
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. Resümee

Die These, dass Melchisedek in Qumran als eine weisheitliche personale
Größe zu verstehen ist, impliziert eine grundsätzliche Neuausrichtung
der Forschung zur Weisheit in Qumran. Auch wenn an dieser Stelle keine
Einordnung von QMelch in den Gesamtrahmen der Weisheitsschrif-
ten aus Qumran vorgenommen werden kann, sollen am Schluss doch
zwei Anmerkungen die hier durchgeführte Richtungsänderung in der
Interpretation von QMelch untermauern.

. Angesichts der unbestrittenen weisheitlichen Grundausrichtung der
essenischen Gemeinschaft wäre es verwunderlich, wenn die in der Tra-
dition verbreitete und seit persischer Zeit konstitutive Vorstellung von
der Weisheit als einer göttlichen Hypostase im Denken der Gemein-
schaft keine Rolle gespielt hätte.38 Die einseitige Ausrichtung der For-
schung auf die sogenannte Spruchweisheit deckt nur ein Segment der
alttestamentlich-jüdischen Weisheit ab und ignoriert das große Feld der
im Bereich der Weisheit beheimateten schöpfungs- und offenbarungs-
theologischen Reflexion, die gerade in hellenistischer Zeit zur Integra-
tion der Geschichtstraditionen in die Weisheit führt.39

38 Einen ersten Schritt in die angedeutete Richtung unternimmt B.G. Wright, „Wis-
dom and Women at Qumran,“ DSD  (): –, der die Frage nach der weibli-
chen Personifikation der Weisheit in Qumran stellt, dabei aber nicht zu einem endgülti-
gen Ergebnis kommt. Die Frage ist, ob nicht die männliche Verkörperung der Weisheit
in Gestalt Melchisedeks und die eschatologische Funktion dieser Figur die weibliche Per-
sonvorstellung zurückgedrängt haben. Zum Problem s. auch G.J. Brooke, „Biblical Inter-
pretation in the Wisdom Texts from Qumran,“ in The Wisdom Texts from Qumran and
the Development of Sapiential Thought, –, .

39 In diesem Zusammenhang stellt sich auch die Frage, in welchem Verhältnis andere
Texte, die von einer eschatologischen priesterlichen Figur sprechen, zu QMelch stehen.
Vgl. etwa QapocrLevib? ar (Q)  i – im Zusammenhang mit Q , wo von
der Öffnung der Bücher der Weisheit die Rede ist: ��]�.�� 	��� [�]�°����	 �	��; vgl. auch
in Q  ii  den Hinweis auf die Weisheit einer im näheren Kontext nicht eindeutig
zu identifizierenden Gestalt. Ob das Fragment tatsächlich levitisch geprägt ist, wie man
gemeinhin vermutet, oder sogar „the future Levi“ ankündigt (G.J. Brooke, The Dead
Sea Scrolls and the New Testament [London: SPCK, ], ), ist im weisheitlichen
Gesamtrahmen zumindest neu zu prüfen. Vgl. auch Alexander, Mystical Texts, –,
zur siebenfachen Manifestation der göttlichen Gegenwart auf den sieben himmlischen
Thronen im . Sabbatopferlied (Q  ii– –+Q – i –+Q
 – [?]). Und schließlich muss man im Blick auf die Sabbatopferlieder, in denen
Melchisedek in priesterlicher Funktion in das himmlische Gesamtbild integriert zu
sein scheint (Q  ; Q II:), generell die Frage stellen, ob Melchisedek im
Gegenüber von Gott und seinen Engeln nicht auf Seiten Gottes zu stehen kommt. S. dazu
bereits Anm. .
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. In den biblischen und frühjüdisch-außerbiblischen Schriften wird
strikt und konsequent unterschieden zwischen der personalisierten
göttlichen Weisheit und dem davidischen und/oder priesterlichen Mes-
sias bzw. Menschensohn, und zwar im Blick auf ihre göttliche bzw.
menschliche Herkunft. Daher müssen auch im Qumranschrifttum die
eschatologischen Vorstellungen deutlicher voneinander differenziert
werden.40 Auch wenn die These von Tantlevskij, dass Melchisedek als
göttliche Hypostase zu verstehen sei, grundsätzlich als Fortschritt in der
Interpretation von QMelch zu werten ist, so ist es doch unmöglich,
diese himmlische priesterliche Gestalt, wie der Autor es tut,41 gleichzeitig
mit dem messianischen Freudenboten in QMelch II: zu identifizie-
ren. Hier werden Konzepte vermischt, die theologiegeschichtlich streng
voneinander zu unterscheiden sind. Der jesajanische Freudenbote ist in
allen Quellen stets ein von Gott zum Amt der Verkündigung berufener
irdischer Mensch, nie eine Personifikation Gottes, wie sie der Hyposta-
senbegriff impliziert. Die in Weish  vollzogene Hypostasierung bzw.
göttliche Personalisierung des nach Chr  von David vollzogenen
priesterlichen Sühnehandelns zeigt einerseits den Entsprechungscharak-
ter zwischen dem Handeln Gottes und dem seines irdischen Reprä-
sentanten, es zeigt andererseits aber auch die zwischen Immanenz und
Transzendenz verlaufende Grenze. So muss auch in QMelch das Ent-
sprechungsverhältnis zwischen Melchisedek und dem erwarteten Mes-
sias als ein Verhältnis zwischen Gott und seinem irdischen Repräsen-
tanten verstanden werden. David ist nach Ps : Priester nach der

40 Als Schritt in die falsche Richtung ist der Beitrag von R. van de Water, „Michael
or Yhwh? Toward Identifying Melchizedek in Q,“ JSP  (): –, –,
zu bewerten, in welchem der Autor vorschlägt, „Melchisedek“ in QMelch als Sam-
melnamen für ganz unterschiedliche eschatologische Figuren zu klassifizieren bzw. die
Person Melchisedeks als eine Figur zu verstehen, in welcher die Vorstellung vom mes-
sianischen Freudenboten und die Menschensohnvorstellung mit der rabbinisch beleg-
ten Vorstellung von der personal doppelten himmlischen Präsenz Gottes zusammenge-
führt wurden. Eine solche Zusammenführung der Konzepte unter der Prämisse eines
multiplen hypostatischen Heraustretens Gottes aus sich selbst ist im Blick auf all jene
Traditionskomplexe undenkbar, in welchen die eschatologische Erwartung sich auf eine
menschlich-irdische Gestalt wie den Messias bzw. den Menschensohn richtet.—Unbe-
friedigend bleibt auch die Bestimmung Melchisedeks als „a superior being of some sort“
bei F.L. Horton Jr.,TheMelchizedek Tradition: A Critical Examination of the Sources to the
Fifth Century A.D. and in the Epistle to the Hebrews (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, ), . Vgl. auch C. Gianotto,Melchisedek e la sua tipologia: Tradizioni giudai-
che, cristiane e gnostiche (sec. II a.C.–sec. III d.C.) (Supplementi alla Rivista Biblica ;
Brescia: Paideia, ), –.

41 Tantlevskij,Melchizedek Redivivus, –.
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Ordnung Melchisedeks, aber er ist nicht Melchisedek selbst. Diese letzte
personale Identifizierung zwischen der priesterlichen Person der Weis-
heit und dem davidischen Messias und Menschensohn wird erst im
christlichen Rahmen vollzogen, und zwar auf der Grundlage der Vorstel-
lung von der gleichzeitig göttlichen und menschlichen Natur Christi. Die
Vereinigung göttlichen und menschlichen Wesens ist im antik-jüdischen
Traditionsrahmen nicht denkbar! Hier liegt der Unterschied zur christli-
chen Melchisedekrezeption, die gleichwohl durch die frühjüdische Weis-
heitstheologie vorbereitet wurde und ohne Kenntnis der frühjüdischen
theologischen Entwicklung, die auch QMelch dokumentiert, nicht ver-
standen werden kann.





THE “HEART” IN THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS:
NEGOTIATING BETWEEN THE PROBLEM OF HYPOCRISY

AND CONFLICT WITHIN THE HUMAN BEING

Loren T. Stuckenbruck
Princeton Theological Seminary

Introduction

Since the discoveries of documents from Cave , readers and students
of the Dead Sea Scrolls have noted dualistic features in many of the
texts.1 Not infrequently, the writers and first readers of the materials
defined themselves in relation to dualistic oppositions such as those
between light and darkness, good and evil, God and Belial, spirits of
truth and iniquity, and the present age of wickedness and future age of
salvation. These contrasts are all the more interesting because they do not,
strictly speaking, correspond to the more conventional socio-religious
distinction between those who are righteous and those who are wicked.
This may come as a surprise especially in documents that prime facie
appear to draw unmistakable boundaries between insiders and outsiders.

1 The literature is abundant. In particular, one may see the following: J.H. Charles-
worth, “A Critical Comparison of the Dualism in QS :–: and the ‘Dualism’ Con-
tained in the Gospel of John,” NTS  (–): –, repr. in John and the
Dead Sea Scrolls (New York: Crossroad, ), – (esp. –); H.W. Huppen-
bauer,Der Mensch zwischen zwei Welten: Der Dualismus der Texte von Qumran (Höhle I)
und der Damaskusfragmente: Ein Beitrag zur Vorgeschichte des Evangeliums (ATANT ;
Zürich: Zwingli Verlag, ) and P. von der Osten-Sacken, Gott und Belial: Traditions-
geschichtliche Untersuchungen zum Dualismus in den Texten aus Qumran (SUNT ; Göt-
tingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, ); J.G. Gammie, “Spatial and Ethical Dualism in
Jewish Wisdom and Apocalyptic Literature,” JBL  (): –; D. Dimant, “Qum-
ran Sectarian Literature,” in Jewish Writings of the Second Temple Period: Apocrypha,
Pseudepigrapha, Qumran SectarianWritings, Philo, Josephus (ed. M.E. Stone; CRINT .;
Assen: Van Gorcum, ), –; J. Duhaime, “Dualistic Reworking in the Scrolls
from Qumran,”CBQ  (): –; and, especially, J. Frey, “Different Patterns of Dual-
istic Thought in the Qumran Library: Reflections on their Background and History,” in
Legal Texts and Legal Issues: Proceedings of the Second Meeting of the International Orga-
nization for Qumran Studies, Cambridge  (ed. M. Bernstein, F. García Martínez, and
J. Kampen; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.
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It is in the Treatise of the Two Spirits that most of these stark contrasts
converge into a complex of interwoven ideas.2 While “the sons of light”
(QS III:, ; or “of righteousness” III:, ; “of truth” IV:) and
“the sons of iniquity” (III:, ) are referred to as distinct groups, the
remaining dualistic categories are more profound. The Prince of Lights
and Angel of Darkness each have dominion over separate spheres in the
cosmos; the Angel of Darkness, however, is the one whose influence lies
behind the sins, iniquities, guilt and deeds of transgression committed by
“the sons of righteousness” (III:–). Thus the catalogue of virtues and
vices in QS IV:– and – does not actually describe the sons of light
and the sons of darkness per se, but rather the “paths” or “ways” (IV:,
, ; cf. IV:, ) in which they walk when engaged in corresponding
activities.

Now this instruction about the two paths is given “to illuminate the
heart of man” (IV:) and to “establish fear in his heart for the judgements
of God” (IV:–).3 Indeed, in the present world order the battleground
of conflict between truth and iniquity does not so much lie between
definable communities of the righteous and wicked; instead, it is “the
heart of man”—that is, the heart of all human beings—in which the spirits
of truth and iniquity contend against one another (IV:), and it is here
where the separation of outsiders from insiders will, at the visitation of
God (IV:–), ultimately take place.

The discussion to follow shall return to this same Treatise of the Two
Spirits, though after what shall first be a brief survey of the “heart”
in the Dead Sea Scrolls and a brief consideration of the use of this
term in relation to both biblical tradition and evolved usage in the later
texts. Second, and in particular, I shall examine several texts which refer
to activity “with a double heart.” By exploring this motif, we shall be
in a better position to understand how “the heart” functions in two
contemporary, yet very different, modes of discourse and to see what this
means for the theological anthropologies adopted by the writers of the
texts.

2 Only the contrast between God and Belial, which dominates the discourse in QS I–
III (I:–, –; II:–, –), is not upheld. In the Treatise God is portrayed as
transcendent. He is posed above the opposition between “the Angel of Darkness” and
“the Prince of Lights” (QS III:–), though it is God—as well as “the Angel of Truth”—
who comes to the aid of the sons of light when they stumble because of the malevolent
influence of the Angel of Darkness.

3 Translations in the present contribution are my own, unless otherwise indicated.
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. “Heart” in the Dead Sea Scrolls: A Brief Survey

To a considerable degree, much of the language about the “heart” in the
Dead Sea texts can be traced back to the influence of several recurring
motifs in the Hebrew Bible. Below I list some of the more prominent
turns of phrase that reflect or draw upon biblical tradition:

a. obedience with “the whole heart” (CD :, ; Q  i ; QS
V:; Q IX:; Q i ; Q I:; QHa VI:; VII:; Q
– ii ; Q XXII:; Q LIV:; LIX:; Q ar  ii 
[Tobit])

- see the Shema# in Deut :; further, cf. Kgs :; Chr :, ;
:; :; :; Jer :; Prov :

b. walking in “stubbornness of heart” (CD :; :, ; :, ; :,
; :; Q  ii ; QS I:; II:, ; III:; V:; VII:, ;
IX:; Q III:; Q I:; Q  ii ; QHa XII:; Q
 , )

- Deut :; Jer :; :; :; :; :; :
c. a perfect/peaceful heart (CD :; QHa VIII:, )
- Chr :; :

d. a pure heart or purity of heart (Q a+b i  par. Q  i ;
Q  ii +  ; Q ar  i )

- Pss :; :; Prov :
e. melting the heart (QM VIII:; IX:; X:; XIV:; QHa X:, ;

XII:; XXII:; Q  ; Q LXII:, )
- Deut :; :; Josh :; Sam :; Isa :; :; Ezek :, 
f. strengthening the heart (Q  ; Q III:, ; Q – vi

)
- Pss :; :; cf. Chr :

g. harden the heart (Q  )
- Exod :; :; :; Isa :

h. “thoughts of the heart” (QHa XII: [God’s heart]; Q – ii
)

- Ps :; cf. Ps :
i. “double heart” (QHa XII:; Q  i )
- Ps :()
j. “heart of stone” (QHa XXI:, [–]; Q  )
- Ezek :; :; cf. Sam :; Job :

k. circumcise/circumcision of the heart (QpHab XI:; Q  i ;
Q  ; Q  []; Q  []); cf. QS V:

- Deut :; :; Jer :, :
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l. “heart of man”/“human heart” (QS IV:, )
- Prov :; :; :

m. “wise ones of heart” (Q +a ; Qa  )
- Exod :; Job :

n. “those upright in heart” (Q  i c–d ); cf. (o) below
- Chr :; Pss :; :; :; :(); :(); :; :;

cf. Ps :; :
o. “uprightness of heart” (CD :; :; QS XI:)
- Deut :; Kgs :; Chr :

p. turn the heart aside (from God) (Q LVI:)
- Kgs :

q. “heart of deceit” (Q  ii +  ;  ; cf. Q  )
- Jer :; cf. Job :; Prov :; Sir :
r. “an evil heart” (Q  i ; Q  )
- Prov :

While biblical tradition has undeniably shaped the language about “the
heart” in the Scrolls, there are a number of expressions and phrases
among the Scrolls texts which, in their precise form, mark a departure
from language preserved in the Hebrew Bible. Supplied with the closest
approximations from the Hebrew Bible, these include the following:

a. “foolish ones of heart” (QHa IX:; Q  ;  ii , ;  );
cf. Qoh :

b. to bring/give/open up understanding to/teach the heart (QHa VI:
; XXII:; Q  , ;  ; Q  ; Q  i ; Q –
i +  ; Q  ii ; –+ ); cf. Ps :() and Prov :

c. a good heart (Q  ); cf. Deut :
d. open the heart (QHa XIII:; XVIII:); no examples in the He-

brew Bible, though see Acts : and Cor :
e. heart of knowledge/knowledge of the heart (Q – ii ;

Q XXVI:; cf. QHa X:); no examples with the substantive
“knowledge” in the Hebrew Bible

f. illumination of the heart/enlighten the heart (QS II:; IV:; XI:;
Q  ii )

g. “Belial I will not keep in my heart” (QS X:; Q V:)
h. “spirit of holiness” placed by God in the heart (Q  i []; Q

 ii []); cf. Ps :()
i. “walk in the way of your [God’s] heart” (QHa XII:, , ; XIV:–

; cf. QHa XII:; Q  ; Q  i ; Q  ); cf. Deut
:; Josh :; Kgs :; :; :; Chr :

j. make upright in heart (Q  )
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A cursory glance of and comparison between the two lists just pro-
vided makes clear that most developments in the Dead Sea texts can
still be interpreted in relation to biblical traditions. Nevertheless, in the
Scrolls, formulations that involve the “heart” take several new directions:
() the language, which previously has been primarily related to human
beings (though cf. Sam :; Job :; Ps :), now refers to the
heart of God, whose adherents “follow in the way of your (viz. God’s)
heart”; () Belial, an opponent to or counterpart of God, can reside in
the human heart and, therefore, the pious one can seek to remove him
(g); () a “spirit of holiness” can be placed in the heart (h); () the heart
can be “opened” to divine revelation (d); and () and () the heart is a
place within the human being that can be enlightened by or receive light
from God (f).4

On the basis of these differences, one should be cautious in drawing
up a synthesis that can be assigned to a coherent worldview on the part of
the authors with often distinguishable aims. Motifs (f) and (g), however,
can be explained in relation to a dualistic framework that contrasts
respectively between light and darkness and between God and Belial.
Furthermore, even where the language is shared with biblical tradition,
its meaning can often be transformed in its newly acquired contexts.
With dualistic categories in mind, I would like to examine the degree to
which such transformation may or may not be observed in relation to two
motifs of the first list: (i) and (l). In such an examination, the significance
of examining the Scrolls within broader streams of tradition during the
Second Temple period becomes apparent.

. Activity with a Double Heart (QHa

XII: and QTQahat ar [Q]  i –)

In the Scrolls, activity “with a double heart” (�
� �
) occurs twice: once in
a sectarian Hebrew text and once in an Aramaic text. The biblical passage
behind this language is Ps :():

they utter lies to each other; with flattering (lit. smooth) lips (�� 
� ���)
and a double heart (�
� �
) they speak (NRSV)

In the psalm, falsehood and deceit are marks of those who are without
piety (:[]). The synonymous counterpart in the text to speaking with

4 Cf. Eph :; Ezra :.
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“double heart” is the expression “flattering (lit. smooth) lips” (�� 
� ���).
The text does not merely have in view humanity as a whole (cf. :[]),
but builds a profile that seems rather to refer to those among God’s
covenant people who oppress the poor (� ��� �		��, :[]), whose
cause the psalmist is taking up. In :(), the text expresses a longing
that God will cut off “all flattering lips” (�� 
� 	��� 
�) which are
further described with the collective expression, “a tongue which says
great things” (NRSV: “makes great boasts”). Taking the context into
consideration, we may infer that a “double heart” implies that those with
smooth lips say one thing and do another. There is no hint, however,
that there is any conflict within them, that is, that a “double heart”
refers to two conflicting principles that reside within the human being.
Instead, double-hearted speech, in terms of theological anthropology, is
in itself treated as a culpable characteristic that applies to persons as a
whole.

“Double hearted” behaviour is picked up in the Hebrew text of the
Hodayot at QHa XII:–. In the edition of the text by H. Stegemann
and E. Schuller, the translation prepared by C. Newsom reads as follows:5

() . . . Deceitful interpreters (�	�� 	�	
�) led them astray and they came
to ruin without understanding, for [ ]

() with delusion their deeds, for (I) have been rejected by them. They
have no regard for me when you show your strength through me,
for they drive me away from my land

() like a bird from its nest. All my friends and my relatives are driven
away from me, and they regard me like a broken pot. But they are
lying interpreters (��� 	�	
�)

() and deceitful seers (�	�� 	���). They have planned devilry (
�	
�)
against me to exchange your law, which you spoke repeatedly in
my heart, for slippery words (�� 
��)

() for your people. They withhold the drink of knowledge from the
thirsty and for their thirst they give them sour wine to drink so
that they may gaze on

() their error, acting like madmen on their feast days, snaring them-
selves in their nets. But you, O God, despise every devilish plan
(
�	
� �����)

() and it is your counsel that will stand, and the plan of your mind
that will be established forever. But they, the hypocrites (�	�
��),
concoct devilish plans (�����	 
�	
� ����)

() and seek you with a divided heart (�
� �
� ������	�).

5 H. Stegemann, E. Schuller, and C. Newsom in DJD XL (): – (for text,
critical notes, and translation).
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One term for the hymnist’s description of the “deceitful interpreters”
(line ; cf. line ) is translated by the editors as “hypocrites” (line ),
which more literally refers to being “clandestine,” that is, to engaging in
non-transparent behaviour. The writer regards such people as seeking
God “with a divided (lit. double) heart” (line ), and goes on to declare
that they are “not established in your truth” (line ). As far as the
expression “double heart” is concerned, the text does not substantially
deviate from what we have observed in Ps : all doubled-hearted activity
is calumnious.

Nonetheless, four details in this text show particular interests on the
part of the hymnist that move beyond the biblical tradition. First, the
oppressors of the pious are more specifically described as “deceitful
interpreters” (line ) and “lying interpreters” (line ). In this and a
previous hymn (QHa X:) the writer seems again to have referred to
this group as “lying interpreters” (��� 	�	
�; perhaps an interpretation of
Ps :(): ����	 ��� “they speak deception”).6 The writer of that previous
hymn, in thanking God for having “delivered me” from his opponents,
caricatures them under the influence of Ps  as “the congregation of
those who seek smooth things” (�� 
� 	���� ���). Second, in another,
earlier hymn, the same writer not only refers to “erring interpreters”
(���� 	�	
�, X:) and also calls them “seekers of smo[oth things” (	����
�� ]
�, X:), but—in a departure from Ps —marks himself out as
the divinely appointed “expert interpreter of wonderful mysteries” (#	
�
�
� 	��� ���, X:). In this role, the writer regards himself as the arch-
opponent of those who seek (God) with a double heart. By applying
the term “interpreter” to himself, that is, the same word he has used to
designate the opponents, the writer admits that the teachers of error share
his Torah tradition, but have changed it (������ �	��
, XII:) and so
interpret it wrongly. The negative momentum of the writer’s invectives
against the detractors does not allow him to stress what they all hold in
common, but rather erects and reinforces hard boundaries between his
inspired instruction and their false teaching. Third, in thanking God for
deliverance from the congregation of smooth things, the hymnist also
refers to himself as “the poor one” (��	��, X:). The poor ones whom the

6 Exegetically, the term for “interpreters” reflects an interpretation of the more general
verb ��� (“say, speak”) which is associated with flattery and double-heartedness in Ps 
(vv. [] and []).
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flatterers oppress in Ps  (called �		�� and �	��	��, Ps :[]) are trans-
formed by the writer into a self-designation. The fourth difference to
notice is that the division between the flatterers and the hymnist is cast
against the backdrop of categorical opposition between Belial (who lies
behind the plots of the mediators of deceit, X:–) and God (who,
the writer claims, is the revealer of his own knowledge and instruction;
X:, –).7 Significantly, in the lines immediately following the pas-
sage quoted above, this contrast is rearticulated with reference to “heart”
language: the opponents’ “stubbornness of heart” corresponds to their
inability to choose, recognize and walk “the way of your (viz. God’s)
heart” (XII:, , , ; see also XIV:,  and the language of QDa

[Q]  i ).8
Thus, on the one hand, Ps  accounts for several features retained

in the web of rhetoric employed in several of the Hodayot (flattering
or smooth things, double hearted activity, oppression of the poor, and
speech). On the other hand, the opposition between the poor ones and
those engaged in double-hearted speech is recast as an opposition be-
tween the Poor One (the hymnist) and the double-hearted and fraudu-
lent interpreters of the Torah who have irretrievably placed themselves
on the side of Belial. In neither the biblical tradition nor the Hodayot
passage does the expression “double hearted” have anything to do with
an interiorizing theological anthropology. If anything, despite the tradi-
tion shared by the poor and the flatterers, the notion of double heart-
edness marks out the wicked as wholly deceptive and counterfeit, while
the hymnist aligns himself wholly with the Torah which accords with the
plan of God’s heart (XII:, ���
 �����; cf. lines –) and which God
has etched into his heart (XII:, 	��
� �����). The language of the psalm
has been interpreted within a more dualistic framework which, in turn,
is placed in service of the hymnist’s claim to inspired interpretation in
the face of opposition.

7 Newsom’s translation frequently renders 
�	
� as “devilish,” as is the case here. Even
if the word can be taken this way, the notion of Belial as a malevolent being behind the
opponents schemes is not remote; the next hymn opens, for example, with a reference to
“the council of deception and the congregation of Belial” (X:).

8 Ideologically close to this is the language of theDamascus Document at CD A :–
, according to which God raised up a “Teacher of Righteousness” for those who sought
after God “with an undivided heart (�
� �
�) . . . in order to direct their way on the path
of his heart” (��
 "��� par. QDa [Q]  i ).



the “heart” in the dead sea scrolls 

The other occurrences of “double heart” are preserved within the
Aramaic text of QTQahat ar (Q)  i –. The patriarch instructs
Amram and his siblings as follows:

() . . . Grasp the word of Jacob
() your father, and take hold of the judgments of Abraham and of the

righteous deeds of Levi and of myself. Be holy and pure
() from every manner of mingling, grasping the truth and walking (�	
��)

in uprightness, not with a double heart (��
� ��
� �
�)
() but with a pure heart (��� ��
� ��
) and with a truthful and good

spirit.

Here, the expression is associated with the verb “to walk” and, as such,
is contrasted with “walking in uprightness.” The notion of walking “in a
double heart” is a fixed expression for the disobedient who mingle what
they have with foreigners (cf. lines –: “do not give your inheritance
to foreigners or dispossess yourselves to mixed kinds”) and do not con-
duct themselves with purity. Unlike the Hodayot text discussed above,
this passage is not shaped by a reading of Ps . Instead, the preserved
text, if anything, may have its counterpart in the influential exhortation
of the Shema# to “love the Lord your God with your whole heart and
with all your soul and with all your strength” (Deut :), in which the
human heart, soul, and strength are summoned to undivided covenant
obedience. The Testament of Qahat also differs from the Hodayot in
its emphasis on the problem of social intercourse with non-Jews. The
scope of the Hodayot is more sectarian and focuses more on the con-
trast between a single person (the hymnist!) and his opponents. Never-
theless, as in the Hodayot, the expression “double heart” has nothing to
do with an interior state of being. Both passages share a view of double-
heartedness as a disposition that is not even capable of pursuing righ-
teousness. Although there is some hint of cosmic dualism in the Tes-
tament of Qahat (i.e. a possible contrast between darkness and light in
the fragmentary text of Q  –), the writer makes no apparent
attempt to integrate the language of double heartedness into such a sys-
tem of ideas.

. Double-Heartedness in Other Second Century b.c.e.
Literature (Ben Sira, Exhortation of Enoch)

The precise connotations of the phrase “double heart” in the Hodayot
and Testament of Qahat are not simply to be understood against the
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background of biblical interpretation. The expression is further illumi-
nated if we draw into consideration two further writings composed dur-
ing the second century b.c.e. and also extant in fragments amongst the
Dead Sea Scrolls: Ben Sira9 and the Enochic Exhortation in  En. :–,
–.10

In Ben Sira, the idea of a “double heart” occurs almost at the out-
set. Whereas in the Hodayot the expression applies to opponents who,
though once associated with the hymnist, are outsiders to his commu-
nity, the language of Ben Sira, as Testament of Qahat, is less sectarian. At
:, which is not preserved in any of the Hebrew materials, the Greek
translation exhorts:

Do not disobey the fear of the Lord and do not approach him in a double
heart (μ, �πει��σIης +�49ω κυρ!�υ κα� μ, πρ�σ�λ�Iης α7τ9' �ν καρδ!Zα
δισσI&).

As the surrounding context shows (:–), this exhortation has the
worshipping assembly in view. Ben Sira thus admits that it is possi-
ble to participate in the assembly without actually fearing God (:,
; cf. QS II:–). To have a “double heart,” then, is tantamount
to hypocrisy (:, μ, 0π�κρι�I&ς): one is not to act pretentiously “in
human mouths” while being watchful over ones “lips.” As with theHoda-
yot, the language of Ps  (vv. –[–]) may well lie in the background.
In addition, similar to the Hodayot, being double hearted is equiva-
lent to having “a heart full of deceit” (:, � καρδ!α . . . πλ�ρης δ�-
λ�υ). Ben Sira goes on to develop this understanding with a related
expression, “double-tongued” (δ!γλωσσ�ς), which functions as the vir-
tual equivalent for “the sinner” (� @μαρτωλ�ς; cf. : and further :;
:, ).

As in the Dead Sea texts, the “double heart” in Ben Sira categori-
cally distinguishes the one who is wicked from the one who is pious
without suggesting at all that the wicked experience an inner moral

9 Cf. Q, two fragments corresponding to a few words, respectively, from Sir
:– (or possibly :–) and :–; QPsa [Q] XXI–XXII (to Sir :–,
). For a brief summary on Ben Sira among the Scrolls, see P.W. Flint, “ ‘Apocrypha,’
Other Previously-Known Writings, and ‘Pseudepigrapha’ in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in
The Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty Years: A Comprehensive Assessment (ed. P.W. Flint and
J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Leiden: Brill, –), :– (here –).

10 QEng (Q)  ii – (lines – have no precise equivalent, while –
correspond to  En. :–); see L.T. Stuckenbruck, Enoch – (Commentaries
on Early Jewish Literature; Berlin: de Gruyter, ), –,  and .
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conflict.11 The larger context of this language, however, is more compli-
cated. More explicitly than in either the Hodayot or Testament of Qahat,
the exhortation of Ben Sira in : may be comprehended in relation
to instruction about the “two ways” or “paths.”12 In :, the writer pro-
nounces a “woe” against “a sinner who traverses on two paths” (@μαρ-
τωλ9' �πι4α!ναντι �πι δ*� τρ!4�υς). If these two paths have to do with
good and evil, respectively, then here we have a mild admission on the
part of the author that “a sinner” might indeed live a life that includes
what is good. This makes room for a degree of ambiguity or at least
allows for the possibility that the boundaries between the pious and sin-
ners are porous, a point that Ben Sira does not attempt to develop. To
be sure, he does make conceptual space for dualistic principles set up
by God for the created order (:; :–). Although these princi-
ples of good and bad remain exterior to human nature, human beings
are neither caught up in a conflict between the two13 nor are the righ-
teous and the wicked aligned, respectively, with the one sphere or the
other. Humans are treated as essentially whole beings who, at any one
time, are either wholly sinners or wholly pious. Despite this correspon-
dence with the Hodayot, the language of double-heartedness in Ben
Sira, which can be correlated to existence on “two paths” (so :),
does not result in as clear-cut a division between the righteous and
wicked.

This point is augmented by a further consideration of the wider con-
text of Ben Sira’s presentation: for the writer, the “righteous one” is not
“sinless” in any way; it is, rather, a classification that includes those who
have sinned, have repented and have been forgiven (:–). The distinc-
tion between “the sinners” and “the godly” is, strictly speaking, not so
much descriptive as it is socio-religious in orientation. Broadly, there are
those who ignore the Torah (:; :), are lacking in wisdom (:)
and misuse wealth (:–); and then there are those who, on the other
hand, take a proper attitude towards their own sin by seeking forgiveness

11 We shall see below that in the Treatise on the Two Spirits, an inner conflict draws on
a different linguistic idiom.

12 QHa XII:– refers twice to “the way of your (God’s) heart” without, however,
contrasting it with the opposite path.

13 They are endowed with freedom of choice and can alternatively choose at any one
time to do what is right or wrong (Sir :, –; cf. :–, ). See the treatment
of :– by M. Gilbert, “God, Sin and Mercy: Sirach :–:,” in Ben Sira’s God:
Proceedings of the International Ben Sira Conference, Durham—Ushaw College  (ed.
R. Egger-Wenzel; BZAW ; Berlin: de Gruyter, ), – (esp. –).
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(cf. :; :, –; :–; :) and adhere to Ben Sira’s repeated sum-
mons to acquire wisdom and obey the Torah (:–; :; :–;
:–; :; :–; :; :–:).

The language of Ps  only shapes the way Ben Sira appropriates the
“double heart” motif in a limited sense. Like the psalm, Ben Sira implies
that double-hearted disposition manifests itself in speech (:), though
precisely which kind of speech is not explicitly stated. There may, how-
ever, be some analogy with what happens in the Hodayot where, as we
have seen, the writer recasts the double-hearted and flattering speech of
the biblical text to his opponents’ activities as fraudulent interpreters of
the Torah. To this extent, Ben Sira envisions those who would be likely to
speak in assemblies (:) and should take care that what they say not be
a matter of pretence (:). But whereas the writer of theHodayot texts in
QHa X and XII applies Ps  to a sectarian situation in which opposing
communities are already completely separate, Ben Sira envisions double-
heartedness as an ever present problem within the worshipping commu-
nity.

The other text to consider,  En. :d–b, occurs near the beginning of
an Exhortation (:–, –) composed in the form of a testamentary
address by an Enochic author to his offspring (i.e. Methuselah and his
brothers). The text, which is only preserved in Ethiopic, can be translated
as follows:

Love uprightness and walk in it.
And neither draw near to uprightness with a double heart (ba-kel"ē leb),
nor associate with those who have a double heart ("ellā ba-kel"ē leb);
instead, walk in righteousness, my children,
and it will lead you in the ways of goodness,
and righteousness will be your companion.

Similar to Ben Sira, the Enochic text conceives of “a double heart” in
terms of drawing near ("i-teqrabu, :a) and co-ordinates this with
a socio-ethical distinction between the righteous and the wicked. But
whereas Ben Sira thinks of an approach (μ, πρ�σ�λ�Iης, :) to God in
the worshipping assembly, the Exhortation seems more explicitly fixed
on ethics: “neither draw near to uprightness with a double heart.”

Indeed, a comparison between the Exhortation (including its wider
literary context), Ben Sira, and the Dead Sea texts makes further dif-
ferences of emphasis apparent. For one thing, the opposition between
the righteous and the wicked is nowhere linked up with other dualis-
tic language (e.g. God versus Belial, light versus darkness, principle of
good versus bad in the created order). Moreover, and much in contrast
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to Ben Sira in particular, neither the writer of the Exhortation nor the
writers of the Epistle of Enoch that follows ( En. :–; :–:)
allow for any ambiguity as far as the origin of sin and the possibil-
ity of the pious sinning (or of the sinners doing pious acts) are con-
cerned.

Throughout  En. – (including the Apocalypse of Weeks in :–
 and :–), the Enochic writers emphasize categorical opposition
between the two “ways” or “paths.” The instructions on these distinct
paths are most clearly set forth in  En. :–, –, and :–.
Though some mention is made that the wicked offer instruction based on
a tradition shared with the Enochic author and his adherents (cf. :–
:; :–?), these teachings are branded as “false words” and
“lies” (:) and as departures from “the words of truth” and “the
eternal law/covenant” (:; cf. QHa XII:: the opponents are accused
of changing God’s Torah).14 The existence of shared traditions between
the writer(s) of the Epistle and the “sinners,” however, remains implicit;
unlike Ben Sira, nothing is said about any socio-religious connections
between the righteous and the wicked. Rhetorically, the two groups
are distinct in every way. It is possible that this strict differentiation
is teleological: the righteous and wicked are distinct because that is
what will happen when the rewards and punishments are meted out to
humanity at the time of eschatological judgement. The righteous ones are
so clearly presented as downtrodden, enslaved, and oppressed in contrast
to the wicked ones who are wealthy and socially elite, however, it is
reasonable to infer that for the Epistle (and probably the Exhortation that
precedes it), being righteous is a matter of transparency in the present
socio-religious order of things. Ben Sira’s possibility of someone being
“on two ways” at once is excluded by the Enochic authors from the
start. Not only are the Enochic readers exhorted not to draw near to
uprightness with a double heart, they are not even to associate with those
who are of such a disposition ( En. :; see the same emphasis in the
Epistle at :; :; :). Thus, without invoking an opposition such
as that between God and Belial and without drawing on the language
of Ps , the author comes close to the Hodayot text in treating his
readers and those whom he counts among the wicked as carrying out
their respective forms of religiosity in largely separate spheres.

14 For a more sustained discussion of the text and theological argument of  En. :–
: and :–:, see Stuckenbruck, Enoch –, – and –.
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Sociologically, the Hodayot have their nearest parallel in the way the
Enochic tradition developed the motif of “double heartedness.” The Eno-
chic texts show, in particular, how such language could be placed in
service of a group which, appealing to a two-ways instruction, is at least
in the process of separating from a larger socio-religiously dominant
community. On the other hand, theTestament of Qahat, for all its interest
in the retribution of sinners at the final judgement (Q  ii , ), does
not reflect a social context in which a community has either separated
itself from others or is being summoned to do so. As noted above,
one of the fragments () does seem to draw on a dualistic distinction
between darkness and light, but the insufficiently preserved text does not
allow us to determine whether or how this was related to socio-religious
circumstances of the writer’s community.

. “The Heart of Man” in the Treatise of the Two Spirits

We return to theTreatise of the Two Spiritsmentioned in the introduction
above. The anthropologically significant phrase, “heart of man” (��
�
��!, QS IV:; �	� �
, IV:), occurs several times in the biblical tra-
dition, though only in Proverbs and only in the form �	� �
 (:;
:; and :). In the Proverbs texts, the expression denotes the affec-
tive side (:) and cognitive activity (:; :) of the human being.
In the Treatise of the Two Spirits the term “heart” is more comprehen-
sive in scope: it is almost synonymous with human nature as a whole
and, as such, is the place acted upon by cosmic powers. In Proverbs,
moreover, the human heart is capable of knowing anxiety, devising plans,
and directing the individual in this or that course of action. The occur-
rences in Prov : and : are consistent with the way the expression
functions in QS IV:: the enlightened “heart of man” manifests itself in
a long list of virtues (IV:–), as opposed to a list of vices assigned to
“the spirit of iniquity” (IV:–; 
�� ���, line ). These virtues and vices
are, in turn, associated with contrasting “paths” (III:–IV:, ) remi-
niscent of the widespread two ways instruction as found, for example,
in  En. :, – and :–.15 Both here and in the wider context
(cf. QS III:–IV: and IV:–), however, these ethical contrasts are

15 For discussions of the wide impact of the two ways discourse in Second Tem-
ple Jewish literature, see K. Niederwimmer, The Didache: A Commentary (Hermeneia;
Minneapolis: Fortress, ), –; H. van de Sandt and D. Flusser, The Didache:
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aligned with two opposing spirits (“spirit of truth/holiness” versus “spirit
of iniquity/darkness/impurity”) or angels (“Prince of Lights”/“angel of his
truth” vs. “Angel of Darkness”) whom God has placed within the created
order (III:–). It is ultimately these cosmic forces that contend in “the
heart of man” (IV:).

This combination of the two ways with two cosmic forces offers a ten-
sion not dissimilar to the one we have observed in Ben Sira: the juxtaposi-
tion of human free choice, on the one hand, with a God-given opposition
between good and evil, on the other. The predetermined opposition in the
Treatise of the Two Spirits between two angels with separate dominions
over light and darkness (QS III:–IV:) both crystallises and intensi-
fies Ben Sira’s more general emphasis that God has arranged the universe
from the very beginning to consist of pairs, both good and bad (Sir :–
; :). Moreover, the Treatise moves well beyond Ben Sira’s opposi-
tions by developing them along cosmological (i.e. light and darkness),
theological (Prince of Lights verses Angel of Darkness), and anthropo-
logical (conflict within the person) lines. By focusing on and interweav-
ing each of these oppositions, the Treatise of the Two Spirits goes a signif-
icant step further. It is not that these contrasting influences are at work
at different times, so that a person conducts him- or herself in wholly
one way or the other (as presented inHodayot, Testament of Qahat,  En.
–, and even Ben Sira); instead, these oppositions are concurrent
and overlapping.16 To be sure, the righteous can be called “sons of truth”
(QS IV:), “sons of light” (III:), and “sons of righteousness” (III:,
), while the wicked can be called “sons of iniquity” (III:). But unlike
the Enochic tradition and even Ben Sira, this classification between two
sorts of people is never going to be fully transparent in the present world
order (IV:–). Whereas in Ben Sira, the pious person can remedy

Its Jewish Sources and its Place in Early Judaism and Christianity (CRINT .; Assen: Van
Gorcum, ), –; and M. Del Verme, Didache and Judaism: Jewish Roots of an
Ancient Christian-Jewish Work (London: T&T Clark, ), esp. –.

16 Some precedent for opposing angelic powers vying for power over a human may
be found in the Aramaic Visions of Amram (Q–, Q?): two angels who,
together, have authority over all humanity are presented as trying to gain control over
the patriarch Amram. The angel associated with darkness is named “Melki-resha#,” while
the other (unnamed) angel who speaks with the patriarch is associated with light (Q
 –). Since the patriarch is asked to choose between the two (Q  ), the
pre-deterministic strain found in the Treatise of the Two Spirits is absent here. On
the fragments, see P.J. Kobelski, Melchizedeq and Melchireša# (CBQMS ; Washington:
Catholic University of America Press, ) and their publication by É. Puech in DJD
XXXI (): –.
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wicked behaviour by repenting from sin, in the Treatise the problem of
sin persists within the human being until the time of God’s visitation,
when the conflict between the “divisions” within humanity shall come
to a decisive end (IV:–). All human beings, whether socially on the
inside or outside of the righteous community, provide the battleground
wherein the conflict between the opposing powers is, in effect, carried
out; the boundaries between wickedness and righteousness are neither
discernible (contra Ben Sira) nor socially delineated (contra Exhortation
in Enoch,Hodayot, Testament of Qahat).

The possible charge of hypocrisy against sinners who carry out their
activities “with a double heart”—so Hodayot, Ben Sira, and the Enochic
Exhortation—is, if not altogether absent, demoted to being one of the
many vices that characterise the “spirit of iniquity” (IV:–, including
��
 ��� “haughtiness of heart” and �
 ���	� “hardness of heart” which,
along with the other vices, are associated with “paths of darkness”). The
more conventional problem of hypocrisy gives way in the Treatise to
a dualistic web of oppositions that explains inconsistent behaviour as
endemic to the “heart of man,” that is, to human nature itself.

Conclusion

Discourse concerned with “hypocritical” behaviour in the Hodayot, the
Exhortation of Enoch and Ben Sira is less interested in anything happen-
ing within the human being than with marking out those whose claims to
piety should not be confused with authentic religiosity. In keeping with
the tradition in Ps , the demarcation between those who are pious, on
the one hand, and the sinners, on the other, is visible, that is, the writ-
ers assume that this is a socially discernible contrast. We have seen that
the motif of double-heartedness is a feature of such discourse. A differ-
ent line of thought is taken up in the Treatise of the Two Spirits: a visible
distinction “the sons of light/righteousness” and “the sons of iniquity” is
not guaranteed. Here “the heart” of each human being is regarded as a
combat zone for powers that struggle to assert their control. The prin-
cipled opaqueness of insiders and outsiders—which stands in contrast
with much of the remainder of the Community Rule—is only tempo-
rary. As God has apportioned to each human being a certain measure
of each spirit, whether of “truth” or “iniquity,” so an apocalyptic act of
divine cleansing at the end will reveal the people of God as they have
been predetermined to be from the beginning.
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These differing modes of discourse should not in each instance be
mistaken as systematic reflections of those who adopted them. It is likely,
for example, that the writers of theHodayot, Sirach, and the Exhortation
in Enoch were aware that they themselves, as well as members of their
communities, might be confronted by ambiguities that would cast into
doubt their identity of being “amongst the pious.” For them to have
reflected or elaborated on such possibilities, however, would have run
counter to the reasons they wrote, whether such reasons involved the
shoring up of sectarian identity (Hodayot), the admonition of pious
readers with straightforward advice (Ben Sira), or the provision of a voice
to a group of those being oppressed by the social and religious elite (
En. –). It is the Treatise of the Two Spirits which ventures into the
arena of principled ambiguity, though even here—as its incorporation
into the QumranCommunity Rulemay attest—the writer(s), who did not
develop the implications of the instruction to their logical end, may have
belonged to a sectarian community that had physically separated itself
from others.17

Thus, while the dualistic language, explored here in relation to the
motifs of double-heartedness and the human heart as a battle zone,
should not be mirror-read or mapped straightforwardly onto socio-
religious equivalents, it does communicate something about where, in
terms of theological anthropology, writers were locating the religious
tensions in their communities and about how they attempted to negotiate
them in relation to their communities’ ideals.

17 For the view of the Treatise as an originally separate document from the rest of
the Community Rule (and therefore reflecting a different ideology), see, conveniently,
A. Lange and H. Lichtenberger, “Qumran,” TRE :–; H. Stegemann, The Library
from Qumran: On the Essenes, Qumran, John the Baptist, and Jesus (Leiden: Brill, )
–; and Frey, “Different Patterns of Dualistic Thought,” –.
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INTRODUCTION

It is a pleasure for the editors of the “Dead Sea Scrolls in Context” pro-
ceedings to introduce our readers to their second volume. We expressed
our gratitude to all those colleagues, institutions, and individuals who
made both the conference and its proceedings possible already in the
introduction to the first volume. In addition, we would like to thank Dr.
Nóra Dávid who supported us with the editorial work on the second vol-
ume. As with the first volume, if not indicated otherwise, abbreviations
followThe SBLHandbook of Style: For Ancient Near Eastern, Biblical, and
Early Christian Studies (ed. P.H. Alexander et al.; Peabody: Hendrickson,
).

The first volume of the conference proceedings focused on newmeth-
odologies applied to the Dead Sea Scrolls, the relevance of the Dead Sea
Scrolls for the textual history of the Hebrew Bible, for ancient Semitic
languages, for interpreting the individual books of theHebrewBible, and
for Second Temple Jewish literature written inHebrew orGreek.The sec-
ond volume of the Vienna conference proceedings explores the contexts
of Jewish history, culture, and archeology, Jewish thought and religion,
Jewish literature and culture of the rabbinic and medieval periods, early
Christianity, and the ancient Mediterranean and ancient Near Eastern
worlds. While the first volume focused mainly on methodological, lin-
guistic, and literary topics, the second volume is concerned with ques-
tions of material culture, political, cultural, and religious history, as well
as the non-Jewish cultural and religious environments of the Dead Sea
Scrolls.

The volume begins with the archeological and historical contexts of
the Dead Sea Scrolls (“Jewish History, Culture, and Archeology and the
Dead Sea Scrolls”). Hanan Eshel ���� (“Qumran Archeology in Light of
Two Rural Sites in Judea”) contextualizes theQumran settlement archeo-
logically by comparing it with the Second Temple ruins of HorvatMazad
(a way station on the road between Jerusalem and Jaffa) and the rem-
nants of the country villa at Khirbet el-Muraq. Eshel shows that theQum-
ran settlement is very different from both sites and hence could have
neither been a way station nor a Roman villa. That the Qumran settle-
ment was not a Roman manor house is further supported by a compari-
son to a group of sites that contain courtyard installations and that were
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defended by a tower surrounded by a glacis. The architectonic similari-
ties of these sites are not indicative of their functions. Structures of this
sort were used for a variety of purposes in the Second Temple period.
Another archeological context is discussed in an unconventional paper
byMinna and Kenneth Lönnqvist (“Parallels to Be Seen: Manuscripts in
Jars from Qumran and Egypt”). Based on research by J.T. Milik, these
scholars compare the Qumran scroll jars from Cave  with cylindrical
jars from Deir el-Medina and suggest that it was a common practice in
antiquity to store ancient manuscript in jars. In their comparison with
the Deir el-Medina jars, Lönnqvist and Lönnqvist find confirmation that
the Qumran community was founded in the middle of the second cen-
tury b.c.e. and consider the possibility that the scroll jars from Qumran
may have served as portable archives or genizoth over a longer period
of time. Nóra Dávid (“Burial in the Book of Tobit and in Qumran”)
discusses archeological evidence from Qumran in the context of Sec-
ond Temple Jewish literature. She compares the archeological evidence
from the Qumran graveyards with the information about burials in the
book of Tobit. Dávid argues that as part of their asceticism the Qumran
community practiced the average way of burying the dead as the poor
of the country did. Although the random burials depicted in the book
of Tobit may be similar in execution to Qumran graves, the motivation
for this particular form of burial in the book of Tobit was not ascetic
in nature but was simply the easiest and quickest way of burying the
dead.

With historiography,EdwardDąbrowa (“TheHasmoneans in the Light
of the Qumran Scrolls”) points to yet another field of study for which
the Dead Sea Scrolls might be helpful. By comparing the allusions to
historical events and persons from the Hasmonean period with what we
know about these events from other sources, Dąbrowa searches for the
attitudes that the authors of theQumranDead Sea Scrolls had to past and
present events and persons. He shows that the Qumran authors were not
particularly interested in history. “Past events and historical figures, even
if known to them, were only used as illustrative material to promulgate
their own theological beliefs” ().

By addressing “Jewish Thought and Religion in Light of the Dead Sea
Scrolls,” the next part of the conference proceedings studies the Dead Sea
Scrolls in the context of Second Temple Judaism as well. Three papers
by Esther G. Chazon, Daniel Stökl Ben Ezra, and Russell C.D. Arnold
address questions of prayer, liturgy, and ritual while two papers by Sandra
Jacobs and Alex P. Jassen are dedicated to the idea of the end of prophecy
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and the covenant of the rainbow as well as circumcision. Esther G. Cha-
zon (“Shifting Perspectives on Liturgy at Qumran and in Second Tem-
ple Judaism”) discusses prayers and liturgical texts from Qumran in the
context of Second Temple and rabbinic prayers and liturgical texts. She
shows that the non-sectarian Qumran scrolls in particular document a
sizeable, continuous liturgical tradition stretching from the second cen-
tury b.c.e. to the third century c.e. In some instances these scrolls doc-
ument perhaps even a precursor or direct antecedent of a later rabbinic
benediction or liturgical practice. The Dead Sea Scrolls unambiguously
attest regular, public prayer in the two centuries prior to the Temple’s
destruction. The establishment of the new institution of obligatory Jew-
ish prayer by the rabbis after the Second Temple’s destruction was not
ex nihilo but happened against a rich background of considerable, well-
steeped, liturgical precedent and tradition. In comparison with rabbinic
and Second Temple Jewish literature, Daniel Stökl Ben Ezra (“When the
Bell Rings: The Qumran Rituals of Affliction in Context”) develops a
typology for rituals of affliction in Second Temple Judaism. He distin-
guishes between rituals and rites of affliction. Rituals of affliction include
a) incantations, b) independent purifications, c) punishments, d) Yom
Kippur, e) burials andmourning rites, and f) covenant renewal ceremony.
Rites of affliction include a) apotropaic prayers, b) minor purifications,
c) confessions, and d) curses. Although being part of an overall ritual
continuity in Second Temple Judaism, some rituals of affliction that are
prominent in Second Temple, rabbinic, and/or early Christian texts are
rare in the Qumran scrolls. Absent or rarely mentioned in the Qumran
Dead Sea Scrolls are regular fast days (with the exception ofYomKippur),
rites to handle collective emergencies, and individual healings.The latter
absence is all the more interesting as a study of the bacterial remains in
Qumran toilets points to the ubiquitous presence of sickness among the
people of Qumran. Russell C.D. Arnold (“The Dead Sea Scrolls, Qum-
ran, and Ritual Studies”) applies concepts of ritual studies of contem-
porary communities to the Qumran ya .had. He points to the pervasive-
ness of ritual in the ya .had. Based on the examples of calendrical rites,
rites of passage, and feasts and fasts, Arnold argues that rituals struc-
tured the ya .had’s existence. Calendrical rites provided opportunities for
the priestly ya .had to be obedient to divine law and to ensure their coordi-
nationwith theworkings of the cosmos, until the end comes. Rites of pas-
sage served the purpose of identity construction, instruction and indoc-
trination as well as social control. Communal meals reinforced themem-
bers’ shared experience and united them around common goals and a
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common identity thus strengthened the ya .had’s group identity.They fur-
thermore ritually enacted the hierarchical ranking that served to keep
members in line.

Beyond the theme of ritual studies, Sandra Jacobs (“Expendable Signs:
The Covenant of the Rainbow and Circumcision at Qumran”) asks why
the covenant of the rainbow and circumcision play minimal roles in the
sectarian texts from Qumran although both are priestly signs. She sug-
gests that the sign of the rainbow, with its inherent symbolism of sexu-
ality and fertility, was of no value to men in the ya .had community, who
otherwise enforced increased levels of ritual purity and sexual restraint.
Identifying themselves as “the elect, remnant of Israel,” the members of
the ya .had had little interest in the covenant of the rainbow and the sign
of circumcision as both included people beyond the ya .had as well. Nei-
ther circumcision nor the covenant of the rainbow supported their self-
defined elitism. In comparing the Dead Sea Scrolls with other Second
Temple Jewish literature, Alex P. Jassen (“Prophecy after ‘the Prophets’:
The Dead Sea Scrolls and the History of Prophecy in Judaism”) revisits
the question of whether or not prophecy ceased in the Second Temple
period. His comparison shows that for some individuals or communi-
ties few features distinguished their own activity from that of the ancient
prophets while for others their models of divine-human communication
were radically different from ancient prophecy. In the Qumran commu-
nity, no explicit prophetic terminology is applied to the activity of com-
munal leaders. Nevertheless a rich world of human-divine communica-
tion exists at Qumranwhich expresses itself in newmodels that are either
absent or underrepresented in biblical prophecy.Thesemodes of human-
divine communication were regarded by the community not merely in
continuity with the ancient prophets, but as equivalent to prophetic activ-
ity.

The next part of the conference proceedings (“The Dead Sea Scrolls
and Jewish Literature and Culture of the Rabbinic and Medieval Peri-
ods”) addresses the difficult question of the extent to which the Dead
Sea Scrolls are of importance for the understanding of Jewish culture
and religion after the destruction of the Second Temple and thus shifts
the reader’s attention to later periods in the history of Judaism. Lawrence
H. Schiffman (“Second Temple Literature and Rabbinic Judaism”) probes
the continuities and discontinuities between Second Temple and rab-
binic Judaism. Of that which was composed or transmitted in the Sec-
ond Temple period, the rabbis did not read anything beyond the Hebrew
Bible. Nevertheless, Schiffman observes rich parallels between Second
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Temple and rabbinic texts for which a rigorous debate between the Phar-
isees, as the spiritual ancestors of the Tannaim, and other Jewish groups is
responsible. Although it was quieted when the Pharisaic-rabbinic move-
ment emerged as the consensus group, various aspects of the common
Judaism of Second Temple times were preserved in the rabbinic move-
ment and its literature due to this debate. The Dead Sea Scrolls play a
crucial role in documenting this debate between the Pharisees and other
parts of SecondTemple Judaism.Günter Stemberger (“Mishnah andDead
Sea Scrolls: Are there Meaningful Parallels and Continuities?”) narrows
the question of continuities and discontinuities between Second Tem-
ple and rabbinic Judaism to the relation of the Mishnah to the Dead Sea
Scrolls. Admitting a gap between Second Temple and rabbinic Judaism,
Stemberger finds substantial evidence for a continuity of halakhic tra-
ditions from the time before  c.e. to the rabbis. Most of these tradi-
tions are not specifically Pharisaic, but more representative of a “com-
mon” Judaism. Furthermore, Qumran texts which polemically oppose
laws identical with or very close to what we find in the Mishnah, some-
times confirm the information we have from Mishnaic or other rab-
binic texts on halakhic controversies between the Pharisees and the Sad-
ducees. Stemberger emphasizes though that not everything opposed by
the people of Qumran and accepted by the Pharisees is eo ipso a specif-
ically Pharisaic law. It may represent a wider consensus opposed only
by some priestly groups. Paul Heger (“Rabbinic Midrashei Halakhah,
Midrashei Aggadah in Qumran Literature?”) emphasizes the differences
between rabbinic midrash and interpretations of legal and narrative bib-
lical texts at Qumran in a debate with Steven D. Fraade. He argues that
Fraade’s use of the term midrash is not appropriate for describing the
mode of interpreting both legal and narrative topics in the Qumran col-
lection. Heger finds a fundamental distinction between the rabbinic and
Qumranic methods of interpretation. He argues that Qumran scholars
adhered to the simple interpretation of the biblical rules without any con-
sideration of the practical difficulties posed by the law. In contrast, rab-
binic interpretations were based on the rabbis’ understanding of the texts
and of the general principle of the Torah as well as an awareness of the
necessity of adapting the traditional rules and customs to actual circum-
stances. While in Qumranic interpretation of legal and narrative texts
their simple meaning was implemented in disregard of practical issues,
rabbinic halakhot were based on the rabbis’ reflections. Scriptural inter-
pretation was used as a means of justification. Moshe J. Bernstein (“The
Genesis Apocryphon and the Aramaic Targumim Revisited: A View from
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Both Perspectives”) moves the discussion about rabbinic contexts of the
Dead Sea Scrolls to the relationship of QapGen ar with the Targumim
of rabbinic times. Bernstein does not classify QapGen ar as a Targum.
The composer(s) of the Genesis Apocryphon employed citations or para-
phrases of biblical texts not deriving from its primary base text. Some of
these citations or paraphrases are stylistic in nature while drawing atten-
tion to the analogous circumstances of the various biblical stories. In this
approach, the Genesis Apocryphon (and other Second Temple works of
the same genre) might have served as a model for certain features of the
Palestinian Aramaic Targumim.

The contribution of Stefan C. Reif (“The Genizah and the Dead Sea
Scrolls: How Important and Direct is the Connection?”) discusses yet
another Jewish context of theDead Sea Scrolls by comparing theQumran
collection with the finds from theGenizah of the Karaite Ezra Synagogue
in Cairo. Both collections are uniquely extensive and cover lengthy peri-
ods. Both collections represent, at the least, an important part of the Jew-
ish and related literatures of their day. Both collections testify to a consid-
erable degree of literacy, usually in at least two languages, and a tendency
to create Jewish linguistic dialects. In contradistinction to these com-
monalities, the Qumran collection does not include many documents
that are interested in the many mundane areas that are well represented
in the CairoGenizah.TheCairoGenizah does, furthermore, not testify to
a rejection of establishment figures, notions and practices as the Qumran
Dead Sea Scrolls do. The four texts discovered both in the Qumran col-
lection and the Cairo Genizah were transmitted in a live manuscript tra-
dition and illustrate that ideas recorded in and around Qumran had the
opportunity of finding surroundings in which to hibernate, or perhaps
simply to exist in low key, before being adopted by theKaraite movement
between the ninth and twelfth centuries.Meir Bar-Ilan (“Non-Canonical
Psalms from the Genizah”) studies a collection of poetic texts from the
CairoGenizahwhichwas regarded byDavid Flusser and Shmuel Safrai as
a Qumranic text. Bar-Ilan shows that this collection of psalms has paral-
lels in theQumran corpus but does not originate in theQumran commu-
nity.More likely it was composed in the first century after the destruction
of the Second Temple in non-rabbinic circles.

Having addressed rabbinic and post-rabbinic Jewish contexts of the
Dead Sea Scrolls, the next part of the conference proceedings (“TheDead
Sea Scrolls and Early Christianity”) is dedicated to early Christianity
as a religious group which grew out of Judaism but moved away from
it after the Qumran settlement and the Second Temple were destroyed
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by Roman armies. Karl P. Donfried (“Paul the Jew and the Dead Sea
Scrolls”) understands Paul primarily as a Jew and shows that the thoughts
expressed in the Dead Sea Scrolls shaped him significantly. Being edu-
cated as a Pharisee, Paul nevertheless encountered the ya .had. According
to Donfried, the ya .had facilitated Paul’s break from the rationalist Phari-
saic stream of Judaism and provided him with a context in which he was
able to interpret and articulate his Damascus experience.The encounter
with the ya .had would have thus allowed Paul to become the apostle for
the Gentiles. While Donfried is concerned with an overall reading of
Paul, CeciliaWassen (“ ‘Because of the Angels’: Reading Cor :– in
Light of Angelology in the Dead Sea Scrolls”) focuses on Cor : and
interprets it in light of the angelology of the Dead Sea Scrolls in partic-
ular and Second Temple Judaism in general. The Dead Sea Scrolls show
that the phrase “because of the angels” in Cor : points to a belief
in the presence of angels among the Corinthian Christians. In Qumran
andCorinth, such an angelic presence demanded a proper dress code—in
Corinthmenwith unveiled heads andwomenwith veiled heads. For both
the Dead Sea Scrolls and Paul divine-human unity is expressed through
imitation of the divine. It is likely that Paul encourages imitation of the
angels in the context of this communion. The lost glorious nature of
Adam—which can be likened to an angelic state of being—was partly
attainable for the Qumran sectarians and Paul already in the present.
In Cor :–, Paul applies these ideas to the creation of Adam and
his original angelic looks. With regard to appearance, men are naturally
closer to the divine beings whom they resemble than women. In imita-
tion of the male angels, women have to hide their long hair in order to
attain the same authority as men have to prophesy and praise together
with the angels.
Renate J. Pillinger (“Dead Sea Scrolls and Early Christian Art”) car-

ries the argument beyond the New Testament to the Christianity of the
first centuries c.e. She directs the attention of her readers to an unex-
plored field of research, i.e. the importance of theDead Sea Scrolls for the
understanding of early Christian art. By way of the select examples of the
Giants, Melchizedek, messianic thought andmotifs, John the Baptist and
baptism, communal meals, and resurrection, Pillinger points to conver-
gences and divergences between ideas and motifs expressed in the Dead
Sea Scrolls and early Christian artwork. Agnethe Siquans (“Hermeneu-
tics and Methods of Interpretation in the Isaiah Pesharim and in the
Commentary on Isaiah by Theodoret of Cyrus”) illustrates the impor-
tance of the Dead Sea Scrolls for the understanding of the Christianity
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of late antiquity by comparing the interpretation of the book of Isaiah in
the Isaiah Commentary ofTheodoret of Cyrus and in the Isaiah pesharim.
Siquans finds parallels between the pesharim andTheodoret in their sub-
ject matter and their hermeneutical strategy: Both identify figures men-
tioned in the biblical textwith persons (or groups) of their own time; both
understand Isaianic rhetoric metaphorically and apply the Isaiah text to
their own situations; both quote other biblical texts to support their argu-
ments. Next to these parallels, Siquans observes fundamental differences
between the pesharim and Theodoret as well. These differences are due
to different eschatological expectations of the pesharists and Theodoret
which motivate their respective interpretations. Focusing on the recent
past, the present, and especially the near future, the Qumran pesharim
find their exegetical objective in the (eschatological) salvation history of
the Qumran community. Theodoret reads Isaiah with regard to the time
of the prophet himself, with regard to the time of Jesus and the apostles,
and with regard to his own time. As a Christian exegete, Theodoret pre-
supposes the fulfillment of Isaiah’s prophecies in Jesus Christ.Theodoret
finds his exegetical objective hence on a spiritual level.

While most of the contexts discussed already in the conference pro-
ceedings have enjoyed extensive scholarly interest, the question of the
extent to which the Dead Sea Scrolls are of importance for the under-
standing of their non-Jewish cultural environments and vice versa was
far removed from the center of the discussion about the finds from the
Judean desert. In the last part of the proceedings (“The Dead Sea Scrolls
and the Ancient Mediterranean and Ancient Near Eastern Worlds”) we
try to rectify this situation at least to some extent. Gebhard J. Selz (“Of
Heroes and Sages: Considerations on the Early Mesopotamian Back-
ground of Some Enochic Traditions”) reads the Enochic traditions of
Second Temple Judaism in light of Sumerian and Akkadian evidence
from Mesopotamia. Selz argues that the official transmission of texts
in Mesopotamia was supplemented by a wealth of oral traditions. The
Jewish Enoch traditions are rewritings of these ancient Mesopotamian
concepts. More extensive study of such backgrounds will uncover more
interpretative possibilities than traditional exegesis has. Another Mes-
opotamian influence on a text from the Qumran collection is traced by
Ursula Schattner-Rieser (“Levi in theThird Sky: On the ‘Ascent toHeaven’
Legends within their Near Eastern Context and J.T. Milik’s Unpublished
Version of the Aramaic Levi Document”). She surveys an unfinished
manuscript of Józef Tadeusz Milik about the Aramaic Levi Document
(ALD) and provides in an appendixMilik’s text and French translation of
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the first  verses of this text according to his reconstruction. Schattner-
Rieser shows that the heavenly journeys of theALD attest to two celestial
concepts, one involving three heavens and the other one involving seven.
The motifs of three and seven heavens are of Mesopotamian origin. The
ALDdemonstrates that Jewish ascent to heaven legends share vocabulary,
cosmology (the architectural representation of the heavenly realm), and
eschatological ideas (the belief in a final judgment of the righteous) with
Persian legends and Babylonian cosmography. Jewish ascent to heaven
legends thus depend on ancient oriental sources. Ida Fröhlich (“Qum-
ran Biblical Interpretation in the Light of Ancient Near Eastern Histo-
riography”) asks how forms and methods of historical memory that are
attested in the Dead Sea Scrolls correlate with those known from other
ancient Near Eastern cultures. She compares, furthermore, the attitudes
towards history that are displayed in the Dead Sea Scrolls with the ones
known from ancient Near Eastern literature. Both in the Qumran and
ancient Near Eastern literatures, the basis on which historical facts and
events are evaluated is an ethical viewpoint. In both literatures, historical
overviews represent a semiotization of the history in the name of ethics.

Moving from the ancient Near East to Coele-Syria and the Greco-
Roman worlds, the contributions of Jan Dušek, Bernhard Palme, Armin
Lange and Zlatko Pleše, as well as George Branch-Trevathan examine the
legal, hermeneutical, and utopian contexts of the Dead Sea Scrolls. Jan
Dušek (“Protection ofOwnership in theDeeds of Sale: Deeds of Sale from
the Judean Desert in Context”) compares clauses warranting the protec-
tion of ownership in deeds of sale from the various sites around theDead
Sea with those in Aramaic, Hebrew, Nabataean, Greek, and Syriac legal
documents from the fifth century b.c.e. until the third century c.e. from
Palestine, Egypt, and Syria. He identifies three legal groups. ) A com-
parison of deeds of sale from Wadi Daliyeh (satrapy of Transeuphrates)
and from Elephantine (satrapy of Egypt) shows that within the Persian
Empire the law protecting purchased property was not identical in all
satrapies. ) Aramaic, Nabatean, Greek, and Syriac deeds of sale from
WadiDaliyeh,Na .hal .Hever, andDuraEuropos spreading from the fourth
century b.c.e. to the third century c.e. reflect the same—or similar—
legal tradition of the protection of the buyer’s rights. This legal tradi-
tion is attested in Palestine and Syria, especially in Aramaic or its later
dialects, but also in Greek texts, under Persian, Nabataean and Roman
administration. It stands to reason, therefore, that the Roman admin-
istration in Palestine and Syria did not interfere excessively with local
legal traditions. ) Aramaic and Hebrew deeds of sale fromNa .hal .Hever
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andWadi Murabba#at, which were written during the second Jewish war
(– c.e.), reflect the same legal tradition as the documents from the
second group but also display the influence of Greek (Ptolemaic?) legal
traditions. In Palestine, this Greek legal influence seems to have coex-
isted with the earlier Aramaic legal tradition in at least the first and sec-
ond centuries c.e. Bernhard Palme (“Public Memory and Public Dispute:
Council Minutes between Roman Egypt and the Dead Sea”) explores the
Greco-Roman legal context of the Dead Sea Scrolls. He shows how the
Babatha archive, especially the extract of councilminutes fromP. Babatha
 (/ .Hev) written  c.e. in Petra, helps to better understand the
political and judicial institutions in the Roman Near East in general
and in Roman Egypt in particular. Armin Lange and Zlatko Pleše (“The
QumranPesharim and theDerveni papyrus: TranspositionalHermeneu-
tics in Ancient Jewish and Ancient Greek Commentaries”) compare the
hermeneutics of the Derveni papyrus—a lemmatic commentary to an
orphic poem dating to late the fifth or early fourth century b.c.e.—with
the ones of the pesharim. Lange and Pleše detect a common hermeneu-
tical pattern underlying the exegetical techniques of both metatexts.The
Derveni papyrus isolates individual elements from an Orphic theogony
and recontextualizes them into the discourse of philosophical cosmology.
The Qumran pesharim isolate individual elements from the prophetic
scriptures of Judaism and recontextualize them into the (eschatological)
history of the Essenemovement. Being distinct in their aims, bothmeta-
texts nevertheless overcome estrangement from their authoritative reli-
gious traditions by transposing one narrative into the context of another
one. Lange and Pleše describe this shared hermeneutical approach as
transpositional hermeneutics. Transpositional hermeneutics is a dialecti-
cal process in which both the primary and secondary narratives undergo
structural adjustments and acquire new meanings. As a cross-cultural
phenomenon, transpositional hermeneutics developed independently in
Greek and Jewish cultures.George Branch-Trevathan (“WhyDoes Q
Begin with a Calendar?”) asks, in comparison with the use of solar sym-
bolism in the Greco-Roman cultures of the late Hellenistic and early
imperial periods, why MMT includes a solar calendar. He argues that
sections B and C ofMMT portray the ya .had as an utopian or eschatolog-
ical community. In connecting the solar calendar to this idealistic depic-
tion of the community, it participates in a widespread use of solar sym-
bolism in utopian and eschatological discourse in Greco-Roman culture.
MMT’s use of a solar calendar is comparable to the use of solar symbolism
in Iambulus’ travel narrative Commonwealth of the Sun, in Aristonicus’
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Heliopolitae, and in the propaganda of the Roman emperor Augustus. In
the discursive context of theHellenistic and early Roman periods, a solar
calendar powerfully symbolized the utopian and eschatological claims
made in the rest ofMMT.

In our perception, both the Vienna conference on “The Dead Sea Scrolls
in Context” and its proceedings show that the Dead Sea Scrolls can be
best understood in light of SecondTemple and rabbinic Judaism aswell as
early Christianity and the easternMediterranean and ancient Near East-
ern cultures surrounding them.The Dead Sea Scrolls shed new light not
only on the Hebrew Bible and its textual, canonical, and reception histo-
ries, but also on Second Temple and rabbinic Judaism, early Christianity,
and the eastern Mediterranean and ancient Near Eastern cultures.

Armin Lange, Bennie H. Reynolds III,
Emanuel Tov, and Matthias Weigold

Jackson, Jerusalem, and Vienna, January 
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QUMRAN ARCHEOLOGY
IN LIGHT OF TWO RURAL SITES IN JUDEA

Hanan Eshel ����
Bar-Ilan University

In recent years, archeologists seeking alternatives to the “consensus”
identification of Khirbet Qumran as a settlement of a religious commu-
nity, have proposed that the site was a way station inn or a Roman villa.1
In this short note, I compare Qumran to two sites: () Horvat Mazad,
which served as a way station on the road between Jerusalem and Jaffa
in the Second Temple period and () Khirbet el-Muraq, which is the
only country villa from the end of the Second Temple period to have
been found in Judea to date. This comparison demonstrates how differ-
ent Khirbet Qumran is from both of these sites.2 Following this compari-
son, I examine courtyard installations that have been uncovered in Judea
in which a tower surrounded by a glacis has been built into one of the
external walls.

HorvatMazad is located on the road between Jerusalem to Jaffa (fig. ).
The site was surveyed by Moshe Fisher, Benjamin Isaac and Israel Roll
as part of a project investigating Roman roads from Jerusalem to Jaffa.3
Moshe Fisher supervised three seasons of excavations at Horvat Mazad
in , , and . Two levels of Second Temple period occupation
were uncovered in Horvat Mazad: a Hasmonean layer and a Herodian
one (fig. ). In the Hasmonean period, a tower was built at the site. In
the Herodian period, a surrounding wall was added. A number of rooms
were constructed along the length of the southernwall. Onemiqwahwas
built in this period as well.4 The site was built to function as a station

1 M. Broshi and H. Eshel, “Qumran and the Dead Sea Scrolls: The Contention
of Twelve Theories,” in Religion and Society in Roman Palestine: Old Questions, New
Approaches (ed. D.R. Edwards; New York: Routledge, ), –.

2 On the archeology of Khirbet Qumran, see R. de Vaux, Archaeology and the Dead
Sea Scrolls (London: Oxford University Press, ); J.-B. Humbert and A. Chambon,
eds., Fouilles de Khirbet Qumrân et de Aïn Feshkha, vol. I (Fribourg: Academic Press,
).

3 M. Fisher, B. Isaac, and I. Roll, Roman Roads in Judea, vol. :The Jaffa-Jerusalem
Roads (British Archeological Reports International Series ; Oxford: Tempus Repara-
tum, ), –.

4 M. Fisher, “The Road Jerusalem-Emmaus in light of the Excavation in Horvat



 hanan eshel ����

Fig. . Roads between Jaffa and Jerusalem
(according to Fisher, Isaac, and Roll).

Fig. . Plan of Horvat Mazad (according to Fisher).

along the road that connected Jaffa to Jerusalem. Wayfarers would have
stopped at this location to eat and to replenish their provisions before
continuing on their way to Jerusalem. It may be supposed that some
travelers would have occasionally spent the night at HorvatMazad, when
they had miscalculated the pace of their journey and realized that they

Mazad,” in Greece and Rome in Eretz-Israel (ed. A. Kasher, G. Fuks, and U. Rappaport;
Jerusalem: Ben-Zvi, ), – (Hebrew).
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Fig. . Plan of Khirbet el-Muraq (according to Damati).

would not be able to reach Jerusalem before sunset.There is no similarity
at all between Khirbet Qumran and Horvat Mazad, other than the fact
that a tower was constructed at both sites.

We now turn to Khirbet el-Muraq, which is also called “The Palace
of Hilkiya,” because of an inscription found on a cornerstone at this
site, which reads: ΕΛΚΙΑΣ ΣΙΜΩΝ�Σ ΕΓΡΑ(ΨΕ)—“Hilkiya son of
Simon [wrote] the inscription.” The site is located west of Hebron at the
western part of the Judean mountains, overlooking the Shephela and the
coastal plains. Khirbet el-Muraqwas excavated by Emanuel Damati, who
supervised five seasons of excavations at the site, between  to .5
The installation at Khirbet el-Muraqwas built around a central courtyard
with a peristyle (a row of columns surrounding the courtyard; fig. ). In
the middle of the courtyard stood an elevated triclinium, surrounded by

5 E. Damati, “Khirbet el-Mûraq,” IEJ  (): ; idem, “The Palace of .Hilkiya,”
Qadmoniot  (): – (Hebrew).
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Fig. . Picture of Khirbet el-Muraq (according to Damati).

additional columns. An open triclinium of this sort has not been found in
any other site in the land of Israel.The site was built in the time of Herod
and appears to have been in use until the Bar Kokhba revolt. North of
the triclinium there were a number of rooms that served as a bath house,
including a hot room with a hypocaust dug into the rock; a warm room
decorated by amosaic floor featuring a colorful rosette at its center; and a
cold room in which was dug a pool with stairs, which looks like amikvah
(room  in the plan).

A tower surrounded by a glacis was built into the western wall. An
ornate gatehouse was built near the tower, in the southernwall of the site
(locus ). The peristyled courtyard had a mosaic floor. The triclinium
was surrounded by an aqueduct, which Damati believes was intended to
cool the diners. Pieces of red, green, and yellow stucco were found in the
palace, and Nabatean capitals were found at the site (fig. ).

Most of the features found at the palace of Hilkiya are absent at
Qumran. Other than the fact that both sites have a courtyard structure
incorporating a tower surrounded by a glacis, they are entirely dissimilar.
No triclinium was built at Khirbet Qumran; no pillars were found at the
site, nor was a bath house built there (fig. ). There are no mosaic floors
or Nabatean capitals, and there was no stucco ornamentation at Khirbet
Qumran.
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Fig. . Plan of Khirbet Qumran (according to Hirschfeld).

We now turn to a discussion of Second Temple era courtyard installa-
tions in Judea that feature a tower surrounded by a glacis. In , Shi-
mon Riklin excavated a site named Ofarim in western Samaria, east of
Jaffa. He uncovered a tower surrounded by a glacis, with a small court-
yard to its east (fig. ).The artifacts found in this installation include pot-
tery from the first century b.c.e. and four coins from the time of Alexan-
der Jannaeus (– b.c.e.).6 Riklin pointed out the architectural simi-
larity between the site at Ofarim and the eastern building at Qumran. In

6 S. Riklin, “A Hasmonean Site at Opharim,” in Judea and Samaria Research Studies
 (ed. Z.H. Erlich and Y. Eshel; Ariel: The College of Judea and Samaria, ), –
(Hebrew); idem, “When did the Essenes Arrive at Qumran? An Architectural Answer,”
in Studies in the Land of Judaea [����	
�� ����
���
� ������ ���� ������ ����� �����] (ed.
Z.H. Erlich;Ofra:Moriah Press, ), – (Hebrew); idem, “TheCourtyard Towers
in the Light of Finds from #Ofarim,” Atiqot  (): – (Hebrew).
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Fig. . Plan of the site in Ofarim (according to Riklin).

 and  he published popular articles in which he suggested that
the evidence he had found at Ofarim ought to be used for learning about
the archeology of Khirbet Qumran.

Following Riklin’s excavation, Yizhar Hirschfeld published an article
in which he collected data about structures that had been found in Judea
that included a central courtyard in which a tower surrounded by a
glacis had been incorporated into one of its sides.7 Hirschfeld identified
ten structures of this type (fig. ). In his view, these comprise a well-
defined group, and are all to be identified as private villas. On the basis of
the perceived similarity between Qumran and these other installations,
Hirschfeld proposed that Khirbet Qumran was a “large Manor house”
that had belonged to one of the friends of Herod.

7 Y. Hirschfeld, “Early Roman Manor Houses in Judaea and the Site of Khirbet
Qumran,” JNES  (): –.
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Fig. . Sites with courtyards, towers,
and glacis (according to Hirschfeld).
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Fig. . Map of sites with courtyards, towers,
and glacis (according to Hirschfeld).
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The ten Judean sites designated by Hirschfeld are:8 () Ofarim; ()
Khirbet el-Muraq; () Rujum el-Hamiri;9 () Aroer;10 () Qumran; ()
Qasr e-Leja; () Horvat #Eleq; () Horvat Salit; () Horvat Mazad; ()
Qasr et-Turabeh (fig. ). The first five locations on this list are indeed
SecondTemple period siteswith courtyard installations featuring a tower
surrounded by a glacis. In my opinion, however, the remaining five sites
ought not be placed in this group. Qasr e-Leja has been surveyed, but
not yet excavated. It lies north of the other sites that have a courtyard
and a tower surrounded by a glacis. It seems that this site is later than
the Second Temple period and is to be dated to the second or third
century c.e. Moreover, there was no glacis constructed around the tower
found in the corner of Qasr e-Leja. There is no basis for including this
structure in the group of sites of this type.11

Horvat #Eleq is a multi-layered site. Hirschfeld’s depiction of this site
includes structures from a number of periods.12 The tower surrounded
by a glacis that was built at Horvat #Eleq was not built into one of the
sides of the courtyard structure, and so it should not be included in the
list of sites similar to Qumran.13

The site of Horvat Salit was in use during the Bar Kokhba revolt, and
it too differs from the sites of the type under discussion. The fortified
structure here is attached to the courtyard installation, but the tower is
much larger than those in the first five sites listed by Hirschfeld, and it is
not surrounded by a glacis.14

8 Ibid. See also Y. Hirschfeld, “Qumran in the Second Temple Period: A Reassess-
ment,” in Qumran, the Site of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Archaeological Interpretations and
Debates (ed. K. Galor, J.-B. Humbert, and J. Zangenberg; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ),
–,  n. ; idem, Qumran in Context: Reassessing the Archeological Evidence
(Peabody: Hendrickson, ), –.

9 On Rujum el-Hamiri, see Y. Barouch, “The Roman Castles in the Hills of Hebron,”
in Judea and Samaria Research Studies  (ed. Z.H. Erlich and Y. Eshel; Ariel:The College
of Judea and Samaria, ), – (Hebrew).

10 On Aroer in the period of the Second Temple, see M. Hershkovitz, “Aroer at the
End of the Second Temple Period,” ErIsr  (): – (Hebrew).

11 Hirschfeld himself determined that the site at Qasr e-Leja was from the second or
third century c.e. See Y. Hirschfeld, The Palestinian Dwelling in the Roman-Byzantine
Period (Jerusalem: Franciscan Printing, ), –.

12 I am grateful to Dr. Orit Peleg, the current supervisor of the excavations at Horvat
#Eleq, for this information.

13 Y. Hirschfeld, Ramat Hanadiv Excavations: Final Report of the – Seasons,
(Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, ), –.

14 On Horvat Salit, see G. Bijovsky, “The Coins from .Horbat .Zalit,” Atiqot  ():
–.
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Fig. . Road map of the Qumran region (according to Hirschfeld).

As I have already shown in the beginning of this article, HorvatMazad
does not belong to this group either.The tower at this site is in the center
of the installation, and it is not surrounded by a glacis.

The final site listed by Hirschfeld is Qasr et-Turabeh. It is located
on the shore of the Dead Sea, about km south of Khirbet Qumran
(fig. ). This site was excavated in its entirety by Pesah Bar-Adon in
. The square installation at this site includes a tower surrounded by
a glacis attached to its southern wall (fig. ). Alongside the western and
northern walls of the structure there are rows of monoliths, i.e., stone
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Fig. . Plan of Qasar et-Turabeh (according to Bar-Adon).

pillars, which are typical architectonic features of the IronAge. Bar-Adon
found  indicative ceramic artifacts at the site. Thirty-two of these are
from the IronAge II, including a complete juglet.The items appear to date
from the seventh century b.c.e. Bar-Adon found only five potsherds from
the Hasmonean era in his excavation.15 The architectonic components as
well as the pottery found at Qasr et-Turabeh indicate that the structure
was originally built in the IronAge II, and continued to function as a way
station into the Second Temple period.

A comparison between Khirbet Qumran and the sites enumerated by
Hirschfeld yieldsmanymoredissimilarities than similarities: None of the
other sites that have a courtyard installation with a tower surrounded by
a glacis feature ten miqwaot, as Qumran does.16 The other sites do not
havemanufacturing installations like those found atQumran (such as the
potters’ workshop).We have not found anything elsewhere similar to the

15 P. Bar-Adon, “Excavations in the Judean Desert,” Atiqot  (): – (Hebrew).
16 Following R. Reich’s identification of ten miqwaot at Qumran, see R. Reich,

“Miqwa#ot (Ritual Baths) at Qumran,” Qadmoniot  (): –; see also J. Mag-
ness,TheArchaeology of Qumran and the Dead Sea Scrolls (Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls
and Related Literature; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –.
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dining hall and the dishes found in the southern part of KhirbetQumran.
We have not found another site that is in the proximity of a cemetery
with over  burials. Not one of the other sites has an aqueduct of the
type found at Qumran.Thus, despite the architectonic similarity between
Khirbet Qumran and the other four Judean sites with a courtyard tower
and glacis, it is clear that Qumran is very different from these other sites.

To date, we have uncovered five Judean sites featuring a courtyard
installation in which a courtyard surrounded by a glacis has been incor-
porated into one of its walls.These five sites may be placed into four cate-
gories:The installations at Rujum el-Hamiri and Aroer were constructed
for defensive purposes. These sites were constructed at strategic loca-
tions, and it is likely that theywere inhabited by professional soldiers who
served in the Hasmonean and Herodian armies. In contrast, the instal-
lation at Ofarim was built for the defense of a private individual and his
family, who resided near their orchards in the fruit harvesting season.
Evidence for this can be found in the tiny dimensions of the structure at
Ofarim, which is much smaller than any of the other installations. Khir-
bet el-Muraq was a country villa or a palace. As noted above, it is the
only country villa to have been found in Judea from the Second Temple
period. At Qumran, the courtyard installation with the tower and glacis
served a religious community that used the site at the end of the Second
Temple period. It appears that the idea of building courtyard structures
protected by a tower and surrounded by a glacis began already in the First
Temple period, at the end of Iron Age II, as indicated by the excavations
of Qasr et-Turabeh.

I would like to conclude this study with a general statement about
archeological method. From a scientific standpoint, it is not legitimate
to ask “what would we have thought about the site of Khirbet Qumran if
the scrolls had not been discovered?” No responsible archeologist would
assert that it is preferable to determine the date of a particular structure
by deliberately disregarding the artifacts found in it, such as pottery or
coins. In the same way, it would not be valid to suggest that the walls
of a building be ignored in evaluating the purpose of the structure.
Archeological method demands that a proposed explanation address all
of the finds uncovered at a particular site.Thus, attempting to explain the
purpose of the buildings at Khirbet Qumran, while ignoring the scrolls
found near the site, is a game that is not relevant to serious inquiry.17

17 H. Eshel, “Qumran Archaeology” (review of Y. Hirschfeld, Qumran in Context),
JAOS  (): –.
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In summary, in this note I first compared Khirbet Qumran to a way
station from the Second Temple era that was found west of Jerusalem.
We saw that this site, Horvat Mazad, bears no architectonic similarity to
Qumran. I then compared Qumran to Khirbet el-Muraq, which is the
only known country villa from the Second Temple period. And, again,
we saw that these sites were very different from one another. Finally, we
compared Khirbet Qumran to a group of sites that contain courtyard
installations that were defended by a tower surrounded by a glacis. We
saw that the architectonic similarities of these sites was not indicative of
the functions of the sites, but that structures of this sort were used for a
variety of purposes in the Second Temple period.





PARALLELS TO BE SEEN:
MANUSCRIPTS IN JARS FROMQUMRAN AND EGYPT*
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Cylindrical Jars with and without
Manuscripts from Qumran

The famous story of the Bedouin shepherd of the Ta"amireh tribe dis-
covering ancient manuscripts in the caves at Qumran in  does not
provide us with secure archaeological documentation of the find. How-
ever, the Bedouin account is the only evidence at our disposal that
manuscripts were actually found in jars in  in the area (fig. ).1
Nevertheless, there are several other accounts of hiding and discovering
manuscripts in jars around Eastern Mediterranean, Mesopotamia and
Kurdistan, including the Bible and rabbinic literature. It is, for instance,
known thatmanuscripts were found in jars near Jericho already in antiq-
uity, and in the Dead Sea region in theMiddle Ages, but there is no exact
information as to whether these discoveries were associated with Qum-
ran in specific.2

That the Bedouin’s story of the Qumran discovery is largely credible
is supported by the archaeological accounts from Egypt. Already in
 R. de Vaux,3 followed by J.T. Milik in 4 and B. Couroyer in

* Wewish to express our deep gratitude to the Soprintendenza per i BeniArcheologici
del Piemonte e Museo Antichità Egizie, Turin, Italy, to Chief Curator Dr. E. D’Amicone,
Dr. Marcella Trapani, the museum assistants and the library staff, who gave us access to
the Deir el-Medina archaeological material, the excavation documents and helped us to
find relevant literature in October .

1 In his account the Bedouin, however, dates the discovery to . See, e.g.,
W.H. Brownlee, “Muhammad ed-Deeb’s Own Story of his Scroll Discovery,” JNES 
(): –.

2 Eusebius,Hist. eccl. .., and O. Eissfeldt, “Der Anlass zur Entdeckung der Höhle
und ihr ähnliche Vorgänge aus älterer Zeit,” TLZ  (): – (–).

3 R. de Vaux, “La grotte des manuscrits hébreux,” RB  (): – ().
4 J.T. Milik, “Le Giarre dei Manoscritti della Grotta del Mar Morto e dell’Egitto

Tolemaico,” Bib  (): –.
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Fig. . Qumran Cave , the Site of the Bedouin
Discovery. Photograph: K. Lönnqvist.

,5 pointed to the fact that apart fromQumran the tradition of hiding
manuscripts in jars is especially well testified in Egypt, and that the
only excavated finds of scrolls in jars were from Egypt. The date of the
excavated manuscript finds varied from the Ramesside to the Ptolemaic
and early Christian era. These finds contained papyri and parchment
documents written in Hieratic, Demotic, Aramaic, Greek and Coptic.
Most of the finds are scrolls, while the later texts were often in codex-
form, like the early Christian and Gnostic literature (see table ).

5 B. Couroyer, “A propos des dépots de manuscrits dans des jarres,” RB  (): –
.
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Fig. . The Qumran Cave  Jars Containing Manuscripts. (The Hebrew
University Collection of Qumran Jars. After Sukenik , .)

Table . A Short Summary of Jars Containing Scrolls or Codices Found
in Egypt

Ramesses III (Hieratic)  occurrence
Sixth century b.c.e. (Saqqara and Hermopolis, both Aramaic)  occurrences
Ptolemaic/Hellenistic ( Elephantine in Greek and Demotic, 
Deir el-Medina in Greek and Demotic+ Deir el-Medina in
Greek and Demotic)

 occurrences

Early Christian/Gnostic texts ( Nag Hammadi,  Fayum, 
Kôm-Išgây)

 occurrences

The two jars associated (fig. ) with the original discovery of Cave  at
Qumran were purchased by E. Sukenik with some manuscripts from a
Bethlehem dealer for the Hebrew University of Jerusalem.6 During the
subsequent cave excavations at Qumran, L.G. Harding and R. de Vaux

6 E.L. Sukenik, ed.,TheDead Sea Scrolls of the HebrewUniversity (Jerusalem:Magnes,
).
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found in Cave  dozens of broken pottery pieces of the same type as
these intact jars, further reinstating the Bedouin discovery. In addition,
the linen wrappings that were still attached to some pieces of pottery
support the authenticity of the Bedouin discovery.7 The excavations by
R. de Vaux8 in the s and by Y. Magen and Y. Peleg9 in –
at the settlement of Qumran have produced cylindrical jars of the type
found in the nearby caves. The common cylindrical jar types, then, have
been used as an argument to connect the scroll caves with the main
settlement at Qumran.

InQumran studies, the cylindrical jars were for long generally thought
to be unique to the Qumran region in Palestine. But in the last few years
R. Bar-Nathan has pointed to similarities between the Qumran storage
jars and the ceramic repertoire of the Hasmonaean and Herodian win-
ter palaces at Jericho and Masada.10 In addition, according to J. Mag-
ness, there are cylindrical jars from Qalandiya north of Jerusalem and
Quailba (Abila) in Jordan.11 The Masada jar finds are, however, more
comparable in shape to the cylindrical jars from Cave  than the Jeri-
cho jars. For example, the “bag-shaped” jar type from Jericho, despite
sharing some common features, is not comparable to the two cylindri-
cal jars in the Hebrew University Collection that came to be called the
“scroll jars.”12 Late Roman so-called bag-shaped amphora types of Pea-
cock’s Class  (Zemer ) produced in Palestine, Gaza and Egypt do also
bear some resemblance to the Qumran jars in their elongated shape, but
they are later than the Qumran and the Jericho finds.13Therefore, beside
theQumran region the only hitherto known comparable and contempo-

7 G.L. Harding in DJD I (): .
8 See, e.g., J.-B. Humbert and A. Chambon, eds., Fouilles de Khirbet Qumrân et de

Aïn Feshka, vol. I: Album de photographies, rèpertoire du fonds photographique, synthèse
des notes de chantier du Père Roland de Vaux OP (NTOA.SA ; Fribourg: Éditions
Universitaires, ).

9 Y. Magen and Y. Peleg, “Back to Qumran: Ten Years of Excavation and Research,
–,” in Qumran, the Site of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Archaeological Interpretations
andDebates: Proceedings of a Conference Held at BrownUniversity, November –, 
(ed. K. Galor, J.-B. Humbert, and J. Zangenberg; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.

10 R. Bar-Nathan, “Qumran and the Hasmonaean and Herodian Winter Palaces of
Jericho: The Implication of the Pottery Finds on the Interpretation of the Settlement at
Qumran,” in Qumran, the Site of the Dead Sea Scrolls, –.

11 J. Magness, “Qumran: The Site of the Dead Sea Scrolls: A Review Article,” RevQ 
(–): – (–).

12 Cf. also ibid., .
13 D.P.S. Peacock and D.F.Williams, Amphorae and the Roman Economy: An Introduc-

tory Guide (London: Thames & Hudson, ).
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raneous cylindrical jars from the Dead Sea area are those from Masada
called Masada group . These jars belong to the so-called last occupa-
tion (–/ c.e.)14 of Masada by the Zealots, or the sicarii accord-
ing to Flavius Josephus (J.W. .–; .–, –). Although
the shape of the Qumran and Masada jars is the same, the Masada jars
did not contain manuscripts. Based on the evidence from Masada, Bar-
Nathan explains that the cylindrical jars from Qumran are from the first
century c.e. This generalizing conclusion is, on the one hand, problem-
atic, as we shall see in due course when studying the analyses of the clay
that the Qumran pottery was made of, the existing parallels of cylindri-
cal jars, as well as the dating of the texts that were discovered inside the
jars. It is true that Bar-Nathan is right concerning the dating of some
later examples of cylindrical jars found at the settlement, but this con-
clusion does not necessarily apply to the date of all the cylindrical jars
that came from the Qumran caves, or the origin of burying scrolls in jars
at the site. Therefore, there is a further problem that needs to be consid-
ered, i.e., how did, in fact, the jar type end up in Masada: Was it actu-
ally acquired from Qumran by the last fighters? Or did some Qumran
occupiers join the last fighters?Moreover, how should one then interpret
the fate of the cities in the vicinity such as Ein Gedi (Engaddi), which
the sicarii destroyed?15 Interestingly, Y. Yadin found onMasada a version
of the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice (Mask) comparable to that from
the Qumran Cave  (Q–) and Cave  (Q). Yadin indeed
believed that the occupiers of Qumran were Essenes and that the find
from Masada was a proof that some Essenes participated in the Jewish
revolt against Romans and joined the last fighters of the Zealots/sicarii
on Masada.16 J. Magness agrees with Yadin’s deduction.17 On the other
hand, in the light of the present evidence we would only conclude that
the common jar type and the manuscript find indicate that there were
some contacts with the last occupants of Masada and Qumran.

J. Gunneweg and M. Balla analysed the origin of (the clay of)  jars
from Qumran Caves , , , , , , , , , ,  and  by using
the Neutron Activation Analysis (NAA).18 Of the  jars studied,  jars

14 Bar-Nathan, “Qumran and the Hasmonaean and Herodian Winter Palaces.”
15 Josephus, J.W. ..
16 Y. Yadin, Masada: Herod’s Fortress and Zealots’ Last Stand (New York: Random

House, ), –.
17 Magness, “Qumran:The Site of the Dead Sea Scrolls: A Review Article,” .
18 J. Gunneweg and M. Balla, “Neutron Activation Analysis: Scroll Jars and Common

Ware,” in Khirbet Qumrân et #Aïn Feshkha, vol. II: Études d’anthropologie, de physique et
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were of the elongated cylindrical shape—often called “scroll jars.” The
height of the jars varied from cm to cm. Some jars had handles
and/or lids, whereas others lacked them. Similar jars were also analyzed
from the Qumran settlement, but the function of these cylindrical jars
discovered in the settlement—according to the authors—may have been
different as the jars are of different size and thus may have been used
for storage of other materials. Also in J. Magness’ opinion the cylindrical
jars fromQumran were used for storing othermaterials such as food and
drink beside manuscripts.19 The NAA samples of the clays point to the
fact that generally the jars and ceramics from the settlement and caves
were locally produced: probably in the Jericho-Dead Sea region or near
Hebron from the Mozza clay, not representing the terra rossa type of
clay. However, there is an intriguing but unidentified clay substance in
a small group of Qumran jars which may have come from elsewhere. It
should furthermorebe noted that there are clear examples of clay “finger-
prints” typical of the Nabataean pottery among the other types of jars
from Qumran.20

Manuscript Jars from Egypt: The Deir el-Medina Finds

It is apparent that J.T. Milik’s pioneering article on the similarities be-
tween the Qumran jars and the jars from Deir el-Medina published in
 has fallen on “deaf ears” because it was written in Italian.21 Milik
emphasized, as we did in ,22 that by then—before the publications

de chimie (ed. J.-B. Humbert and J. Gunneweg; NTOA.SA ; Fribourg: Academic Press,
), –.

19 Magness, “Qumran: The Site of the Dead Sea Scrolls: A Review Article,” .
20 Gunneweg and Balla, “Neutron Activation Analysis.”
21 See n.  above.
22 Milik, “Giarre dei Manoscritti,” – says that: “Vasi di tipo analogo ci sono però

neli’Egitto contemporaneo,” or that jars that are typologically similar and contemporary
are from Egypt; and “la similitudine morfologica delle giarre di Dêr et-Medîna e del Mar
Morto è evidente,” or that the morphological similarities between the Deir el-Medina
jars and the Dead Sea jars are obvious; that “L’ esame più esteso della ceramica ellenistica
dell’Egitto rileverà senza dubbio raffronti più numerosi e più esatti e confermerà con ogni
probabilità l’ipotesi della provenienza dall’Egitto di questo tipo di vasellame della ceramica
palestinese” or in English “that a more fuller examination of the Hellenistic pottery of
Egypt finds without any doubt so numerous and exact comparisons and confirms in all
probability the hypothesis of an Egyptian origin for this type of Palestinian pottery vessel.”
See also M. Lönnqvist and K. Lönnqvist, Archaeology of the Hidden Qumran: The New
Paradigm (Helsinki: Helsinki University Press, ), –.



parallels to be seen 

Fig. . The Deir el-Medina Jars from Schiaparelli’s
Expedition to Egypt in . Published with

permission of The Egyptian Museum at Turin, Italy.

of other parallels from Israel—the closest typological and functional
parallels to the smaller Qumran jar type from Cave  were found in
Egypt. Milik’s list of Egyptian parallels contained two cylindrical vessels
that are now housed in the Egyptian Museum in Turin in Italy (fig. ).

In , E. Schiaparelli’s excavation team found these two clay jars still
closed and sealed with ropes in a house at the village of Deir el-Medina
in WesternThebes in Egypt. The house was associated with a large tomb
that may have been a part of the Temple of Hathor. An archive of Greek
andDemotic papyriwas recovered from the two jars.23The authors of this
paper had an opportunity to closely study theseDeir el-Medina jars in the
Egyptian Museum of Turin in Italy in .24 Both jars have three small

23 G. Botti, L’Archivio demotico da Deir el-Medineh ( vols.; Catalogo del Museo Egizio
di Torino, Serie Prima: Monumenti e Testi ; Florence: Le Monnier, ). B. Bruyère,
Rapport sur les fouilles de Deir el Médineh (–) (Fouilles de l’ Institut Français
d’Archéologie Orientale du Caire ; Cairo: Institut Français d’Archéologie Orientale,
), , n. .

24 Schiaparelli’s two jars meet the following description: Jar A (Inv. No. ,), height
cm, diameter cm, thickness .–.cm. The lid is of “anelliform” being cm in
diameter. Jar B (Inv. No. ,) is cm in height, with a diameter of .–.cm and
thickness of .cm.The diameter of the lid is .cm.The smaller Hebrew University jar
that is thought to originate in Qumran Cave  is .cm in height, .cm in diameter



 minna lönnqvist and kenneth lönnqvist

Fig. . The Deir el-Medina Jar No. , from Schiaparelli’s
Expedition to Egypt in . Published with permission of The
Egyptian Museum at Turin, Italy. Photograph: K. Lönnqvist.

loop-handles close to the neck of the vessel. At the time of the original
discovery, the handles of the jars were used to close the lid with a rope.
The clay of both jars is fine rossa with some white inclusions, typical of
theMediterranean terra rossa pottery.The function of theDeir el-Medina
jars was to preserve a family archive, and as such probably intended to be
a portable archive. These jars contained altogether  papyrus scrolls, 
folios of which nine documents are in Greek and  in Demotic. The
papyri dated between  and  b.c.e. include liturgical texts, deeds
of sale, marital and divorce contracts, property agreements of funerary
organisations, cancellation of debts, etc. The manuscripts found in the
jars are thus from the Ptolemaic/Hellenistic era, and secure a date for
both the use of the private archive and its subsequent deposit.25

and its lid is .cm in width (fig.  above).The jar is therefore .cm taller than the Deir
el-Medina jars and ca. cm wider in diameter.

25 Botti, L’Archivio demotico.
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With the kind assistance of Dr. Marcella Trapani from the Egyptian
Museum at Turin, we also discovered in  that, in addition to Schi-
aparelli’s  find, another family archive had been discovered in jars
in  by E.B. Coxe Jr. under C. Fisher’s archaeological expedition at
Deir el-Medina in a house dating to the Ptolemaic period. This find
was unknown to R. de Vaux and J. Milik. The expedition found alto-
gether  Demotic papyri in two jars (of “beet form”) in a house built
against the pylon of the nineteenth dynasty tomb at Dra#-Abu-el-Naga.
The documents dated from the years – b.c.e. also being Ptole-
maic/Hellenistic. With regard to the contents, the find resembles Schi-
aparelli’s discovery: leases of houses, marriage contracts and divorce
settlements, statements of accounts, mortgages, gifts and services for
mummies. The jars and some of the manuscripts are now in the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania Museum at Philadelphia, some in the Cairo
Museum, but unfortunately, we have no information about the pottery
vessels.26

Manuscript Jars from Egypt: The Elephantine Finds

TheDeir el-Meidna jars are not isolated examples in thematerial culture
of ancient Egypt. In addition, it is elucidating to bring forth the archaeo-
logical fact that some Greek and Demotic papyri were also found in jars
in  during the German excavations at Elephantine in Upper Egypt.
There were five papyri dating from /–/ b.c.e. and nineteen
from the years /–/ b.c.e.27—the dates falling more or less
into the same period as the latter finds by E.B. Coxe Jr. and C. Fisher
from Deir el-Medina. Because these Greek and Demotic papyri from

26 C.S. Fisher, “A Group of Theban Tombs,” University of Pennsylvania: The Museum
Journal  (): –; N. Reich, “Marriage and Divorce in Ancient Egypt: Papyrus
Documents Discovered atThebes by the Eckley B. Coxe Jr. Expedition to Egypt,” Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania: The Museum Journal  (): –; repr. (with corrections) in
Mizraim  (): –; M. El-Amir, A Family Archive from Thebes: Demotic Papyri
in the Philadelphia and Cairo Museums from the Ptolemaic Period, vol. : Transliteration
and Translation (Cairo: General Organisation for Government Printing Offices, ).
See also J.R. Abercrombie, “A History of the Acquisition of Papyri and Related Written
Material in theUniversity (of Pennsylvania)Museum” (ca. ; published only electron-
ically: http://www.sas.upenn.edu/religious_studies/rak/ppen/paphist.htm).

27 O. Rubensohn, Elephantine-Papyri (Ägyptische Urkunden aus den königlichen
Museen in Berlin: Griechische Urkunden: Sonderheft; Berlin: Weidmann, ), –,
. The jars were oval and elongated, cm in height.



 minna lönnqvist and kenneth lönnqvist

Elephantine were found in jars, E.G. Kraeling, who published some of
the Jewish Aramaic papyri from Elephantine, suspected that they were
probably originally stored and found in jars owing to their exceptionally
good state of preservation.28 They had been purchased by C.E. Wilbour
from locals in 29 in the same manner as Dr. Sukenik had done with
the Qumran manuscripts, and therefore the exact circumstances of the
discovery are unknown. It should be noted that these Aramaic papyri
from Elephantine in the BrooklynMuseum collection date from the fifth
century b.c.e. and belonged to the Jewish military colonists living at
Elephantine. Other fifth century documents of the Jewish colony were
also published by A.E. Cowley.30 Although these Jewish manuscripts are
earlier than themanuscript jar findsmade at Elephantine,Deir el-Medina
and Qumran, Kraeling’s suggestion that the manuscripts at the Brooklyn
Museum collection had been originally stored in jars, does not have to
be very far-fetched if we look at the finds in table .There are two known
occurrences of Aramaic texts in jars dating from the sixth century b.c.e.
found at Saqqara and Hermopolis.

The Persian domination of Egypt obviously influenced the contents of
the writings of the Jewish colonies, and the languages used. As exempli-
fied in the Elephantine documents, Aramaic and Greek were commonly
used in the area in official texts in the Persian andGraeco-Romanperiod.
The same situation obtains at Qumran even though the majority of the
Qumran texts were composed in Hebrew. The Aramaic used in the Ele-
phantine papyri belongs to the so-called Imperial Aramaic used during
the Persian era until the conquest of Alexander the Great, after which
Greek largely replaced Aramaic in official texts in the Near East.31 The
QumranAramaic dialect contains, in contrast to Imperial Aramaic, fixed
Hebrew loanwords, but no Greek ones.32 As far as the writing materials
are concerned, the Elephantine texts were written on papyrus, which is,

28 E.G. Kraeling, ed.,The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri: New Documents of the
Fifth Century B.C. from the Jewish Colony at Elephantine (New Haven: Yale University
Press, ), .

29 Ibid., .
30 A.E. Cowley, ed., Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century B.C. (Oxford: Clarendon,

).
31 See, e.g. K. Beyer, The Aramaic Language: Its Distribution and Subdivision (trans.

J.F. Healey; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, ), –.
32 C.Müller-Kessler andF. Schiller apudK. Lönnqvist, “Winds of Change: Impressions

from an International Conference called:The Dead Sea Scrolls in Context, Integrating the
Dead Sea Scrolls in the Study of Ancient Texts, Languages, and Cultures,” QC  ():
– ().
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in fact, frequently encountered at Qumran, too (also at Cave ), although
themajority of theDead Sea Scrolls were written on parchment. Further-
more, it is important to recall here that the Dead Sea area, like the rest of
Palestine, was under Ptolemaic rule for an entire century in theHellenis-
tic period. The foreign domination continued in the Roman era, when
Mark Antony bequeathed Jericho and her balsam groves with other areas
to Queen Cleopatra, the Ptolemaic ruler of Egypt.33

As contacts and movement of people between Jewish communities
and under different political dominations were common in antiquity,
influences were naturally transmitted. Papyrus Padua , for instance,
indicates that there were contacts between the Jews of Elephantine and
those of another garrison city at Migdol in the Delta region.34 After the
Jewish temple of Elephantine was destroyed,35 Jews from Elephantine
may have relocated to areas such as the Delta region whereas others
may even have returned to Palestine. The Jewish philosopher Philo the
Alexandrian describes the life of the community of Jewish Therapeu-
tae at Marea, another military colony in the Delta area.36 These Jewish
Therapeutae had doctrinal teachings and customs similar to the ones we
encounter in the Qumran texts, and which the contemporary Essenes in
Palestine had.37

Manuscript Jars from Egypt: The Nag Hammadi Finds

The provenance studies of the Qumran “scroll jars” conducted by J. Gun-
neweg and M. Balla do not take into account Milik’s previously men-
tioned references to the typologically and morphologically comparable
jars with manuscripts found in Egypt. The authors only mention a later
jar find including Gnostic and Coptic manuscripts from Chenoboskion

33 Josephus, J.W. .–.
34 See also E. Bresciani, “Papiri aramaici egiziani di epoca persiana presso il Museo

Civico di Padova,” RSO  (): –.
35 A letter dating from  b.c.e. is a petition for authorization by Elephantine Jews

to build a new temple to replace the old one, and includes a detailed description of the
destruction of the first one. See, J.B. Pritchard, ed., The Ancient Near East, vol. : An
Anthology of Texts and Pictures (Princeton: Princeton University Press, ), –.
See also Cowley, Aramaic Papyri, .

36 Philo, On the Contemplative Life.
37 See G. Vermes and M.D. Goodman, eds., The Essenes According to the Classical

Sources (Oxford Centre Textbooks ; Sheffield: JSOT Press, ), passim.
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in Egypt.38 This find from Egypt, also listed by Milik, is obviously the
same as the Nag Hammadi (or Naj ‘ .Hammādı̄) discovery, as the site
was called Chenoboskion in antiquity. The discovery of the famous Nag
Hammadi Christian apocryphal and Gnostic codices in Upper Egypt
in  is a surprisingly similar story to the contemporary Qumran
finds.39

The Bedouins at Nag Hammadi found a jar containing ancient manu-
scripts while digging for fertilizers, but it was destroyed andwhat remains
is a description and drawing.40 The colour of the bowl is deep reddish
brown, connecting it to the terra rossa of the Deir el-Medina jars in
Turin. The height is comparable with the taller jar from Qumran Cave
,41 but it is apparent that the Nag Hammadi jar was not as narrow as
the Cave  jar. The Bedouin drawing points clearly to the existence of
a wide amphora-type vessel which allegedly accommodated the original
manuscripts. As far as the Nag Hammadi finds are concerned, they also
contained much later religious texts, though not Jewish, but Gnostic
Christian. The esoteric nature of both the Qumran texts and the Nag
Hammadi texts has been noticed by several scholars.

The Storage of the Manuscripts for Their Preservation

In the cases of Qumran and Egypt the dry desert climate has been a
major factor contributing to the preservation of the ancient manuscripts,
though it is by no means the only factor. Both the Qumran jars and
the Deir el-Medina jars, which are cylindrical in shape, have pottery
saucers or bowls as a lid. In Qumran the bowls were turned upside
down to protect the contents. As mentioned, the Nag Hammadi jar had
a comparable lid—now in the Schøyen collection in Norway—to the

38 Gunneweg and Balla, “Neutron Activation Analysis.” See also J. Michniewicz and
M. Krzyśko, “The Provenance of Scroll Jars in the Light of Archaeometric Investigations,”
in Khirbet Qumrân et #Aïn Feshkha, vol. II, –.

39 J.M. Robinson, “TheDiscovery of the NagHammadi Library and its Archaeological
Context,” BA  (): –.

40 Ibid. The Bedouins describe its size as having been cm in height, cm in
diameter at the bottom and the mouth having been –cm. Only the lid is preserved
and is of a parallel bowl-type, such as the Qumran jar lids. The lid of the Nag Hammadi
find belongs to the Schøyen Collection (MS /) in Oslo, Norway. It is .cm in
diameter, the ring foot being .cm in diameter at the base. The description of the jar
and the bowl-like lid is on pp. –.

41 Sukenik, Dead Sea Scrolls of the Hebrew University, fig. .
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Fig. . Types of Clay Jar-Sealings and Lids in
Archaic Egypt. Following Emery, Archaic Egypt, 
fig. . Redrawn and digitized by K. Lönnqvist.

Qumran bowls. Outside Qumran a single bowl of the type used in the
jars allegedly found in Cave  has also been discovered in Beit Zur on the
way to Bethlehem.42

It should be noted that already in the beginning of the First Dynasty in
Egypt, it was common to seal large wine jars by placing a round bowl-like
pottery cap in an inverted position over the mouth (see fig. ). It could
have been further sealed with a lump of clay to protect the contents.43 In
addition, the Deir el-Medina jars have loop handles near the neck of the
vessel comparable to the smaller jar purchased by Sukenik to theHebrew
University (fig. ). In the case of the Deir el-Medina jars the loop handles
functioned to tighten the closing mechanism of the lid with a rope or a
thong. It is likely that this was also the case in the smaller jar fromCave 
at the Hebrew University collection. This closing mechanism prevented,
e.g., animals from entering the jars.

Manuscripts Dating Jars

A distribution map of the jars discovered containing manuscripts from
the Graeco-Roman era (see fig. .) demonstrates that the archaeological
finds from the period concentrate in Egypt. The Egyptian finds with
dated manuscripts discovered in situ provide a secure dating for the use
of the jars. The closing date of the deposit of the Deir el-Medina jars
and archive found by Schiaparelli’s team is ca.  b.c.e. (terminus post

42 R.W. Funk, “The  Campaign at Beth-Zur,” BASOR  (): –.
43 W.B. Emery, Archaic Egypt: Culture and Civilization in Egypt Five Thousand Years

Ago (London: Penguin Books, ), –.
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Fig. . Archaeological Find Locations for Jars Containing
Scrolls from the Graeco-Roman Period. White Coloured

Circles: Qumran, Deir el-Medina and Elephantine.

quem), but this does not rule out the possibility that this private portable
archive with the cylindrical jar types was already in use in  b.c.e. and
remained so until the archive was closed. The dating of the manuscripts
found in the Deir el-Medina jars demonstrates that the jar type is most
likely dating from the second century b.c.e. of the Ptolemaic era.

It is believed that the famous Isaiah scroll from Qumran Cave 
(QIsaa) was originally deposited in the jars which Sukenik bought.
Other documents associated with the Qumran Cave  discovery are the
War Scroll (QM) and fragments of the Thanksgiving Scroll (Hodayot)
(QHa).44 In addition, the finds fromCave  also include theCommunity

44 Sukenik, Dead Sea Scrolls of the Hebrew University.
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Rule (QS) and Pesher Habakkuk (QpHab). As the manuscript discov-
eries from Deir el-Medina consisted of family archives, the contents are
not directly comparable with the Qumran texts that belonged to a reli-
gious community. Instead, it is possible to compare the composition of
the Deir el-Medina archives with the fifth century b.c.e. Jewish Aramaic
papyri fromElephantine inUpper Egypt.45 However, apart from civil and
judicial transactions, the Deir el-Medina papyri did also contain some
liturgical and religious documents which—as religious documents—are
comparable with theThanksgiving Scroll from Qumran Cave  (QHa).

The radiocarbon date of the Isaiah Scroll (QIsaa) is – bc, with
calibrated age ranges – Cal bc (with  probability). Palaeo-
graphic studies have dated it to – b.c.e., which is closer to the
lower calibrated radiocarbon age. The Community Rule (QS) dates to
± bp and Pesher Habakkuk (QpHab) written on papyrus dates
to ± bp. The former is calibrated to  Cal bc–Cal ad (with
 probability), and the latter to – Cal bc (with  probabil-
ity). The former age, and part of the latter, is within the range of the
lower calibrated radiocarbon date of the Isaiah Scroll (QIsaa) and is in
accordance with its palaeographic dating. The lower calibrated radiocar-
bon ages of the Community Rule (QS) and Pesher Habakkuk (QpHab)
around the turn of themillennium and theCommonEra, however, could
even indicate a date towards the end of the Qumran settlement and the
First Jewish Revolt (– c.e.).46 It is interesting to observe that the
Isaiah Scroll (QIsaa), which was probably stored in jars, is apparently
of the same age as the second century b.c.e. jars from Deir el-Medina.
However, the dating of the manuscripts found in jars by E.B. Coxe Jr.
under C. Fisher’s archaeological expedition concurs with the higher cal-
ibrated radiocarbon age of the Isaiah Scroll (QIsaa), but not with the
lower one or the latest palaeographic dates, which agree with the Schia-
parelli find.

Comparison of the radiocarbon dates of the Qumran texts from Cave
 with the dating of the Deir el-Medina cylindrical jars comprising
manuscripts allows us to tentatively date the Cave  jars in the Hebrew
University collection to the second century b.c.e., i.e., to the Hellenistic

45 See nn. – above.
46 A.J.T. Jull et al., “Radiocarbon Dating of Scrolls and Linen Fragments from the

Judean Desert,” Radiocarbon  (): –, esp. table . See also J. van der Plicht,
“Radiocarbon Dating and the Dead Sea Scrolls: A Comment on ‘Redating’,” DSD 
(): –, esp. .
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era.This is also the dating whichMilik originally supported, although he
did not have the latest radiocarbon datings from the Cave  manuscripts
available.

Conclusions

TheHellenistic date of the use of the Deir El-Medina archives discovered
by Schiapparelli’s team, and the calibrated radiocarbon dates as well
as the palaeographic dates for the texts from Qumran Cave  are in
agreement. In our view this implies that the jars—at least the smaller
comparable one—allegedly found in Cave  at Qumran and now in the
Hebrew University collection date from the second century b.c.e., like
Milik originally suggested. In the light of this evidence we may suggest
that the dating of QIsaa to ca. – b.c.e. is more plausible than
a third century b.c.e. date, and this could also be the case with Pesher
Habakkuk. This has interesting repercussions as far as the establishment
of the Qumran community and settlement is concerned, according to de
Vaux’s original view. The authors of this paper agree with a mid-second
century b.c.e. date for the founding of the Qumran community, also
suggested by the recently published numismatic evidence fromQumran,
possibly even a date as early as the first half of the second century b.c.e.47

The question remains whether the scrolls of Cave  were written in or
outside the Qumran community/region.That the Qumran Cave  jars—
at least the smaller one—seem to date from the second century b.c.e.
poses considerable complications, for instance, to the theory that sec-
ond century b.c.e. or older scrolls would have been hidden during the
First Jewish War in –/ c.e. in centuries old ceramic vessels. We
have no evidence either in favour of the view that the people, who inhab-
ited Qumran in the main occupation period, in the first century c.e.
(Period II) would have used “old” ceramic types from the second cen-
tury b.c.e. This discrepancy of storage of manuscripts in jars during the
First Revolt was also noted in J. Gunneweg’s and M. Balla’s studies. If
jars and documents would have been hidden in the caves at such a very
late date would, nevertheless, not change the plausibility that the custom
to store manuscripts in jars had been introduced at an earlier date and

47 K. Lönnqvist and M. Lönnqvist, “The Numismatic Chronology of Qumran: Fact
and Fiction,”NumC  (): –.
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that jars may have served as portable archives or as genizoth over a longer
period of time.

The cylindrical jar type used for the storage of the Qumran Cave 
manuscripts is typical of the Dead Sea area in Palestine, and there is no
reason to reject the notion that the Masada jar of the same type could
originally have come fromQumran. As far as the archaeological evidence
is concerned, Egypt also provides cylindrical jars containingmanuscripts
from the same period, and the archaeological evidence of the storage
of the manuscripts in jars with particular closing mechanisms goes way
back in Egypt.





BURIAL IN THE BOOK OF TOBIT AND IN QUMRAN

Nóra Dávid
University of Vienna

“Precious in the sight of the Lord is the
death of His pious ones.”

(Ps :)

The type of burials found at Qumran differ from the common way of
burying the dead in the Second Temple period.1 Instead of the well-built
mostly rock-cut family tombs, the community used very simple shaft
tombs. We can search for the reasons why the community used this type
of burial, but as only a small number (ca. . percent) of the tombs have
been excavated up to now, it is difficult to draw significant conclusions
on the basis of the unearthed material.2 If we accept the common view
that the Essenes lived at the site of Khirbet Qumran, we must probably
speak about an ascetic community, living according to the rules set down
in the Rule of the Community and the Temple Scroll, etc.

The Cemetery of Khirbet Qumran3

The cemetery of Khirbet Qumran reflects some kind of deliberateness
in the burials,4 which differs from the average Second Temple method.
Behind this we should expect some imprint in the written texts from

1 For themost detailed and complex introduction to the burial customs of the Second
Temple period see R. Hachlili, Jewish Funerary Customs, Practices and Rites in the Second
Temple Period (JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ).

2 For the detailed history of research of the cemetery of Khirbet Qumran see: B.
Schultz, “The Qumran Cemetery:  Years of Research,” DSD  (): –.

3 Themain cemetery is located – meters east of the settlement (fits the Mishnaic
law:m. B. Bat. :), and divided into several parts: three extensions (so-called “fingers”),
to the north, east and south; and the so-called north hill. The cemetery contains about
– graves, well arranged in ordered rows,most of themoriented north-south.On
the surface, the graves are marked by heaps of stones, and a large headstone. The tombs
are simple shaft tombs, dug into the marl-terrace, to an average depth of .–. meters.
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Qumran. But there we can only find a few allusions to the belief in
afterlife and the proper way of caring for the corpse. One finds hardly
anything about the proper way of burying it or about the cemetery. The
lack of textual evidence could theoretically be solved by appeal to the
archaeological evidence, but in the case of theQumran cemetery the data
are limited.

In order to find out any information about the possible intentional
arrangement of the burials in the Qumran cemetery we have to look for
parallels.The search for archaeological parallels—i.e., similar burials and
cemeteries—has already been done.5The parallels discovered share three
general similarities: the arrangement of the tombs, the lack of remarkable
custom of placing grave-goods with the corpse, and the typical simple
execution of the mostly individual tombs. But besides these similarities
it is difficult to discover any shared intentions or other matching-points.
To explain this method of burying the dead in this simple way, scholars
mainly mention two possibilities: these tombs were common prior in
time to the elaborated rock-cut tombs,6 or they were used by the poor
of the settlements.7 In the case of Qumran I can support the second,

At the bottom of the graves, a loculus (burial niche) was dug out on one side, where the
one body was placed.This loculuswas sealed by stone slabs, or mud bricks, then filled up
with soil. For a more detailed description of the tombs see: J. Magness,The Archaeology
of Qumran and the Dead Sea Scrolls (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –; Hachlili,
Jewish Funerary Customs, –; H. Eshel et al., “New Data on the Cemetery East of
Khirbet Qumran,” DSD  (): –.

4 The similarity of the elaboration and the strictly ordered rows of the graves reflect
that these burials were not accidental, but well planned and organized.

5 P. Bar-Adon, “Another Settlement of the Judean Desert Sect at #En el-Ghuweir on
the Shores of the Dead Sea,” BASOR  (): –; H. Eshel and Z. Greenhut, “ .Hiam
el Sagha, A Cemetery of the Qumran Type, Judaean Desert,” RB  (): –;
K.D. Politis, “Rescue Excavations in the Nabatean Cemetery at Khirbat Qazone –
,” ADAJ  (): –; idem, “The Nabatean Cemetery at Khirbet Qazone,”
NEA  (): –; idem, “The Discovery and Excavation of the Khirbet Qazone
Cemetery and its Significance Relative to Qumran,” in Qumran, the Site of the Dead Sea
Scrolls: Archaeological Interpretations and Debates: Proceedings of a Conference Held at
Brown University, November –,  (ed. K. Galor, J.-B. Humbert, and J. Zangenberg;
STDJ ; Leiden, Brill, ), –; É. Puech, “The Necropolises of Khirbet Qumran
and #Ain el-Ghuweir and the Essene Belief in Afterlife,” BASOR  (): –;
B. Zissu, “ ‘Qumran Type’ Graves in Jerusalem: Archaeological Evidence of an Essene
Community?” DSD  (): –; idem, “Odd Tomb Out: Has Jerusalem’s Essene
Community Been Found?” BAR / (): –.

6 A possible suggestion of it is to be read in Puech, “Necropolises,” .
7 J.E. Taylor, “The Cemeteries of Khirbet Qumran and the Women’s Presence at the

Site,” DSD  (): – (–); Zissu, “ ‘Qumran Type’ Graves in Jerusalem,”
.
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because—if we accept the common view, that the community lived at the
site of Khirbet Qumran from  b.c.e. until  c.e.8—in terms of time,
the community already should have become familiar with the practice of
burying the dead into caves, from which they had enough in the vicinity.

The second reason—aswe will see below—is easier to explain; also the
individuality of the tombs supports it. As RachelHachlili notes: “Qumran
is a desert site suitable for people seeking isolation.”9 The community of
the Essenes living at the site could be something like a sect or monastic
order, living an ascetic life of poverty. If this was the common way of
burying the dead of the people who could not afford themselves a costly
burial into rock-cut tombs in the Second Temple Period, it is reasonable
to accept the explanation. Even if the skeletal research on the bones
from the cemetery of Qumran shows that people buried there came
from an upper layer of the society,10 they most probably did not bury
their dead because they could not have afforded themselves the costly
burial into rock-cut tombs, but because they did not want to do so.
Nevertheless, Brian Schultz has challenged this interpretation saying:
“One striking difference [between the similar burials and the Qumran
cemetery], however, is the high degree of uniformity in the orientation
of the burials at Qumran, higher than at any other of the cemeteries, even
of Khirbet Qazone where all the burials are said to be north-south.”11

At this point, in order to better understand the burial practices of the
Qumran community, we must also look for parallels in written sources.
As we do not know any texts belonging to the group living at Qumran
besides the scrolls from the site, we can only try to examine the sources
possibly written in the same period. As some of the texts found in Qum-
ran were most probably written before the establishment of the commu-
nity at the Khirbeh, the criteria for being contemporary can be a date of
composition somewhere between the end of the third century b.c.e. to
the first century c.e., i.e., the end of the Second Temple period.12

8 The basic periodization of the chronology of Qumranwasmade by Roland de Vaux.
According to this the first period of habitation (Period Ia) began in ca.  b.c.e., and
the last (Period III) ended in  or  b.c.e. Later Jodi Magness dated the beginning of
habitation to ca. – b.c.e. Magness,The Archaeology of Qumran, .

9 Hachlili, Jewish Funerary Customs, .
10 O. Röhrer-Ertl, F. Rohrhirsch, and D. Hahn, “Über die Gräberfelder von Khirbet

Qumran, inbesondere die Funde der Campagne ,” RevQ  (): – ().
11 Schultz, “The Qumran Cemetery,”.
12 About the problem and method of dating the texts from Qumran see e.g.: J.C. Van-

derKam,The Dead Sea Scrolls Today (nd ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –;
G. Vermes,The Dead Sea Scrolls in English (London: Penguin Books, ), XXIII–XXV.
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In this paper my aim is to search for possible parallels in the book of
Tobit.13 In the history of research of the book of Tobit Qumran has its
own importance. Before the discoveries at Qumran, Tobit was known
only in Greek versions. The Aramaic and Hebrew fragments of the book
from Cave  changed that. It is especially significant that the Aramaic
fragments cover  percent of the verses of the longer Greek text from
codex Sinaiticus and the Hebrew covers  percent of them.14 There
are no significant differences between the text of the Septuagint and
the fragments from the caves, but the fact that the community read the
book has its own significance. Origen wrote in his Epistula ad Africanum
( c.e.), that “Concerning it [the book of Tobit], we must recognise
that Jews do not use Tobit.”15 But, as we can see after the discovery of the
Tobit fragments from Qumran, at least some Jews did.

Death and Burial in the Book of Tobit

Death plays an important role in the book of Tobit. It is not merely one
motif among others in the story, but a thread running through the entire
book. It comes out not only in Tobit’s pious acts of burying dead fellow-
Jews killed in the Assyrian court, but also as a central motif of the proper
burial of the corpse of the ancestors, or the importance of the only son
for the parents to carry out their desire of the proper final rest. The
desire for a proper final resting place is well represented in the prayer
of Tobit:

So now deal with me as you will; command my spirit to be taken from
me, so that I may be released from the face of the earth and become dust.
For it is better for me to die than to live, because I have had to listen to
undeserved insults, and great is the sorrow within me. Command, O Lord,

Especially about the dating of the Temple Scroll see: Y. Yadin, The Temple Scroll, vol. :
Introduction (Jerusalem:The Israel Exploration Society, ), –.

13 The general agreement about the dating of the book is the third or early second
century b.c.e. For a detailed analysis of the problem of dating the book of Tobit see:
e.g. F. Zimmermann,The Book of Tobit (New York: Harper, ), –; J.A. Fitzmyer,
Tobit (CEJL; Berlin: de Gruyter, ), –; B. Ego, Buch Tobit (JSHRZ II/; Gütersloh:
Gütersloher Verlagshaus, ), –; eadem, “Tobit (Buch),” TRE :–. For
the whole text and the fragments see: J. Fitzmyer in DJD XIX (): –.

14 J.A. Fitzmyer, “Fragments of Tobit from Qumran Cave ,” CBQ  (): –
().

15 Origen, Ep. Afr.  (SC :).
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that I be released from this distress; release me to go to the eternal home,
and do not, O Lord, turn your face away fromme. For it is better for me to
die than to see so much distress in my life and to listen to insults.

(Tob : NRSV)

In the book of Tobit the reader meets two main aspects, or levels of
burials. The first is the burial as a pious act, honouring the dead.16 This
act of Tobit is listed among others already at the beginning of the book
after the taking of the firstfruits and tithes to Jerusalem, the almsgiving,
and the exemplary family life. These passages are the following: :–
; :–; :–; :; :, –. It occurs for the first time in ::
“if I saw the dead body of anyone of my nation tossed beyond the wall
of Nineveh, I would bury it.” It reflects “the Jewish horror of corpses
left unburied,17 especially those of fellow Jews.”18 Later also the proper
way of burial is emphasized.19 This verse is the first, of which we have
an Aramaic fragment from Cave : “the wall of Nineveh” (Q ),
which surely must be a part of the verse quoted. Verse  tells the same,
but the accent is on the new Assyrian king Sennacherib, who forbade
burying the corpses and pursued Tobit, that increased the risk of Tobit’s
deeds. In chapter  the son is also involved: he is the one who notices
the body. Here we can read a whole burial-story with all its preparation
and after-effects, to which I will return later. In chapters ,  and  the
burial is mentioned and discussed in another way: the proper burial of
the father and the mother by the son. Tobit asks his son several times
to bury him and his wife after their death properly. It was an obligation

16 As for the burial as ethical task in the book of Tobit see: J. Bolyki, “Burial as an
Ethical Task in the Book of Tobit, in the Bible and in the Greek Tragedies,” inThe Book
of Tobit: Text, Tradition, Theology (ed. G. Xeravits and J. Zsengellér; JSJSup ; Leiden:
Brill, ), –. He classifies the burial motif in the book as an ethical norm in three
directions: “obedience towards God, piety towards outsiders and setting an example and
assuming solidarity, strengthening the internal cohesion of the community towards the
members of their people” ().

17 In the Temple Scroll (QTa [Q] LXIV) the case of the guilty of a capital crime
is discussed: he must be hung on the tree, but the corpse can not hang on the tree by
night, but must be buried on the day of the death, because: “those hanged on the tree
are accursed by God and men; you shall not defile the land which I give you for an
inheritance” (QTa LXIV:–).

18 Fitzmyer, Tobit, . See also at Josephus Flavius, Contra Apionem: “not leaving (a
corpse) unburied” (C. Ap. .).

19 Already in the Old Testament there was, above all, the traditional concern for the
proper burial of all the dead; the height of disgracewas not to be buried (Deut :; Kgs
:; Qoh :; Isa :; Jer :; :–; Ezek :; :). Fitzmyer, Tobit, . See
also in the later rabbinic tradition aboutmēt mi.swâh in b.Meg. b.
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of the son to bury the parents in honour. Tobit asks Tobiyah to bury
Sarah into the same tomb as him,20 following the ancient custom of
burying the wife and husband—or even more members of the family—
together.21

The second aspect is the hiding of the body of Tobiah by Raguel in
:– and : for the case if the bridegroom dying on the night of
the wedding. The father of Sarah was afraid that the eighth groom of
his daughter would die too and they would “become laughing-stock and
object of ridicule” (:). He really wanted to hide the corpse from the
other people, so on the night of the wedding (after the couple went to
bed) he asked his servants to help him digging a grave, so that before
sunset they would have been able to bury the corpse of Tobiah. Later in
the night he asked a maidservant to check whether he was still alive or
not. When he made sure that the couple was alive, he asked the servants
to fill up again the hole in the ground “before dawnwould come” (:).22

As we can see, the aim of the burial is completely different from the
first “type.”The one thing in common is the way; let’s say the “duration in
time” of the burial. In both cases it takes a very short time, only maybe a
few hours to prepare a grave, which, in this case, could only be a simple
shaft grave dug out of the ground for one individual. Tobit went out alone
to dig the grave, and also Raguel sent only few servants, but according
to the Greek short recension, Raguel himself went out alone and “dug a
grave” (Κα� �ρυ�εν τ���ν, :).23

As I have mentioned, a whole burial-scene is told in chapter . The
intention to act piously gives birth to another pious act: the son being
sent out to look for the poor of their “kinsfolk” to invite them to join
the Pentecost-dinner finds a murdered fellow-Jew. Tobit ran out to find a
place for him “in one of the outhouses until the sun would set” (:);
after returning he bathed, and ate his dinner in grief. After sunset he

20 Θ�ψ�ν α�τ�ν παρ’  μ��  ν !ν� "��#ω (Tob :).
21 A detailed description of family tombs and about the burial of women can be found

in: Hachlili, Jewish Funerary Customs, –.
22 The Greek expression for “rebury the grave” in Tob : is %&σαι τ)ν τ���ν. At

other loci the burial as act is expressed by verbs formed from "�πτω, which basically
means to bury, and the making of the grave is from *ρ+σσω. In the Latin text the verb
sepeliō is used, which has the original meaning: to put into a grave, to bury. Some of these
terms are with the original meaning of “to dig,” they most probably refer to the making
and usage of simple shaft tombs.

23 For the different textual versions of the book of Tobit see: S. Weeks, S. Gathercole,
and L.T. Stuckenbruck, eds., The Book of Tobit: Texts from the Principal Ancient and
Medieval Traditions (Berlin: de Gruyter, ).
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went out and “dug a grave and buried him.” After everything, according
to the longer Greek version: he went home, bathed again and went to
the courtyard to sleep (:). We can see the importance of purifying
after getting in contact with a corpse. Tobit not only bathes, but sleeps
in the courtyard in order not to defile the house as a closed unit with
the possible uncleanness. The point is not stressed in the longer Greek
version, but is in the shorter: “because I was defiled, I lay down to sleep
beside the courtyard wall” (:). The Vetus Latina reads: “and I washed
again in that hour after I had buried; I entered my house and laid down
to sleep near the wall.” The notion—following the Jewish law—of the
defiling nature of the corpse is unambiguous, but the way of purifying
is not. In the different texts we find three different ways: ) to bathe after
the burial and to lay in the courtyard (longer Greek version); ) not to
bathe, but sleep in the courtyard (shorter Greek version); ) to bathe, but
sleep in the house (Vetus Latina).24

Purity Rules Regarding
Corpse-Contamination in Qumran

From the very few sources we have from Qumran relating death and
burial, the most important ones are the purity rules concerning the
corpse. In the Qumran scrolls the corpse is represented as the highest
source of impurity. As also in later Jewish tradition, it is referred to as
“the father of uncleanness,” or as Rashi states “father of the fathers of
uncleanness.”25 This view is represented in the Temple Scroll (QTa),
where the majority of these purity rules can be found (mostly in cols.
XLVIII–L).We find in col. XLV a ban on anybody who had contacted the
impurity of the dead (tamē la-nefeš), in order not to enter the city of the
sanctuary. In QTa XLVIII types of non-Jewish mourning rituals show
up as counter-examples. The “holy men of JHWH” can not behave as
gentile people, so they cannot bury their dead within their city limits, but
they have to separate a place for them, just like for people contaminated
with other uncleanness. Here we can see the authors’ aim of expressing
the holiness of the community, and the high pollution rate of the dead,
even for the land. After the land, a closer unit follows. The house is the

24 Tob :. For the texts see: Weeks, Gathercole, and Stuckenbruck,The Book of Tobit,
–.

25 See Rashi on b. Pesa .h. b and a.
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closest space for a person (only later do the persons themselves count,
the pregnant woman, with a fetus inside). After someone dies, besides
the house itself where it occurs, even all the people, food and vessels
in it become unclean, and must to be purified. The main features of
this purification are the bathing in water, the sprinkling of the waters
of purification (made of the ashes of the red heifer) and the washing
of clothes. The termini are the first, the third and the seventh days. The
vessels should be washed on the third and seventh days only, while the
men even on the first day should wash themselves and their clothes.
By the evening of the seventh day everybody and everything becomes
clean.The same rules should also be applied for people getting in contact
in opened field with a corpse, with bones, or even if they touched a
grave!

The other important text from the caves of Qumran regarding the
impurity of the corpse-contaminated person is QRitPur A (Q)
. As Esther Eshel has stressed, this fragment—which mentions the
importance of cleansing on the first day—was “composed according to
the law found in the Temple Scroll.”26 So we have a contemporary legal
text with similar regulations regarding the need of cleaning on the first
day. As for the significance of the purification on the first day, Jacob
Milgrom understood it as “the first day ablution is to allow the impurity
bearer to remain in the city.”27 This is why the corpse-contaminated
are not listed in the Temple Scroll (QTa XLVI:–) among those
quarantined or expelled from the city because of impurities such as
the leper, the gonorrheic, etc.28 But in QTa XLV: there is the clear
ban of entering the city for everyone unclean through contact with the
dead.29

26 E. Eshel, “Q Fragment : Purification of a Corpse Contaminated Person,”
in Legal Texts and Legal Issues: Proceedings of the Second Meeting of the International
Organization for Qumran Studies, Cambridge  (ed. M. Bernstein, F. García Martínez,
and J. Kampen; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.

27 J. Milgrom, “Studies in the Temple Scroll,” JBL  (): – ().
28 On the contrary, Josephus mentions the corpse contaminated among the defiled

who needs isolation:Ant. .–. Also the Torah proscribes that he had to be expelled
from the Temple city (Num:–).What could be the reason, for the author of theTemple
Scroll to differ from it? According toMilgrom, it could be the pshat reading of the biblical
text, therefore, the phrase “and then he may return to the camp” occurs in all other cases,
but not at the mentioning of the corpse contamination. Milgrom, “Studies in the Temple
Scroll,” .

29 This law is opposed to the laws of the Sages. For further details see Yadin,TheTemple
Scroll, :.



burial in the book of tobit and in qumran 

Purity Rules Regarding
Corpse-Contamination besides Qumran

As we see in the book of Tobit, purification after being in contact with
a corpse is important. He washes himself after hiding the body on the
Pentecost-evening, and also after the burial of that night. Furthermore,
he sleeps in the court and not in the house. The Temple Scroll addresses
the issue of corpse-contamination as follows: “anyone who entered the
house shall bathe in water and wash his clothes on the first day” (QTa

XLIX:). So purification on the first day is needed, and as we fur-
ther read also on the third and seventh days. The above mentioned
fragment of QRitPur A (Q) also confirms this rule. If we look
to Jewish tradition and law, we encounter contradictory examples.30
For example, the rules of the purifying water in Numbers read as fol-
lows:

Whoever in the open field touches one who has been killed by a sword, or
who has died naturally, or a human bone, or a grave, shall be unclean seven
days. For the unclean they shall take some ashes of the burnt purification
offering, and running water shall be added in a vessel; then a clean person
shall take hyssop, dip it in the water, and sprinkle it on the tent, on all the
furnishings, on the persons who were there, and on whoever touched the
bone, the slain, the corpse, or the grave.The clean person shall sprinkle the
unclean ones on the third day and on the seventh day, thus purifying them
on the seventh day.Then they shall wash their clothes and bathe themselves
in water, and at evening they shall be clean. (Num :– NRSV)

So the Torah does not prescribe the purification for the first day. Also the
later rabbinic tradition does not stress the importance of cleansing on the
first day.31 As we can see the regulations are the same in Qumran and in
the mind of the author of the book of Tobit, and unambiguously differ
from mainstream Judaism.

30 L.H. Schiffman, “The Impurity of theDead in the Temple Scroll,” inArchaeology and
History in the Dead Sea Scrolls: The New York University Conference in Memory of Yigael
Yadin (ed. idem; JSPSup ; JSOT/ASORMonograph Series ; Sheffield: JSOTPress, ),
– (–).

31 The seven-day period of impurity after the contamination from a corpse in the
rabbinic times is based on the laws of the Torah. The detailed description of this system
can be found inH.K.Harrington,The Impurity Systems ofQumran and the Rabbis: Biblical
Foundations (SBLDS ; Atlanta: Scholars Press, ), –.
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To sum up:

– The widely known sources of the “mainstream Judaism”—i.e. the
Bible and rabbinic literature—reflect a system of purifying ritual,
which prescribes cleaning on the third and seventh days.

– On the contrary, theDead Sea Scrolls (QTa, QRitPurA [Q],
and the Tobit manuscripts Q–) reflect the importance of
the cleansing also on the first day after the contamination from a
corpse.

– Besides the Dead Sea Scrolls our only source for the purification on
the first day is the book of Tobit.

– Besides this parallel of the purity rules, there is a practical parallel
too.However, this is hypothetical, we do not knowwhat these tombs
looked like, we can only deduce from the way of their execution
from the description of the text. On the basis of that, those tombs
could only be simple shaft tombs dug into the ground.

Certainly my aim is not to prove that the author of the book of Tobit was
familiar with the so-called “Qumran-type” tombs, but to demonstrate
that this simply elaborated formof burial was known and practiced in the
Second Temple period also outside of Khirbet Qumran. Archaeological
proofs besides the cemetery of Khirbet Qumran come from the above
referred sites, but it does not mean at all, that it was used nowhere else as
the burial method of the poor. Moreover, most probably the community
of Qumran expressed its desire to be simple and poor also in their death,
as in their life: living as an ascetic group in the desert.

Open Questions

First of all, one could easily ask while reading the book of Tobit: where
did Tobit bury the corpses? His faithfulness to Jewish law is strongly
represented and stressed in the book, but here, the author makes no
mention of the place of the burials. The reader can expect at the least,
a reminder that he kept the rules of purity and buried the dead outside of
the city. Burial into heathen cemeteries was also not proper.This question
can give birth to another: if a proper burial was so important for Tobit,
why did not he prepare a tomb for himself and for his wife still in his
life, though as we read at the beginning of the story he was a wealthy
man. In Tob :–Tobit orders his son to bury him after his death, and,
whenhismother dies, bury her at his side. Burying couples close together
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was a widespread custom already since Abraham and Sarah, but it was
most probably not practiced into simple shaft tombs, but rather into the
well known burial niches of the Second Temple period. Caves suitable
for similar family burials were often bought already in the lifetime of
the head of the family, in order to insure the most proper place for the
eternal rest. The sentence in : (“Be generous with bread and wine on
the graves of virtous men, but not for the sinner.”) also reflects to a more
developed and subtle cult of the dead, which is difficult to link with the
practice of the simple shaft graves.

On the basis of the above, we can sum up that in the book of Tobit
the reader meets a really conscious and deliberate way of placing to
the final rest. The author mentions burials neither into the widespread
burial caves, nor into the simple shaft tombs, but often refers to a highly
developed system of thanatology.

As for the eschatology what we can read out of the book,32 the vocab-
ulary used for the descriptions is really similar to the usage of the expres-
sion of death and afterlife in theDead Sea Scrolls: death is conceived of as
a release from “the face of the earth” and a becoming “dust” (:). Going
to the “everlasting home” (:),33 also the Hades (:), and the “dark-
ness” (:) is mentioned.34

Epilogue

In order to conclude and place this study into a more general context, I
would like to mention a contemporary phenomenon. In several ceme-
teries where sisters who used to live in one convent are buried, one can
observe that their tombs are markedly different from the others. All
the graves are simple—marked only with heap of soil and a wooden
cross.35 Although the nuns lived in poverty, they could have afforded

32 Fitzmyer,Tobit, –;G.W.E.Nickelsburg, “Tobit andEnoch:Distant Cousinswith
a Recognizable Resemblance,” SBLSP (): –.

33 S. Beyerle, “ ‘Release Me to Go to My Everlasting Home . . . ’ (Tob :): A Belief in
Afterlife in Late Wisdom Literature?” inThe Book of Tobit (ed. Xeravits and Zsengellér),
– (–).

34 33 For a detailed analysis of the terminology of death and afterlife in the Qumran
corpus see: N. Dávid, “The Terminology of Death at Qumran,” in With Wisdom as a
Robe: Qumran and Other Jewish Studies in Honour of Ida Fröhlich (ed. K.D. Dobos and
M. Kőszeghy; Hebrew Bible Monographs ; Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix Press, ),
–.

35 The average graves are marked with decorated stone or marble structures.
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more expensive and elaborate monuments. In my opinion, they chose
simplicity. Even in death they wanted to lie in simple poverty. In this
way, they could also express the aim of differing from the mainstream
or stress the unimportance of property, wealth or exterior. The commu-
nity of Qumran may have had similar ideas about burying their dead.
Their lack of description for or stress on the proper way of burial also
supports this idea: they practiced the average way of burying the dead,
as the poor of the country did. The random burials depicted in the book
of Tobit may be similar in execution to these, but not in rationale. The
reason behind the burials in Tobit was not the separation from the local
practice, but simply, that it was the easiest and quickest way of burying
the dead. Despite this contradiction, similarities between burial practices
at Qumran and in the book of Tobit call attention to possible trends in
Jewish thought and practice.



THE HASMONEANS IN THE LIGHT
OF THE QUMRAN SCROLLS*

Edward Dąbrowa
Jagiellonian University in Kraków

Ever since the Qumran scrolls were discovered, researchers have been
trying to date them. Despite repeated attempts, no definite answer has
been found. Likewise, controversy surrounds their place of origin and
the nature of the whole collection.1 Both questions are not without
consequence for our subject of interest. But space constraints forbid
a detailed presentation of the various scholarly positions in this essay.
All researchers agree in principle that most of the texts were written in
the second to first centuries b.c.e. At that time Judea was ruled by the
Hasmoneans. Given their role first in organizing and then leading an
armed uprising against the Hellenistic religious reform during the reign
of Antiochus IV, and also in creating and strengthening an independent
Jewish state, it is only natural to inquire about how their actions were
perceived by their contemporaries.

Searching for a picture of the Hasmonean period in the Qumran doc-
uments may hardly seem an original proposition, since similar attempts
have beenmademany times and theirmore or less satisfactory results are
common knowledge.2 But our purpose is neither to offer more examples
for historical allusions hidden in theQumran scrolls nor to suggest a new

* I would like to acknowledge assistance of Professor Mark Geller with linguistic
correction of this paper. Any errors of fact or interpretation are my sole responsibility.

1 See A.I. Baumgarten, “Crisis in the Scrollery: A Dying Consensus,” Judaism 
(): –; A. Lange, “The Qumran Dead Sea Scrolls-Library or Manuscript Cor-
pus?” in From QMMT to Resurrection: Mélanges qumraniens en hommage à Émile Puech
(ed. F. García Martínez, A. Steudel, and E. Tigchelaar; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –
 (–); cf. also E. Tov, “TheCorpus of the Qumran Papyri,” in Semitic Papyrology
in Context: A Climate of Creativity: Papers from a New York University Conference mark-
ing the Retirement of Baruch A. Levine (ed. L.H. Schiffman; Culture and History of the
Ancient Near East ; Leiden: Brill, ), – (–).

2 Cf. J.H. Charlesworth, The Pesharim and Qumran History: Chaos or Consensus?
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ); H. Eshel, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Hasmonean
State (Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
).
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interpretation, but to present some observations on the attitudes of the
Qumran texts’ authors towards the events and persons of theHasmonean
period, as well as to the past.

With the slow publication ofQumranmanuscripts overmore than half
a century, it was impossible to form a full picture of the historical events
to which they referred. Although each of the successively published texts
that contained historical references or allusions immediately became the
subject of many commentaries and interpretations, they were all geared
primarily to establishing the chronology of the community that created
them. It was only the publication of the pesharim, which contained an
especially large number of historical allusions that cast more light on the
community’s attitudes toward developments in the world surrounding
it.3 Now that the publication of the manuscripts is almost complete
(there are a few privately owned scrolls which still await publication),
we can engage in a full, systematic analysis of the historical information
contained in all of them and, moreover, reliably assess their value and
nature. Numbering about  manuscripts, the Qumran corpus has
enabled experts to identify at least several dozen references to historical
figures and events relating to the Judea of the Hasmoneans. In addition,
the documents containmany allusions to members of the ruling dynasty,
although their real sense is difficult to establish, not least for the obscure
language the authors used.4

3 Cf. W.H. Brownlee, “The Historical Allusions of the Dead Sea Habakkuk Midrash,”
BASOR  (): – (–); J.M. Allegro, “Further Light on the History of the
Qumran Sect,” JBL  (): –; idem, “Thrakidan, the ‘Lion of Wrath’ and Alexan-
der Jannaeus,” PEQ  (): –; J.D. Amusin, “The Reflection of Historical Events
of the First Century B.C. in Qumran Commentaries (Q; Q; Q),”HUCA 
(): –; I.R. Tantlevskij, “TheHistorical Background of the Qumran Commen-
tary on Nahum (QpNah),” in Hellenismus: Beiträge zur Erforschung von Akkulturation
und politischer Ordnung in den Staaten des hellenistischen Zeitalters: Akten des Interna-
tionalen Hellenismus-Kolloqiums, .–. März  in Berlin (ed. B. Funck; Tübingen:
Mohr Siebeck, ), –.

4 The best-known example of such a text is the excerpt from the Pesher Habakkuk
referring to the Wicked Priest (QpHab VIII:–). At first, most scholars narrowed the
title down to a single person. It took A.S. van der Woude (“Wicked Priest or Wicked
Priests? Reflections on the Identification of the Wicked Priest in the Habakkuk Com-
mentary,” RevQ  []: –) to argue that the text can just as well apply to a
number of figures since the designation ofWicked Priest was used for severalmembers of
the Hasmonean family; cf. Brownlee, “Historical Allusions,” –; idem, “The Wicked
Priest, the Man of Lies, and the Righteous Teacher—the Problem of Identitiy,” JQR 
(): – (–). See also F. García Martínez, “Was Judas Maccabaeus a Wicked
Priest? Marginal Notes on QpHab VIII –,” in idem,QumranicaMinora, vol.: Qum-
ran Origins and Apocalypticism (ed. E.J.C. Tigchelaar; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ),
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Thehistory of theQumran community featured twowatershed events:
its creation and the conflict between the Teacher of Righteousness (or the
Righteous Teacher)5 and the Wicked Priest. According to the Damascus
Document (CD :–), the community was founded  years after the
Jews went into Babylonian captivity, with the Teacher of Righteousness
appearing twenty years later. The chronology of events known to us sug-
gests that the earlier occurrence may be dated at  b.c.e.; the latter
at – b.c.e.6 Both dates suggest a close link between the Qumran
community and theHellenistic religious reformduring the reign of Anti-
ochus IV Epiphanes.7 Unfortunately, no other Qumran document fully

–. This proposition became a major part of the so-called Groningen Hypothesis
about the beginnings of the Qumran community (cf. F. García Martínez, “Qumran Ori-
gins and Early History: A Groningen Hypothesis,” FO  []: –; repr. inQum-
ranicaMinora, :–; idemandA.S. van derWoude, “A ‘Groningen’Hypothesis ofQum-
ran Origins and Early History,” RevQ  [–]: – [–]). Although
van der Woude’s premises for his hypothesis have since been questioned (T. Lim, “The
Wicked Priests of the Groningen Hypothesis,” JBL  []: –), the idea that
the title of the Wicked Priest might have been applied to different individuals has not
been rejected, see Lim, “Wicked Priests,” ; I. Fröhlich, “Time and Times and Half
a Time”: Historical Consciousness in the Jewish Literature of the Persian and Hellenis-
tic Eras (JSPSup ; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, ), –; A.S. van der
Woude, “Once Again:TheWicked Priests in the Habakkuk Pesher from Cave  of Qum-
ran,” RevQ  (): –; J.J. Collins, “The Time of the Teacher: An Old Debate
Renewed,” in Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Qumran, and the Septuagint Presented to Eugene
Ulrich (ed. P.W. Flint, E. Tov, and J.C. VanderKam; VTSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), –
.

5 Cf. Charlesworth, Pesharim and Qumran History, –.
6 According to Charlesworth the dates in the Damascus Document cannot be used

as a serious historical argument (ibid., : “ . . . the  years, mentioned in CD :–,
is not a mathematical computation but an adaptation from Ezekiel : which may be,
nevertheless, not far off the mark.”).

7 H. Ulfgard, “The Teacher of Righteousness, the History of the Qumran Commu-
nity, and Our Understanding of the Jesus Movement: Texts, Theories and Trajectories,”
in Qumran between the Old and New Testaments (ed. F.H. Cryer and T.L. Thompson;
JSOTSup ; Copenhagen International Seminar ; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,
), – (–); M. Geller, “Qumran’s Teacher of Righteousness—a Sug-
gested Identification,” Scripta Judaica Cracoviensia  (): – (–); Charlesworth,
Pesharim and Qumran History, –; M.O. Wise, “Dating the Teacher of Righteous-
ness and the floruit of his Movement,” JBL  (): – (–). Based on chrono-
logical data in the Damascus Document, N. Kokkinos (“Second Thoughts in the Date
and Identity of the Teacher of Righteousness,” Scripta Judaica Cracoviensia  []: –
) believes that the Teacher of Righteousness flourished and the Qumran community
was created in the latter half of the third century b.c.e. On the other side Charlesworth
(Pesharim and Qumran History,  n. ) expresses an opinion that “CD represents the
life and concepts of Jews similar to those at Qumran, but living elsewhere in ancient
Palestine.”
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supports this dating. This is the reason for the considerably diverging
scholarly opinions on the dating and identities of the Teacher of Righ-
teousness8 and of theWicked Priest. Each of these figures is of key impor-
tance in establishing the chronology of the Qumran community. Since
no text mentions the Teacher of Righteousness by name, scholars con-
centrate instead on identifying theWicked Priest, who the account of the
conflict suggestsmust have been one of the rulingHasmoneans.9Naming
theWicked Priest would make approximate timing of the conflict possi-
ble.10 In support of their proposed identifications of the Wicked Priest,
proponents look for arguments not only in the Qumran documents, but
especially in Maccabees or in the works of Josephus Flavius. Each of
those accounts was written at a different time and for a different pur-
pose.This being the case, it is debatable whether we can indeed fully rely
on them to solve a dating question that is of fundamental importance
for the history of the Qumran community and for its relations with the
Hasmoneans.

To solve this issue, we need first to focus on all historical references
in the Qumran texts that relate to the Hasmoneans. One can hardly
imagine that the documents would have neglected to mention the Has-
moneans in some capacity if much of the community’s history including
its paramount event coincided with their reign. Of much help in such an
investigation is the list of historical allusions and references in Qumran
scrolls compiled by M.O. Wise.11 Each item in this list carries a body of
additional information concerning:

8 See ibid., –, –; Eshel, Dead Sea Scrolls and the Hasmonean State, –
.

9 A presentation of all hypotheses on the identity of the Wicked Priest falls out-
side our scope here, so we stop at indicating the publications where they are compre-
hensively discussed or where relevant bibliography is given. See Collins, “Time of the
Teacher,”  nn. –, –; D.N. Freedman and J.C. Geoghegan, “Another Stab at
the Wicked Priest,” in The Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls: The Second Princeton Sym-
posium on Judaism and Christian Origins, vol. : The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Qum-
ran Community (ed. J.H. Charlesworth; Waco: Baylor University Press, ), –
( n. ). Some more new publications appeared also in recent years; cf. ibid., –
.

10 The key juncture in establishing the identity of theWicked Priest is a description of
the circumstances of his death: QpHab IX:–, –. Cf. Collins, “Time of the Teacher,”
–.

11 Wise, “Dating the Teacher of Righteousness”; cf. also G.L. Doudna, Q Pesher
Nahum: A Critical Edition (JSPSup ; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, ), –
; Eshel, Dead Sea Scrolls and the Hasmonean State, –.
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(a) the person, process, or event, (b) the date or temporal span for that
reference, whether exact or approximate, (c) the manuscript containing
the reference or allusion, (d) the actual wording of such, in the original
language and in translation, (e) the suggested origin of the work, whether
sectarian or nonsectarian, (f) any miscellaneous comments.12

Apart from the first two entries (a–b), of all these items, the informa-
tion about the origin of the respective texts (e) is most important for our
search because the form and content of a reference or allusion largely
depend on whether its author was part of the community or an out-
sider.

An analysis of the data collated by Wise reveals that the scrolls men-
tion the names of only some of the Hasmoneans: Alexander Jannaeus,
Alexandra Salome, Hyrcanus II, and Aristobulus II. The names appear
mainly in texts classified as “non-sectarian.” In documents numbered
among those created at Qumran (“sectarian”), references and allusions
to the Hasmoneans are devoid of any clear dating clues. Out of a total
of more than a dozen relevant allusions, most come from a mere hand-
ful of texts, mainly from the pesharim. The historical references of the
commentaries serve usually as examples of actions and practices deserv-
ing condemnation and just punishment by God.13 In the other types
of preserved Qumran documents, only very few historical allusions can
be found.14 Those that do appear are of limited use to the historians.

12 Wise, “Dating the Teacher of Righteousness,” –. Cf. also Charlesworth, Pesha-
rim and Qumran History, –.

13 On historical allusions in the pesharim: Charlesworth, Pesharim and Qumran His-
tory, –.

14 Such documents include the fragmentarily preserved texts Q, Q, and
Q whichmention King Jonathan or Jonathan.The hottest dispute arose from a frag-
ment in Q that mentions King Jonathan. The publishers of the fragment identified
him as Alexander Jannaeus because on his coins he used the name Jonathan: E. Eshel,
H. Eshel, and A. Yardeni, “A Qumran Composition Containing Part of Ps.  and a
Prayer for theWelfare of King Jonathan and his Kingdom,” IEJ  (): – (–
); H. Eshel and E. Eshel, “Q, Psalm  (Syriac), Sirach :, and QpISAa,”
JBL  (): – (–). This identification was contradicted by G. Vermes,
(“The So-Called King Jonathan Fragment [Q],” JJS  []: – [–]),
who tried to offer arguments for Jonathan, the brother of JudahMaccabaeus. Yet his posi-
tion failed to win approval and nowmost scholars accept identification of King Jonathan
with Alexander Jannaeus: A. Lemaire, “Le roi Jonathan à Qoumrân (Q, B–C),” in
Qoumrân et les Manuscrits de la Mer Morte: Un cinquantenaire (ed. E.-M. Laperrousaz;
Paris: Cerf, ), – (); E. Main, “For King Jonathan or Against? The Use of the
Bible in Q,” in Biblical Perspectives: Early Use and Interpretations of the Bible in Light
of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Proceedings of the First International Symposium of the Orion
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In some cases, they may even be an editor’s suggested reconstructions of
damaged portions of the text.15

Such limited usefulness of historical allusions in the scrolls also applies
to the pesharim, as attempts to read their precise message must be
considered less than successful. One reason for this difficulty is that
their authors recalled historical events completely at random, summon-
ing examples from the past when they needed to express more clearly
a theological thought. Besides, even when referring to a specific per-
son, social group, or event, they conceal his or its identity under cryp-
tic names or sobriquets, only some of which have been plausibly deci-
phered.16 But even then, such suggested interpretations and identifica-
tions remain largely hypothetical since they are based on arguments
drawn from sources outside Qumran, such as Maccabees or from Jose-
phus’ historical writings. Any determinations reached in this waymay be
seriously in error because information fromnon-Qumran sources allows
scholars to match virtually any proposed identification of the Wicked
Priest with Maccabeans and Hasmoneans ranging from Judah the Mac-
cabee17 to Aristobulus II andHyrcanus II. Studied separately, Qumranite
and non-Qumranite texts present two quite different historical pictures
with far fewer common elements than generally believed. Each author

Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature, – May, 
(ed. M.E. Stone and E.G. Chazon; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; J.C. Van-
derKam, “Identity and History of the Community,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty
Years: A Comprehensive Assessment (ed. P.W. Flint and J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Leiden:
Brill, –), :– (); Charlesworth, Pesharim and Qumran History, –
;Wise, “Dating the Teacher of Righteousness,” –; J.C. VanderKam, From Joshua to
Caiaphas: High Priests after the Exile (Minneapolis: Fortress, ), ; Collins, “Time of
the Teacher,” –; G. Vermes, “Historiographical Elements in the QumranWritings:
A Synopsis of the Textual Evidence,” JJS  (): – (); G.G. Xeravits, “From
the Forefathers to the ‘Angry Lion’: Qumran and the Hasmoneans,” inThe Books of the
Maccabees: History, Theology, Ideology: Papers of the Second International Conference on
the Deuterocanonical Books, Pápa, Hungary, – June,  (ed. idem and J. Zsengellér;
JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), – (–).

15 The historical references contained therein mainly come down to mentions of the
names of some Hasmoneans in lists of priests or to identifying with Judean kings the
figuresmentioned in texts, cf.Wise, “Dating the Teacher of Righteousness,” – nn. –
.

16 Cf. Amusin, “Reflection of Historical Events,” , –; Brownlee, “Wicked
Priest,” –; Fröhlich, “Time and Times,” –; Doudna, Q Pesher Nahum, –;
Charlesworth, Pesharim and Qumran History, –, –. See also the recent study
on this subject by M.A. Collins, The Use of Sobriquets in the Qumran Dead Sea Scrolls
(Library of Second Temple Studies ; London: T&T Clark, ).

17 Cf. García Martínez, “Judas Maccabaeus,” –.
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looked at events through his particular lens and used his own idiom to
narrate them. Different, too, were the purposes the various writings were
meant to serve.18

For the most part, the Qumran manuscripts reflected the views and
religious concepts of the community that produced them. Its members
had consciously elected to isolate themselves from the outside world
and its affairs. Dramatic though some of them might have been, such
affairs could not divert their attention from theological discourse: indeed,
they reinforced the community’s determination in following their chosen
path. Another notable trait in their attitude was a near complete lack
of interest in the past other than that of their community.19 It may
seem that even their own history was known only superficially and
did not inspire deeper interest. Only a handful of past episodes were
deemed important enough to be recalled on various occasions. The
Qumran texts clearly indicate that such events included the conflict
between the Teacher of Righteousness and theWicked Priest, leading to
the martyrdom of the earlier. Occurrences like these were regarded by
Qumran authors as the root cause of all misfortunes that happened to
Judea ever since. Through the lens of these events, the Qumran authors
interpreted both the past and their surrounding realities in a highly
emotional way.

Most historical allusions in Qumran documents, particularly in the
pesharim, concern broadly understood religion. For the Hasmonean
period, most such allusions—chiefly in the pesharim—refer to religious
struggles between the king who is described as the Lion of Wrath or
Angry Lion20 and a group called the Seekers-After-Smooth-Things21
(these designations most probably stood for Alexander Jannaeus22 and
the Pharisees,23 respectively). The allusions offer not a word, however,

18 Cf. Collins, “Time of the Teacher,” –.
19 Charlesworth, Pesharim and Qumran History, : “It should now be clear that no

Qumran scroll is identified as a book dedicated to history or a text defined by an interest
in history.” Cf. ibid., –, –.

20 QpNah (Q) – i –; QpHosb (Q)  .
21 Cf. QpNah (Q) – i , ; ii , ; iii , –; Qpap pIsac (Q)  ii .
22 Allegro, “Further Light,” –; idem, “Thrakidan,” –; Amusin, “Reflection of

Historical Events,” –, ; Tantlevskij, “Historical Background,” –; Charles-
worth, Pesharim and Qumran History, –; Xeravits, “From the Forefathers to the
‘Angry Lion,’ ” ; contra Doudna, Q Pesher Nahum, –.

23 L.H. Schiffman, “Pharisees and Sadducees in Pesher Na .hum,” inMin .hah le-Na .hum:
Biblical and Other Studies Presented to Nahum M. Sarna in Honour of His th Birth-
day (ed. M. Brettler and M. Fishbane; JSOTSup ; Sheffield: JSOT Press), –
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about the cause of the struggles. The Seekers-After-Smooth-Things re-
currently appear in Qumran manuscripts (also under different designa-
tions).24 The Qumran authors display unconcealed hostility to them, as
they also do to their adversaries, the Sadducees.25 Another frequently
mentioned group is the Kittim, now identified with the Romans.26 The
names of the Hasmoneans usually dispense with any additional infor-
mation, which is due to the fragmentary state of preservation of most
of the texts where they appear. Only in a few instances does such infor-
mation clearly point to individuals. Most of these instances deal with
Alexander Jannaeus.27 Only rarely are the events connected with the
feud between Hyrcanus II and Aristobulus II mentioned. How often
the Hasmoneans are mentioned does not, however, signal any special
attention given to them by the Qumran authors. The names merely

(–);M.P.Horgan, “Pesharim,” inTheDead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic, andGreek
Texts with English Translations, vol. B: Pesharim, Other Commentaries, and Related Doc-
uments (ed. J.H. Charlesworth; The Princeton Theological Seminary Dead Sea Scrolls
Project; Tübingen:Mohr Siebeck, ), – (,  n. ); J.C. VanderKam, “Those
Who Look for Smooth Things, Pharisees, and Oral Law,” in Emanuel: Studies in Hebrew
Bible, Septuagint, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov (ed. S.M. Paul et al.;
VTSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; Charlesworth, Pesharim and Qumran History,
 n. , –; Xeravits, “From the Forefathers to the ‘Angry Lion,’ ” , contraDoudna,
Q Pesher Nahum, –.

24 Cf. Horgan, “Pesharim,” , ,  n. .
25 Cf. Schiffman, “Pharisees and Sadducees,” –.
26 Allegro, “Further Light,” ; Amusin, “Reflection of Historical Events,” –;

Doudna, Q Pesher Nahum, –; H. Eshel, “The Kittim in theWar Scroll and in the
Pesharim,” in Historical Perspectives: From the Hasmoneans to Bar Kokhba in Light of the
Dead Sea Scrolls: Proceedings of the Fourth International Symposium of the Orion Center
for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature, – January,  (ed.
D. Goodblatt, A. Pinnick, and D.R. Schwartz; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), – (–
); Charlesworth, Pesharim and Qumran History,  n. , , –.

27 Cf. QpNah (Q) – i –; QpHosb (Q)  –; Q; Q (cf.
Wise, “Dating the Teacher of Righteousness,”  n. ). Especially contentious is Q.
According to some scholars (Eshel, Eshel, and Yardeni, “Qumran Composition,” –
; Eshel and Eshel, “Q,” –; É. Puech, “Jonathan le prêtre impie et les débuts
de la comunautéde Qumrân: QJonathan (Q) et QpsAp (Q),” RevQ  ():
– (, ), it is a prayer on behalf of Alexander Jannaeus. Yet critics point out
that such interpretation is unfounded and go on to present arguments to show that it
should be seen as a prayer for the well-being of the Qumran community, and in fact
meant against Alexander Jannaeus (Lemaire, “Le roi Jonathan,” , –; Main, “King
Jonathan,” –; Xeravits, “From the Forefathers to the ‘Angry Lion,’ ” –).
According to Charlesworth this text is favorable to Alexander Jannaeus, but it is not a
Qumran composition.The text was probably brought to Qumran by somebody who fled
Jerusalem ca.  b.c.e. during Jannaeus’ repressions against the Pharisees (Charlesworth,
Pesharim and Qumran History, –).
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serve as chronological reference points. In the few cases where the Has-
moneans attract the authors’ attention, it is only to condemn them as
those Judean rulers whose actions contributed to a decline of religious
life.28 Indeed, this dimension is themain focus for Qumran authors, who
chose to ignore all other aspects of social and political life. The large
number of references to developments in the first half of the first cen-
tury b.c.e. leads scholars to date most documents containing such men-
tions to that period.29 This hypothesis is of considerable importance to
our discussion as it suggests that most historical allusions in Qumran
documents indeed concern contemporary events known to the authors
from first-hand experience. By contrast, references to events and fig-
ures from the preceding period are few and in most cases not quite cer-
tain.30

The foregoing remarks suggest that theQumran authors did not exhib-
it a particular interest in history. Past events and historical figures, even
if known to them, were only used as illustrative material to promulgate
their own theological beliefs. This peculiar attitude toward the past is
further confirmed by an absence of any historical texts among Qumran
scrolls. It is therefore unjustified to suppose that bymerely using allusions
and references to selected past events the Qumran authors aimed to
show causal relationships between them or to offer an objective, true-
to-life description of people. Random references to historical events,
sprinkled with highly subjective opinions, can in no respect provide a
solid foundation on which to build credible historical interpretations.31
It must therefore be concluded that students of Judean history under the

28 J. Sievers,The Hasmoneans and their Supporters: From Mattathias to the Death of
John Hyrcanus I (South Florida Studies in the History of Judaism ; Atlanta: Scholars
Press, ), –; Xeravits, “From the Forefathers to the ‘Angry Lion,’ ” –.
Considered the best-known example of critics of theHasmoneans is the Pesher Habakkuk
(QpHab); cf. van der Woude, “Wicked Priest,” –.

29 Wise, “Dating the Teacher of Righteousness,” –. Based on this dating, a hypoth-
esis has been proposed about the presumable date of death of the Teacher of Righteous-
ness. See Doudna, Q Pesher Nahum, –; Collins, “Time of the Teacher,” –,
–. Cf. Charlesworth, Pesharim and Qumran History, , –.

30 Of  historical allusions identified in the manuscripts, only six refer to the sec-
ond century b.c.e. figures and events. All are found in texts classed “non-sectarian”:
Charlesworth, Pesharim and Qumran History, –; Wise, “Dating the Teacher of
Righteousness,” – nn. –. Still, it should be remembered that more than a half of
those allusions are hypothetical: see ibid.,  n.  (= Q  i ),  nn. – (= Q 
i ) and n.  (= Q  i ).

31 Cf. Charlesworth, Pesharim and Qumran History, –; Eshel, Dead Sea Scrolls
and the Hasmonean State, –.
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Hasmoneans cannot find in Qumran scrolls any important information
not already known fromother sources. Consequently, the texts cannot be
treated as sources to verify or question the credibility of known historical
accounts dealing with that period.
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SHIFTING PERSPECTIVES ON LITURGY
AT QUMRAN AND IN SECOND TEMPLE JUDAISM*

Esther G. Chazon
The Hebrew University of Jerusalem

Two revolutions—one in Qumran studies, the other in the field of Jewish
liturgy—began in the same year nearly two decades ago. In the spring of
, Ezra Fleischer published his monumental article, “On the Begin-
nings of Obligatory Jewish Prayer.”1 This article overturned the previ-
ous consensus built upon Joseph Heinemann’s model of a gradual, evo-
lutionary development of Jewish liturgy from Second Temple times to
late antiquity.2 Fleischer established a different paradigm that views the
statutory liturgy as a completely new form of worship created ex nihilo by
the rabbis at Yavneh at the end of the first century c.e., after the temple’s
destruction. Fleischer’s paradigm raises questions about the relevance of
Second Temple texts, including the Dead Sea Scrolls, for the history of
Jewish prayer and poses a special challenge to scholars of Second Temple
Judaism.

Just a few months after Fleischer’s article appeared, Emanuel Tov
was appointed editor-in-chief of the Dead Sea Scrolls, ending the forty-
year reign of the original editors and ushering in a decade of rapid
publication by a greatly expanded international team. In November,
 Tov announced the completion of the publication of the Dead Sea
Scrolls. In fact, a few more volumes of Discoveries in the Judaean Desert
appeared after . The final volume of previously unpublished scrolls
(DJDXXXVII), an edition of Aramaic texts by Émile Puech, was released

* I wish to thank Emanuel Tov for providing the most up-to-date Scrolls publication
data, and Steven Fraade, ZeevWeiss, and DenaOrdan for their helpful comments on this
paper.

1 Tarbiz  (): – (Hebrew). See the review by R. Langer, “Revisiting Early
Rabbinic Liturgy:The Recent Contributions of Ezra Fleischer,”Proof  (): –
and the responses by Fleischer, “On theOrigins of the #Amidah: Response to Ruth Langer,”
and Langer, “Considerations of Method: A Response to Ezra Fleischer,” Proof  ():
–.

2 J. Heinemann, Prayer in the Period of the Tanna"im and the Amora"im: Its Nature
and Patterns (Jerusalem: Magnes, ) (Hebrew); idem, Prayer in the Talmud: Forms
and Patterns (trans. R.S. Sarason; Berlin: de Gruyter, ).
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in November . With this last edition, sixty-one years after the initial
discovery of the first Qumran cave, the age of Scrolls publication has
drawn to a close. One of the great challenges in the post-publication
era is to integrate the Scrolls into the study of all related disciplines and
associated corpora with a goal of attaining a better picture of Jewish
culture, religion, and society in the formative Second Temple period and
beyond.

In the spirit of taking up the research challenges of the twenty-first
century, this paper sets forth the key issues in the current study of
Qumran prayer and early Jewish liturgy with an eye to pinpointing
mutual concerns. The final part of the paper elucidates these issues in
a concrete example at the intersection of the two fields.

Qumran Studies

I begin with the most recent stage of Qumran research. Now that nearly
all the Dead Sea Scrolls have been published, we are in a position to take
stock of the entire corpus of  scrolls,  from Qumran alone, most
of which are recent acquisitions in the last  DJD volumes. Three main
issues are crucial at this major juncture in Qumran research.

The first is the provenance of the texts in the Qumran “library.” Al-
though this issue has been at the forefront of Qumran studies since
the early s, the provenance of many of the texts remains an open
question. Recent calculations put the distinctively Qumranic composi-
tions authored by members of the sect at only about  of the Qum-
ran corpus.3 This surprisingly low figure completely changes our picture
of the Qumran library and of the sect who collected it. The library is
far less sectarian in origin than envisioned prior to the publications of
the s, which brought to light more biblical and previously known

3 For figures on the distribution of the Qumran library (based on  manuscripts)
see P.R.Davies,G.J. Brooke, andP.R.Callaway,TheCompleteWorld ofTheDead Sea Scrolls
(London: Thames & Hudson, ),  and D. 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 for Advanced Studies of the Hebrew University,
Jerusalem, – (ed. eadem and L.H. Schiffman; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –
 (figures on pp. –, ). See also eadem “The Library of Qumran: Its Content
and Character,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years After Their Discovery: Proceedings
of the Jerusalem Congress, July –,  (ed. L.H. Schiffman et al.; Jerusalem: Israel
Exploration Society, ), –.
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apocryphal works such as Tobit and the Testament of Naphtali. The same
period also saw publication of methodological studies that identified
many texts as non-sectarian on the basis of such criteria as language,
use of the tetragrammaton, a different calendar or ideology.4 Besides the
biblical scrolls, which make up about  of the library, the remaining
non-sectarian texts—approximately  manuscripts—belong to a vast,
largely unknown body of Jewish literature. The Reworked Pentateuch,
Paraphrase of Gen and Exod, Prayer of Enosh, Admonition on the Flood,
Apocryphon of Jeremiah, and Time of Righteousness are just a few of the
hundreds of formerly lost Jewish works preserved by the Qumran com-
munity. To date, the provenance of a number of major texts in almost
every genre is still under debate; these include the Temple Scroll, QIn-
struction, the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice, the Barkhi Nafshi psalms,5
and even the prayers in the decidedly sectarianWar Scroll.

Most recently, skepticism about the prospects of determining origin,
together with post-modernperspectives, have shifted scholarly attention
away from the discussion of origins.6 But this historical pursuit is too

4 A number of programmatic,methodological studies set down criteria for determin-
ing a work’s provenance. See C.A. Newsom, “ ‘Sectually Explicit’ Literature in Qumran,”
inTheHebrew Bible and Its Interpreters (ed.W.H. Propp, B. Halpern, andD.N. Freedman;
Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, ), –; E.G. Chazon, “IsDivrei Ha-me"orot a Sectar-
ian Prayer?” inThe Dead Sea Scrolls: Forty Years of Research (ed. D. Dimant and U. Rap-
paport; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –, and eadem, “Prayers fromQumran andTheir
Historical Implications,” DSD  (): –; Dimant, “The Qumran Manuscripts.”
See now C. Hempel, “Kriterien zur Bestimmung ‘essenischer Verfasserschaft’ von Qum-
rantexten,” inQumran kontrovers: Beiträge zu den Textfunden vom TotenMeer (ed. J. Frey
andH. Stegemann; Einblicke ; Paderborn: Bonifatius, ), –, and in the same vol-
ume, A. Lange, “Kriterien essenischer Texte,” –.

5 See F. García Martínez, “Temple Scroll,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed.
L.H. Schiffman and J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ),
:–; D. Dimant, “Between Sectarian and Non-Sectarian: The Case of the ‘Apoc-
ryphon of Joshua,’ ” in Reworking the Bible: Apocryphal and Related Texts at Qumran: Pro-
ceedings of a Joint Symposium by the Orion Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and
Associated Literature and the Hebrew University Institute for Advanced Studies Research
Group onQumran, – January,  (ed. E.G. Chazon, D. Dimant, andR.A. Clements;
STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; M.J. Goff,The Worldly and Heavenly Wisdom of
QInstruction (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –, –; E.M. Schuller, “Prayers and
Psalms from the Pre-Maccabean Period,” DSD  (): –.

6 The shift away from origins and onto such questions as the scrolls’ readership and
reception was evident in the Qumran sessions at the  AnnualMeeting of the Society
of Biblical Literature; for example, James Davila’s paper on “Counterfactual History and
Other NewMethodologies” and Alison Schofield’s on “From theWilderness to a Door of
Hope: Thematic (Re)Conceptualization of the Wilderness in Liturgical Texts.” For a fine
example of the contribution of the new approaches see M. Grossman, Reading for History
in the Damascus Document: A Methodological Study (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ).
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important to abandon. A great deal is at stake in the case of each work
under debate. There are serious implications for the ideological make-
up of the Qumran community vis à vis other groups as well as for the
history and transmission of biblical exegesis, Jewish law, and liturgy. It
makes a huge difference, for instance, whether or not the Songs of the
Sabbath Sacrifice are Qumranic in origin. If Qumranic, these songs may
be understood as designed to serve as a spiritual substitute for sacrifice in
the defiled Temple.7 A sectarian, apocalyptic contextmay then be posited
for themerkabahmystic and liturgicalQedushah traditions they attest.8 If
they are non-Qumranic in origin, then we must look to another author,
social context, and liturgical function. A few scholars have suggested a
priestly origin with links to the JerusalemTemple cult but there are other
possibilities.9 I return to this significant case below. For now, we should
bear in mind that the balance of manuscripts has shifted but not the
essential fact that the library contains Qumranic as well as non-sectarian
works.

7 A.S. van der Woude, “Fragmente einer Rolle der Leiden für das Sabbatopfer aus
Höhle xi von Qumran,” in Von Kanaan bis Kerala: FS J.P.M. van der Ploeg (ed. W.C. Dels-
man et al.; AOAT;Neukirchen-Vluyn:NeukirchenerVerlag, ), –; J.Maier,
“Shîrê #Ôlat hash-Shabbat: Some Observations on their Calendric Implications and their
Style,” inThe Madrid Qumran Congress: Proceedings of the International Congress on the
Dead Sea Scrolls, Madrid – March,  (ed. J. Trebolle Barrera and L. Vegas Mon-
taner;  vols.; STDJ .–; Leiden: Brill, ), :–. Maier, however, suggests
(ibid., –) that the Sabbath Songs also may have been used by priests outside of
Qumran and that similar compositions may have been recited by priests not “actually
engaged in service” at the Jerusalem Temple. Eyal Regev recently postulated that the
Jerusalem Temple was “the cradle of fixed prayer in Israel” (see below p. ) but that
the Qumran prayers, including the Sabbath Songs, are sectarian (Qumranic or another
sectarian group).

8 I. Gruenwald, From Apocalypticism to Gnosticism: Studies in Apocalypticism, Mer-
kavah Mysticism and Gnosticism (BEATAJ ; Frankfurt: Lang, ), –; R. Elior,
“Mysticism, Magic, and Angelology-The Perception of Angels in Hekhalot Literature,”
JSQ  (): – and eadem,TheThree Temples: On the Emergence of Jewish Mysticism
(trans. D. Louvish; Portland: Littman Library of Jewish Civilization, ), esp. , –
 where she updates her view of the Songs’ provenance and places this liturgy in the
category of literature “preserved” but not authored at Qumran (see below) which, in her
opinion, “represents the ancient centuries-old, priestly literature, the exclusive heritage
of the Temple priesthood, preserved by the Zadokite priests and their allies.” See now
P. Alexander,Mystical Texts (Companion to the Qumran Scrolls ; London: T&T Clark,
). For the new assessment of the Songs’ non-Qumranic authorship by the text’s
editor, C.A. Newsom, see her article, “ ‘Sectually Explicit,’ ” –. The first edition,
C.A.Newsom, Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice: A Critical Edition (HSS ; Atlanta: Scholars
Press, ) is an indispensable tool.

9 See my comments on Maier and Elior, respectively, in nn.  and  above as well as
Alexander,Mystical Texts, –, and pp. – below.
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The second key issue in current Qumran research is the internal
development within the Qumran community during the course of its
 year history. Recent studies on the literary growth of the Commu-
nity’s own writings such as the Community Rule, the War Scroll, and
the Hodayot point to an evolution in the sect’s thought and practice.10
There is also a growing appreciation of ostensibly contradictory mate-
rials in the vast and diverse Qumran library. Differences in such mat-
ters as calendar, the penal code, liturgies for the annual covenant cer-
emony, and deterministic theology signal an internal dynamic within
the Qumran community not fully appreciated beforehand.11 In addi-
tion, scholars now ponder the sect’s continuous accretion and reader-
ship of non-Qumranic literature throughout its long history, its on-going
intellectual and economic contacts with non-members, those officially
in the lot of the “sons of darkness,” and the impact of such persistent
permeability on developments in sectarian practice, thought, and liter-
ature.These internal sectarian developments not only make a fascinating

10 For example, P. Alexander and G. Vermes in DJD XXVI (): –, – (“The
Recensional History of Serekh ha-Ya .had”); S. Metso, The Textual Development of the
Community Rule (STDJ ; Leiden, Brill, ) and eadem, “Methodological Problems
in Reconstructing History from Rule Texts Found at Qumran,”DSD  (): –;
E. Eshel and H. Eshel, “Recensions and Editions of the War Scroll,” in Dead Sea Scrolls
Fifty Years After, –; J. Duhaime, The War Texts: QM and Related Manuscripts
(Companion to the Qumran Scrolls ; London: T&T Clark, ); R Yishay, “Prayers
in Eschatological War Literature from Qumran: Q–Q,” Meghillot – ():
– (Hebrew); E. Schuller, “Hodayot,” in DJD XXIX (): –; A.K. Harkins,
“The Community Hymns Classification: A Proposal for FurtherDifferentiation,”DSD 
(): – and eadem, “Sixty Years of Scholarship on the Community Hymns from
QHa,” in Qumran Cave  Revisited: Texts from Cave  Sixty Years after Their Discovery:
Proceedings of the Sixth Meeting of the IOQS in Ljubljana (ed. D.K. Falk et al.; STDJ ;
Leiden, Brill, ), –; E.G. Chazon, “Liturgical Function in the Cave  Hodayot
Collection,” in Qumran Cave  Revisited, –.

11 See, for example, Newsom, “ ‘Sectually Explicit,’ ” –; J.C. VanderKam, Cal-
endars in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Measuring Time (London: Routledge, ), –, –
; J. Ben-Dov, “Jubilean Chronology and the -Day Year,”Meghillot – (): –
 (Hebrew); J.M. Baumgarten, “The Cave  Versions of the Qumran Penal Code,” JJS
 (): –; Metso, “Methodological Problems”; B. Nitzan, “The Benedictions
from Qumran for the Annual Covenantal Ceremony,” in Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years
After, –. One wonders, for example, how the Qumran sect reconciled the different
approaches to determinism versus moral choice present in its library particularly with
respect to non-sectarian works used in Qumranic religious practice (e.g., the petitionary
prayers in the Words of the Luminaries, Q–) or in the composition of sectar-
ian writings (e.g., QInstruction in the Community Rule’s Treatise of the Two Spirits).
See, for example, Goff, Worldly and Heavenly Wisdom, – and the sources cited
there.
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subject of inquiry in their own right but are also a factor in sorting out
Qumran’s relationship to the outside world, which is the next point to be
addressed.

The thirdmajor issue that arises now that the full scope of theQumran
corpus is available concerns the relationship between the Qumran com-
munity and the various authors, groups, and institutions whose works it
preserved. Initially, this inquiry requires looking at the interface between
Qumran thought and praxis according to the sect’s own writings and
the ideas and practices represented in the clearly non-sectarian works.
What did the Qumran community borrow, from whom, in what way,
and for what purpose?12 Careful attention to different nuances in the
shared material can provide clues about how the Qumran community
read and adapted certain traditions, practices, and ideas; why it chose
them and instituted various changes; and which groups, institutions, and
social contexts influenced the sect during its formative years and entire
history. Remarkably, the shared material extends across a broad spec-
trum of non-Qumranic works. It includes not only Bible, rewritten Bible,
and apocalypses, but also sapiential, legal, poetical and liturgical texts. In
the area of prayer alone, the scholarly literature is replete with compar-
isons between scrolls of diverse provenance and apocryphal, rabbinic,
and early Christian texts regarding specific prayers, formulae, prayer-
times, and other liturgical practices, some of which I discuss below.13
After focusing inward on the Qumran corpus for many years due to the
exigency of the publication project, the time is ripe to turn our gaze out-
ward to the other corpora, which have served us well for deciphering

12 Clear-cut, long-standing examples of borrowing are the citations of Enoch, the
Aramaic Levi Document, and the book of Jubilees in the Damascus Document (CD :–
; :–; :, respectively); see J.C. Greenfield, “The Words of Levi Son of Jacob in
Damascus Document IV, –,” RevQ  (): –. For the influence of the pre-
viously unknown non-sectarian work, QInstruction, on the Treatise of the Two Spir-
its in the Community Rule, and on some of the hodayot in QHa, see E. Tigchelaar, To
Increase Learning for the Understanding Ones: Reading and Reconstructing the Fragmen-
tary Early Jewish Sapiential Text QInstruction (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –
and M.J. Goff, “Reading Wisdom at Qumran: QInstruction and the Hodayot,” DSD 
(): –. See Newsom, “ ‘Sectually Explicit,’ ” –, for the influence of the
Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice, which she considers non-sectarian, on QBerakhot, a sec-
tarian covenant ceremony, and on the Songs of the Sage, an apotropaic liturgy apparently
of sectarian origin.

13 See pp. – below and the literature cited there. See further Chazon, “Liturgical
Function,” for the deployment of a traditional closing blessing formula by the sectarian
editor of QHa. For other sectarian adaptations of originally non-Qumranic material see
n.  above.
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individual scrolls, but need to be revisited in their own right and in light
of all the newfinds. Arguably, themost far-reaching goal in the next stage
of research is redrawing themap of SecondTemple Judaismwith the ben-
efit of the fully published corpus of Dead Sea Scrolls.

Jewish Liturgy

I turn now to the key questions in Jewish liturgical studies on which the
Dead Sea Scrolls impact. Perforce, they are issues in the early history of
the liturgy, that of the rabbinic period.The Scrolls’ publications of the last
fifteen years have already engendered a number of shifting perspectives
on Jewish prayer as I demonstrate below.

Thefirst andmost fundamental question for the early history of Jewish
liturgy is this: Did the Jewish population outside of Qumran engage
in any regular, public prayer before the destruction of the Temple in
 c.e.? Whereas just fifteen years ago we might have wondered how
the Dead Sea Scrolls could teach us anything about prayer and religious
practice outside of Qumran, scholars are currently asking how the Scrolls
illuminate this issue. The change is predicated on a shift in scholars’
understanding of the origins of many scrolls. More specifically, scholars
now think that the overwhelming majority of texts from the Qumran
library, including dozens of prayers, are non-sectarian in origin.

For the  International SBL meeting, Eileen Schuller surveyed
the Qumran corpus and composed a list of the pre-Maccabean prayers
and psalms, which she published with some modifications in DSD 
().14 Schuller is careful to put on her list only those texts thatmeet at
least one of the hard criteria for non-Qumranic provenance such as a pre-
Qumranic manuscript date, the use of the tetragrammaton, or a calendar
that diverges from the sectarian solar calendar. The list has  items,
 of which are collections, yielding a total of at least  non-biblical
psalms; prayers embedded in narrative works such as the Aramaic Levi
Document; and, most relevant for the present inquiry, annual and daily
liturgies. The latter include the Festival Prayers (Q+bis, Q–),
the weekly liturgy of the Words of the Luminaries, the Daily Prayers in
Q, and the more vigorously debated Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice.15

14 “Prayers and Psalms,” –.
15 Schuller puts in italics “texts whose provenance is the subject of considerable uncer-

tainty or disagreement” (“Prayers and Psalms,” –). A strong case for non-sectarian
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The non-Qumranic liturgical collections are direct evidence for reli-
gious practice outside of Qumran and open a window onto Second Tem-
ple Judaism.They place before us set texts of communal prayers for fixed
prayer times—annual festivals, Sabbaths, and regular weekdays. They
unambiguously attest regular, public prayer in the two centuries prior to
the Temple’s destruction. This essentially positive finding for some reg-
ular public prayer invites the next two questions, respectively, about the
extent of this phenomenon during the Second Temple period and the
connection to the statutory Jewish liturgy established by the rabbis after
the Temple’s destruction.

The second question is, then, in which institutions, locations, and
groups—other than theQumran community—was regular, public prayer
taking place during the Second Temple period? This question naturally
entails, at least in its initial investigation, an effort to fit the data from the
Scrolls into the framework of known groups and institutions.

Indeed, in this endeavor, much attention has been focused lately on
the Jerusalem Temple. Eyal Regev’s  article, “Temple Prayer as the
Origin of Fixed Prayer (On the Evolution of Prayer during the Period of
the Second Temple),” is indicative of this approach.16 Even after recon-
sidering all the evidence Regev amasses for prayer in the Temple—from
Ben Sira’s account of popular prayer at the end of the sacrificial service
(Sir :–; cf. Luke :; Josephus, Ag. Ap. .) to the Mishnah’s
description of the priests’ daily prayer in the Chamber of Hewn Stone
and of Levitical song upon conclusion of the daily offering (m. Tamid
:; :)—I still have serious doubts about whether this activity on the
temporal and geographic perimeters of the cult is really “the origin of
fixed prayer” in Israel.17 Nonetheless, Regev’s work—like that of Johann
Maier and Daniel Falk before him—does open the door, I suppose, to

provenance can be made, however, for the italicized texts that use the tetragrammaton,
such as themorning and evening prayers in QapocrMosesc? (Q), or whose calendar
differs from the sectarian calendar, for example, QpapPrQuot (Q) and the Festival
Prayers (for the latter see Newsom, “ ‘Sectually Explicit,’ ” – and Chazon, “Prayers
from Qumran,” –,  n. ).

16 Zion  (): – (Hebrew). A literal translation of the Hebrew title would
be, “The Temple as the Cradle of Fixed Prayer in Israel: Factors and Processes in the
Development of Prayer in the Second Temple Period.”

17 For this locus of song and prayer outside the inner priestly “sanctuary of silence” see
I. Knohl, “BetweenVoice and Silence:TheRelationship between Prayer andTemple Cult,”
JBL  (): – and the revised Hebrew version in Mehqerei Talmud: Talmudic
Studies Dedicated to the Memory of Professor Ephraim E. Urbach (ed. Y. Sussman and
D. Rosenthal; Jerusalem: Magnes, ), :–.
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considering this, albeit peripheral, Temple prayer activity as one possi-
ble source of inspiration for the post-destruction institutionalization of
Jewish liturgy.18 It also ties in with a growing awareness that not all fixed,
public prayer came into being as a substitute for sacrifice. This new per-
spective on regular public prayer “alongside of Temple worship,” to quote
Eileen Schuller, is actually a necessary implication of the non-sectarian
liturgies discovered at Qumran.19 To see these two forms of worship—
public prayer and sacrifice—as co-existent, symbiotic, or even comple-
mentary does not, however, require locating them together at the Tem-
ple.

Nor does regular public prayer appear to have been conducted in
Second Temple period synagogues, at least not in Judaea and much
of the Diaspora. The choice of the term synagoge, “(place of) assem-
bly,” for Judaean and some Diaspora synagogues as well as the sim-
ple, participant-oriented architectural design of the buildings indicate
a general, multi-purpose communal use, rather than a specifically reli-
gious function. Admittedly, a number of Diaspora synagogues are called
proseuche, “(place of) prayer”; however, even for those, as for all other
ancient synagogues, the epigraphic and literary sources amply docu-
ment a variety of communal activities including public Torah reading
and study but not regular prayer services.20

18 Johann Maier’s article, “Zu Kult und Liturgie der Qumrangemeinde,” RevQ 
(): –, was seminal in systematically differentiating between priestly, Levitical,
and lay liturgies. See D.K. Falk, Daily, Sabbath, and Festival Prayers in the Dead Sea
Scrolls (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –, –, –, , – and idem,
“Qumran Prayer Texts and the Temple,” in Sapiential, Liturgical and Poetical Texts From
Qumran: Proceedings of the Third Meeting of the International Organization for Qumran
Studies (ed. idem, F. García Martínez, and E.M. Schuller; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ),
–. See also D. Levine, “A Temple Prayer for Fast Days,” in Liturgical Perspectives:
Prayer and Poetry in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Proceedings of the Fifth International
Symposium of the Orion Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated
Literature, – January,  (ed. E.G. Chazon; Leiden: Brill, ), –, and the
thesis of D.D. Binder, Into the Temple Courts: The Place of the Synagogues in the Second
Temple Period (Atlanta: Scholars Press, ), –, –, –.

19 Schuller, “Prayers and Psalms,” . See also Falk, “Qumran Prayer Texts,” –,
– andhis discussion there of the classicmodel of prayer as a substitute for sacrifice.

20 See L.I. Levine, The Ancient Synagogue: The First Thousand Years (nd ed.; New
Haven: Yale University Press, ), –. Levine reports that “Of the fifty-nine ref-
erences to Diaspora synagogues, thirty-one, i.e., some , refer to a proseuche,” and
that this term “is used almost exclusively in Hellenistic Egypt, the Bosphorus, and Delos”
(). For the use of synagoge for this institution inRome,Greece,AsiaMinor, andCyrene
see pp. –, , –, –. I agreewith Levine ( nn. –) that Jose-
phus’ mention of prayer in Tiberius’ proseuche on a fast day during the war likely refers
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Clearly, other institutions, groups, and locations need to be consid-
ered. Proposals put forth in recent studies suggest a range of possibilities:
from the town plazas and open public spaces throughout Palestine seen
by Lee Levine as the venue for the communal activities that later found
a home in the first-century synagogue21 to the proto-Qumranic, priestly
circles associated with works like the book of Jubilees and Enoch that
Israel Knohl put forth as candidates.22 Still other options exist—in the
field, taking account of archaeology, historical geography, and demog-
raphy; and in the literature, for example, in sapiential works associated
with wisdom schools. The Wisdom of Ben Sira, apocryphal Psalm ,
and the Wisdom of Solomon all contain numerous references to regular
prayer practices in addition to offering religious poetry. In short, a com-
plex picture of the social map of public prayer is emerging, and there is
need for much future work in this area.

The third question about the impact of current Scrolls research on our
understanding of early Jewish prayer is this: What evidence is available
now for the structure, form, and content of the later institution of Jewish

to ad hoc prayer (Life –; this is the only occurrence of proseuche for Judaea) and
that Agatharchides’ reference to Sabbath prayer “in the temples” of Jerusalem (Josephus,
Ag. Ap. .) is probably to the Jerusalem Temple (I understand the Damascus Docu-
ment’s reference to a “house of prostration” in a similar vein, see CD :–:). I do
not agree with Levine’s assessment (ibid.), however, that prayer per se (as distinct from
Torah reading) necessarily was “an integral part of Diaspora worship.” For an inventory
of synagogues until the first century c.e. see P. Richardson, “An Architectural Case for
Synagogues as Associations,” in The Ancient Synagogue From Its Origins Until C.E.:
Papers Presented at an International Conference at Lund University, October –, 
(ed. B. Olsson and M. Zetterholm; Stockholm: Almquist & Wiksell, ), –; con-
sult the articles in that volume for the current state of the research.

21 Levine, Ancient Synagogue, –. It is telling that the Mishnah still describes the
lay counterpart (ma#amadot) to the priestly courses serving at the Temple as gathering
“in their towns,” without mentioning synagogues (m. Ta#an. :, note also that m. Bik.
: describes those bringing first-fruits to Jerusalem as gathering in the town square of
the ma#amad’s city). The fact that the ma#amadot ceremony consisted of public Torah
reading, not prayer, is both significant and in keeping with the data for Palestinian (and
Diaspora) non-sacrificial religious activity during the SecondTemple period.AtQumran,
the one Second Temple site in Palestine where we know daily communal prayer took
place, there is no synagogue building and we are left to imagine where prayer services
were held: the open space on the plateau beside the main complex is as good a candidate
as the communal dining room (locus ), small benched room () or adjacent, non-
descript hall () that were suggested by Levine, “Ancient Synagogue,”  andRichardson,
“Architectural Case,” –.

22 Knohl, “Between Voice and Silence,” – (– in Hebrew version). I thank
Israel Knohl for sharing his further update on Enoch in his response to this paper at the
Vienna conference.
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liturgy, if not in its entirety then at least in substantial parts? From
the pioneering work of David Flusser, Shemaryahu Talmon, and Moshe
Weinfeld to more recent studies by Johann Maier, Bilhah Nitzan, Daniel
Falk, and others, dozens of suggestions have been made for identifying
specific, traditional Jewish prayers in the Dead Sea Scrolls and associated
literature, most notably in Ben Sira and –Maccabees.23 While I do not
find all of those identifications convincing, I do see a significant number
of close correspondences for certain prayers, formulae, and practices.
Three sterling examples will suffice to illustrate my point.

. The liturgical collections from Qumran, both those of sectarian and
non-sectarian origin, attest the systematic use of blessing formulae to
open and close liturgical prayers during the Second Temple period. For
example, a blessing formula such as “Blessed is the God of Israel” opens
each of the evening and morning prayers in Q and closes many of
them, occasionally adding “You” or “Your name” to the formula. Sim-
ilarly, each weekday prayer in the Words of the Luminaries and each
of the Festival Prayers conclude with a “Blessed is the Lord” formula.
This formal function closely accords with the rabbinic liturgical benedic-
tion, which imposes an opening and closing blessing framework on the

23 S. Talmon, “The ‘Manual of Benedictions’ of the Sect of the JudaeanDesert,” RevQ 
(): –; idem, “The Emergence of Institutionalized Prayer in Israel in the Light
of the Qumran Literature,” in idem,TheWorld of Qumran FromWithin: Collected Studies
(Jerusalem:Magnes, ), –. D. Flusser, “Sanktus und Gloria,” inAbraham unser
Vater: Juden undChristen imGespräch über die Bibel: FSO.Michel (ed.O. Betz,M.Hengel,
and P. Schmidt; AGSU ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; idem, “Qumran and Jewish
‘Apotropaic’ Prayers,” IEJ  (): –; idem, “ ‘He Has Planted It [i.e., the Law] as
Eternal Life in Our Midst,’ ” Tarbiz  (): – (Hebrew). M. Weinfeld, “Traces
of Kedushat Yotzer and Pesukey De-Zimra in the Qumran Literature and in Ben Sira,”
Tarbiz  (): – (Hebrew); idem, “The Prayers for Knowledge, Repentance and
Forgiveness in the ‘Eighteen Benedictions’—Qumran Parallels, Biblical Antecedents, and
Basic Characteristics,” Tarbiz  (): – (Hebrew); idem, “The Morning Prayers
(Birkhoth Hashachar) in Qumran and in the Conventional Jewish Liturgy,” RevQ 
(): –; “Prayer and Liturgical Practice in theQumran Sect,” inDeadSea Scrolls:
Forty Years, –; idem, “The Angelic Song Over the Luminaries in the Qumran
Texts,” in Time to Prepare the Way in the Wilderness, –; see also L.H. Schiffman,
“The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Early History of Jewish Liturgy,” in The Synagogue in
Late Antiquity (ed. L.I. Levine; Philadelphia: ASOR, ), –. Maier, “Zu Kult und
Liturgie”; B. Nitzan, Qumran Prayer and Religious Poetry (trans. J. Chipman; STDJ ;
Leiden: Brill, ), and eadem, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Jewish Liturgy,” in The
Dead Sea Scrolls as Background to Postbiblical Judaism and Christianity (ed. J.R. Davila;
STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; Falk, Daily, Sabbath, and Festival Prayers, and
idem, “Qumran and the Synagogue Liturgy,” inTheAncient Synagogue, –. See also
Chazon, “Prayers from Qumran,” and the specific examples given below.



 esther g. chazon

obligatory prayers (principally, the Shema Benedictions and the Ami-
dah).24 Furthermore, the liturgies from Qumran show that the formal,
liturgical use of closing blessings and the second person address to God
as “You” in the benedictory formulae are innovations vis à vis the classic
biblical blessing, which opens a spontaneous expression of praise about
God.25 These are two Second Temple period developments that serve as
forerunners of the rabbinic liturgical benediction.

24 Heinemann, Prayer in the Talmud, –. Heinemann differentiates between the
rabbinic opening formula, “Blessed are You, Lord, King of the Universe, who has done
. . .” and the concluding, participial eulogy pattern, “Blessed are You, Lord who makes
. . . ,” which was also used as an alternate opening formula, for example, at the beginning
of the Shema Benedictions, “Blessed are You, Lord, King of the Universe, who forms
light and creates darkness, makes peace and creates all.” The Scrolls now show (con-
trast Heinemann, ibid., ) that in this earlier period both the relative clause and the
active participle were used alternately in closing as well as opening blessings, and that
both forms could be couched either in the second or third person (on the second per-
son address to God see also below). For the Qumran data see E.M. Schuller, “Some
Observations on Blessings of God in Texts From Qumran,” in Of Scribes and Scrolls:
Studies on the Hebrew Bible, Intertestamental Judaism and Christian Origins Presented
to J. Strugnell on the Occasion of His Sixtieth Birthday (ed. H.W. Attridge, J.J. Collins,
and T.H. Tobin; Lanham: University Press of America, ), –; E.G. Chazon,
“A Liturgical Document from Qumran and Its Implications: ‘Words of the Luminar-
ies’ (QDibHam)” (Ph.D. diss., The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, ), –
(Hebrew); Nitzan, Qumran Prayer, –; Falk, Daily, Sabbath, and Festival Prayers, –
, –, –. In addition to the three non-sectarian liturgies from Qumran cited
above, it is important to observe that at least two sectarian liturgical collections employ
concluding blessings (Songs of the Sage, Q  iv –, and QHa, for which see Cha-
zon, “Liturgical Function”) and several regularly employ opening blessing formulae (e.g,
the Purification Rituals in Q and Q; QpapRitMar [Q]; and many of the
hymns in the Hodayot, see H. Stegemann, “The Number of Psalms in QHodayota and
Some of Their Sections,” in Liturgical Perspectives, –). These sectarian examples
demonstrate that the Qumran Community followed accepted liturgical conventions in
writing its own prayers. Some features of the various formulae are discussed further
below.

25 For the biblical pattern and its use as the prototype for the rabbinic opening blessing
see Heinemann, Prayer in the Talmud, –. In the Bible, closing blessings are only used
tomark the end of each book of Psalms (:; :; :; :) and a few individual
psalms (:; :; :). The Second Temple apocryphal works known before the
discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls provided just a few instances of closing blessings (Tob
:; Pss. Sol. :; :; :; Macc :) and of blessings with a second person address
to God (Tob :, –; LXX Dan :, ). For the latter as a late biblical expression
occurring in Ps : and Chr : see A. Hurvitz,The Transition Period in Biblical
Hebrew (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, ), –. The second person address to God
is employed in some closing blessings of the Daily Prayers and in the Songs of the Sage;
it is regularly part of the opening blessing formulae in the Purification Ritual and the
hodayot (see n.  above). Tellingly, a supralinear correction changes the typical hodayot
formula, “I thank you, Lord” to “Blessed are You” in one hymn (QHa XIII:) and the
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. The New Year liturgy in the Festival Prayers from Qumran and the
Friday prayer in the Words of the Luminaries now attest the liturgical
recitation of a petition for the in-gathering of the Diaspora at those fixed
prayer times. Not only does the liturgical practice correspond to that in
later Jewish daily and festival prayer but, there is a common tradition
of formulating this petition with Isa :. The latter tradition underlies
the Festival Prayers from Qumran and other exemplars of this petition
from the Second Temple period. Notable examples inlcude Sir :,
Macc :, and Pss. Sol. :, as well as the rabbinic daily Amidah,
which uses Isa : in the tenth benediction’s petition for in-gathering
(b. Ber. a) and Isa : in its eulogy (y. Ber. :, a; cf. Sir :).26 To
illustrate their close correspondence and common tradition, I quote the
text fromQumran followed by the talmudic sources for the tenthAmidah
benediction:

You shall assemble [our banished ones] for an appointed time of [ . . . ],
and our dispersed ones for the season of [ . . . may you] ga[ther].27

(Q  –)

Our dispersed ones You shall gather from four (corners) . . .
(abbreviated Eighteen Benedictions, b. Ber. a, cf. y. Ber. :, a)

(Blessed are You, God) who gathers the banished ones of Israel.28
(eulogy, y. Ber. :, a)

second person pronoun (���) is added supralinearly to the opening blessing formula
in the morning and evening liturgy of Q (frg. +a), which is a liturgy similar
to QpapPrQuot (Q). The data from Qumran thus provide early evidence for a
growing tendency toward the second person address to God in opening and closing
blessings.

26 The hymn of praise in Sir : is probably a later addition because it is absent
from the Greek and ancient Hebrew manuscripts. Sir : and Macc : combine
Isa :; :–. The Festival Prayers from Qumran provide a closer linguistic parallel
than the petition in the weekday Words of the Luminaries, which is formulated with
Deut :–. For a fuller discussion and tables of the parallel texts see E.G. Chazon,
“ ‘Gather the Dispersed of Judah:’ Seeking a Return to the Land as a Factor in Jewish
Identity of Late Antiquity,” in Heavenly Tablets: Interpretation, Identity and Tradition in
Ancient Judaism (ed. L. LiDonnici and A. Lieber; JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), –
.

27 The extant verb, ���
��, could be taken as a perfect with consecutive waw denot-
ing the past (E. Qimron, “Prayers for the Festivals from Qumran: Reconstruction and
Philological Observations,” in Hamlet on a Hill: Semitic and Greek Studies Presented to
Professor T. Muraoka on the Occasion of his Sixty-Fifth Birthday [ed. M.F.J. Baasten and
W.T. van Peursen;OLA ; Leuven: Peeters, ], –) or as a perfect with conver-
sive waw denoting the future, as in Maurice Baillet’s translation, which accords with his
reading of [��]�[� in line  and the allusion to Isa : in lines – (DJDVII []:–
).

28 The full version in the Palestinian prayer rite preserved in the Cairo Genizah reads:
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.TheDailyPrayers fromQumran bear a striking similarity in form, con-
tent, language, and function to the rabbinic Benediction on the Luminar-
ies (b. Ber. b–a).29 Both sets of benedictions offer praise twice a day
at sunrise and sunset for the creation and daily renewal of the heavenly
lights, using the verbs �����, “to shine” (e.g., Q  ) and ����, “to
renew” (Q – ). Both follow the practice of mentioning dark-
ness as well as light in themorning and evening blessings. Both add tradi-
tional Sabbath themes (rest, delight, holiness, and election) in the special
form of the benedictions for the Sabbath days.30 Both contain a descrip-
tion of the praise offered by and in unisonwith the angels, which is known
in the statutory liturgy as theQedushah of theYotser, the blessing to God
“who forms (Yotser) light and creates darkness.” Clearly, these texts repre-
sent the same religious phenomenon, reflect a shared liturgical tradition,
and are similar enough to enable the Qumran scroll to shed light on Jew-
ish liturgy, for example, on the antiquity of the Yotser Qedushah and the
Babylonian custom of its daily recitation.31 As impressive as the parallels

Sound the great ram’s horn (Isa :) for our freedom,
Hold up a signal (Isa :a) to gather our exiled ones,
(Gather us together from the four corners of the earth [Isa :b] to our land)
Blessed are You, God, who gathers the banished ones of His people Israel (Isa

:).

Y. Luger,TheWeekday Amidah in the Cairo Genizah (Jerusalem: Orhot, ), –;
see also S. Schechter, “Geniza Specimens,” JQR (Old Series)  (): –; for the
similar version in the Babylonian rite see the early (ninth century c.e.) prayer book,
Seder Rab Amram Ga"on (ed. D.S. Goldschmidt; Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, ),
 (Hebrew). The petition for in-gathering recited on festivals is worded differently in
both the Palestinian and Babylonian prayer rites. For the latter see e.g., Amram (ibid.,
): “Bring near our scattered among the nations (Joel :) and assemble (Ps :)
our dispersed (Isa :) from the ends of the earth (Jer :).” This formulation of the
petitionmight already be attested by the version of the abbreviated Eighteen Benedictions
recorded in the Palestinian Talmud (y. Ber. :, a), “our scattered ones You will gather.”

29 For the full text in early prayer books see Schechter, “Geniza,” ; J. Mann, “Ge-
nizah Fragments of the Palestinian Order of Service,” HUCA  (): –; Gold-
schmidt, Amram, –, , .

30 Q – ; – –; – –; see E.G. Chazon, “On the Special Char-
acter of Sabbath Prayer: New Data from Qumran,” Journal of Jewish Music and Liturgy
 (–): –. The dates of the month assigned to the Sabbath prayers in Q
render this liturgy inapplicable, in its present form, to every month of the year; however,
the character of these evening and morning blessings suggests that blessings like them
were recited daily by the worshippers who used this liturgy (see E.G. Chazon, “The Func-
tion of the Qumran Prayer Texts: An Analysis of the Daily Prayers [Q],” inDead Sea
Scrolls Fifty Years After, –).

31 E.G. Chazon, “The Qedushah Liturgy and its History in Light of the Dead Sea
Scrolls,” in From Qumran to Cairo: Studies in the History of Prayer: Proceeding of the
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are both quantitatively and qualitatively, some differences in detail such
as the astronomical terminology in theDaily Prayers fromQumran,32 on
the one hand, and the absence of the thrice-holy/qedushah verse in that
scroll, on the other, lead me to question whether we actually have here
an ancient version of this Jewish prayer. “Precursor” would be a more apt
term.

The three examples given above are part of what now amounts to a crit-
ical mass of liturgical formulae, prayers and practices with striking paral-
lels to their counterparts in the statutory Jewish liturgy.This picture is not
unlike what Joseph Heinemann described as “common liturgical prop-
erty,”33 but on a far grander scale and with the highly significant contri-
bution of early, non-sectarian liturgical collections.Thus, the Scrolls have
uncovered a sizeable, continuous liturgical tradition stretching from the
second century b.c.e. to the third century c.e., and in some instances per-
haps even a precursor or direct antecedent of a later rabbinic benediction
or liturgical practice.These results would appear to have implications for
the early history of Jewish liturgy and for refining Ezra Fleischer’s histor-
ical model of the liturgy’s creation ex nihilo at Yavneh. They suggest that
the establishment of the new institution of obligatory Jewish prayer by the
rabbis after the Second Temple’s destruction was not ex nihilo but rather
came against a rich background of considerable, well-steeped, liturgical
precedent and tradition.

Penitential Prayer

The final section of this study focuses on one particular genre, that of
penitential prayer, also known as communal confession or supplication.34
This genre cuts across Second Temple literature up until, and including,
early rabbinic prayer. It provides an opportunity to address together,

Research Group Convened Under the Auspices of the Institute for Advanced Studies of
the Hebrew University of Jerusalem,  (ed. J. Tabory; Jerusalem: Orhot, ), –
.

32 The terminology is explained by J.M. Baumgarten, “Q (Daily Prayers) and the
Lunar Calendar,” RevQ  (): –.

33 Heinemann, Prayer in the Talmud, ; see his second chapter on “TheDevelopment
of Prayers and the Problem of the ‘Original Text,’ ” –.

34 See “Appendix A: Designations for Penitential Prayer,” which also lists the prayers
of this genre, in M.J. Boda, Praying the Tradition: The Origin and Use of Tradition in
Nehemiah  (BZAW ; Berlin: de Gruyter, ), –.
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in a holistic fashion, the corresponding issues on the agendas of both
Qumran research and Jewish liturgical studies as outlined above. These
issues are the non-sectarian provenance of liturgical texts discovered at
Qumran; the interface between sectarian, early non-sectarian, and later
rabbinic prayer; and the social map of regular, public prayer during the
Second Temple period.

Penitential prayer has been the subject of a number of major stud-
ies in the last few years as well as of a three-year consultation at the
Society of Biblical Literature. These have produced a general consen-
sus about the genre’s origin at the very beginning of the Second Tem-
ple period, a basic list of prayers of this type, and an accepted working
definition.The definition has been formulated by RodneyWerline as fol-
lows:

Penitential prayer is a direct address to God in which an individual, group,
or an individual on behalf of a group confesses sins and petitions for
forgiveness as an act of repentance.35

The chief exemplars of this genre are considered to be: Ezra :–; Neh
:–; :–; Dan :–; Bar :–:; the Prayer of Azariah in LXX
Dan :[]–[]; Macc :–; Esther’s prayer in the Septuagint
(LXX Esth ); and the Greek Prayer of Manasseh.

In the Qumran corpus, scholars generally class the following non-
sectarian texts as penitential prayers: the Hebrew Prayer of Manasseh
in theNon-Canonical Psalms (Q +); the Festival Prayers, espe-
cially the one for the Day of Atonement (Q ); the weekday prayers
in theWords of the Luminaries; and QCommunal Confession (Q)
which was first published in .36 Significantly three of these are in
liturgical collections, of which two are collections for fixed prayer times.
The time of recitation is not specified in the fourth text (Q), but its
content and language better suit a regular rather than an ad hoc occa-

35 “Defining Penitential Prayer,” in Seeking the Favor of God, vol. : The Origins of
Penitential Prayer in Second Temple Judaism (ed. M.J. Boda, D.K. Falk, and R.A. Werline;
SBLEJL ; Atlanta: SBL, ), xv. A petition for removal of the problem plaguing
the petitioner(s) usually ensues. See R.A. Werline, Penitential Prayer in Second Temple
Judaism: The Development of a Religious Institution (SBLELJ : Atlanta: Scholars Press,
), – and Boda, Praying the Tradition, –.

36 See especially E. Schuller, “Penitential Prayer in SecondTemple Judaism:AResearch
Survey,” in Seeking the Favor ofGod, vol. :TheDevelopment of Penitential Prayer in Second
Temple Judaism (ed. M.J. Boda, D.K. Falk, and R.A. Werline; SBLEJL ; Atlanta: SBL,
), –. For Q see D.K. Falk, “Q: A Communal Confession,” JJS ():
–.
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sion. What is most striking about this list of scrolls is that it informs us
unequivocally about the application of penitential prayer to fixed prayer
times already in the second to first centuries b.c.e. and indicates that this
liturgical regularization was taking place outside of theQumran commu-
nity.

Yet, the vastmajority of penitential prayers in SecondTemple literature
are still for times of acute distress and particularly for recitation during
special, ad hoc public assemblies called to deal with the crisis, which was
understood as divine punishment for sin.37 This original, emergency use
persisted throughout the rabbinic period as seen in the fast-day ritual in
tractate Ta#anit (Mishnah, Tosefta and both Talmuds), continuing even
when the rabbis fixed penitential prayers in their Day of Atonement and
daily liturgies (see below). Thanks to the Scrolls, we now know that the
regular, liturgical use of penitential prayer also goes back to themiddle of
the SecondTemple period. Furthermore, the Scrolls, especially theWords
of the Luminaries, demonstrate how penitential prayer was adapted from
ad hoc occasions to a new religious practice of daily communal prayer
that was a harbinger of future developments in rabbinic liturgy. For
instance, by shifting the emphasis away from sin and onto petitions
for on-going spiritual and physical needs, the Words of the Luminaries
tempered the penitential mode of prayer and accommodated it to a
routine daily liturgy in a manner comparable to the incorporation of
petitions for knowledge, repentance, forgiveness, and redemption in the
daily Amidah prayer.38

Of the issues laid out above, the most difficult to solve is that of map-
ping the groups and settings in which penitential prayer was taking
place on an ad hoc or regular basis during the Second Temple period.
When surveying all the extant penitential prayers, it is striking how
many of these there are for times of acute distress and how broad this

37 Although some scholars prefer to see the genre’s Sitz im Leben in covenant cere-
monies like those in Ezra-Nehemiah, (and later, in QS I:–II:), the crisis is verymuch
in view in all the exemplars in late biblical and apocryphal literature. See Werline, Pen-
itential Prayer, –, –, and the recent assessments of research by S.E. Balentine,
“ ‘I Was Ready to Be Sought Out by Those Who Did Not Ask,’ ” and M.J. Boda, “Form
Criticism in Transition: Penitential Prayer and Lament, Sitz im Leben and Form,” both in
Seeking the Favor, :– and :–, respectively.

38 E.G. Chazon, “The Words of the Luminaries and Penitential Prayer in Second
Temple Times,” in Seeking the Favor, :–. See also the discerning comments by
Heinemann, Prayer in the Talmud, – on the confessional in the rabbinic daily,
Day of Atonement, and emergency fast-day liturgies, as well as Weinfeld, “Prayers for
Knowledge, Repentance and Forgiveness.”
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practice was both geographically and chronologically. Although each
of those occasions was ad hoc, the practice itself was regularly imple-
mented in frequently occurring crisis situations and may, therefore, be
seen as habitual. Some evidence of penitential prayer on annual hol-
idays now comes from separate quarters thanks to the non-sectarian
Festival Prayers from Qumran that broaden the context in which to
view the holiday penitential prayer in Baruch (Bar :). The establish-
ment of penitential prayers for certain yearly festivals and as the regu-
lar program for public emergencies may have laid the groundwork for
the appropriation of penitential prayer in the weekday liturgy of the
Words of the Luminaries, a practice not attested again until the rabbinic
period.

The limited number of annual and daily penitential prayers from
the Second Temple period makes it extremely difficult to determine
how narrow or broad these practices were or which groups engaged
in them. Some clues may be forthcoming from tracking all the exam-
ples of penitential prayer and from recent work on the groups behind
the genre and its provenance. For instance, Dalit Rom-Shiloni finds
the origins of this genre in what she calls “orthodox” circles of the
mid-late sixth century b.c.e., by which she means the deuteronomistic
historiographers, priests mainly of the Holiness school, and prophets
like Jeremiah and Ezekiel.39 Her finding fits the picture of the authors
and settings of the penitential prayers throughout the Second Tem-
ple period both in Palestine and the Diaspora as exemplified by Ezra,
Nehemiah, Baruch, and Maccabees.40 The Scrolls afford an opportu-
nity to see how an anti-establishment group adopted but radically rein-
terpreted the genre in its own practice, as in its annual covenant cer-
emony,41 while absorbing traditional exemplars of the genre like those
in the Festival Prayers and the Words of the Luminaries, which appar-
ently hailed from non-separatist circles that plausibly had closer ties
than the Qumran community to the power base and Temple cult in
Jerusalem.

39 “Social-Ideological Setting or Settings for Penitential Prayer,” in Seeking the Favor,
:–.

40 Both prayers in Macc are recited by priests; the decidedly penitential prayer in
:– is said by the high priest in the Jerusalem Temple.

41 For the Qumran covenant ceremony see n.  above and Falk, Daily, Sabbath, and
Festival Prayers, –.
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Conclusion

The case of penitential prayer can provide a model for future research. It
is an example of intensive research and consultation on a specific type of
prayer and religious practice in every quarter of Second Temple Judaism
over the course of the entire period, also taking account of earlier bib-
lical tradents and later rabbinic trajectories. The map of Second Temple
Judaism is richer and more detailed as a result. We have gained insights
into the various groups employing this type of prayer, different nuances
in separate quarters, and the application of ad hoc penitential practice
to routine festival and daily communal prayer in non-sectarian circles.
These matters lie at the heart of the key issues and mutual concerns
of both Qumran research and Jewish liturgy. In conclusion, I propose
adding another dimension to Qumran studies in the twenty-first cen-
tury: not only the perspective of the entire corpus, its integration with
all associated corpora, and a look at the interface between Qumran and
the outside world, but also a new stage of collaborative, interdisciplinary
research that will bring together scholars in the related disciplines and
push the envelope on the outstanding, critical issues in the fields ofQum-
ran and Jewish liturgy.





WHEN THE BELL RINGS:
THE QUMRAN RITUALS OF AFFLICTION IN CONTEXT

Daniel Stökl Ben Ezra
CNRS Aix-en-Provence

In the last twenty years, the disciplines of religious studies and e.g., polit-
ical science, have seen the emergence of the thriving new perspective of
“ritual studies.”There is now a Journal of Ritual Studies and a Ritual Stud-
ies Monograph Series. Many institutions of higher education offer intro-
ductory classes to ritual studies.1 There are many interesting focuses and
perspectives through which ritual studies can throw light on religious
behavior. Here, I shall limit myself to one of the endeavors of this new
discipline: the attempt to develop a typology of ritual activity. In recent
years, much progress has been made in the study of Qumran religion by
studies cataloguing and systematizing Qumran liturgical texts.2 Rituals,
however, are larger than words. Ritual studies are particularly interesting
for their attention to the non-verbal aspects of ritual and even for wholly
non-verbal rituals. I do not want to say that these aspects have been com-
pletely neglected in previous studies,3 yet, as is usual for a discipline dom-
inated by philology, the study of words has clearly been preferred to that
of ritual action.4

1 See also the huge long-term Sonderforschungsbereich “Ritual Dynamics” in Hei-
delberg with more than  collaborators (see http://www.ritualdynamik.uni-hd.de/en/
index.htm).

2 Letme only mention B. Nitzan,Qumran Prayer and Religious Poetry (trans. J. Chap-
man; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ) and D.K. Falk, Daily, Sabbath, and Festival Prayers in
the Dead Sea Scrolls (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ). Many of the important works writ-
ten by E. Chazon, D. Flusser, J. Maier, E. Schuller and M. Weinfeld deal with the history
of tradition, the antecedents to, the heirs of, as well as the parallel developments to the
prayer texts discovered at Qumran.

3 Much of the work of D.K. Falk, e.g., focuses on the relation of ritual and chronolog-
ical as well as socio-historical aspects.

4 This is also exemplified by the revolution in Qumran Studies caused by the work of
L.H. Schiffman that brought halakhah back to the place of primordial importance such
an issue should have in the study of a Jewish religious community.
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Among the pioneers and driving forces for the success of ritual stud-
ies are scholars such as Ronald Grimes and the late Catherine Bell.5 In
her Ritual: Perspectives and Dimensions—arguably the best introduction
to ritual studies—Bell proposed a typology of rituals and her work has
been rather influential..6 To my knowledge, the first application of Bell’s
typology to Qumran texts was an article by Rob Kugler.7 Two brief arti-
cles by James Davila survey the texts of the Old Testament Apocrypha
and Pseudepigrapha.8Themost extensive work so far is the recent disser-
tationThe Social Role of Liturgy in the Religion of the Qumran Community
by Russell Arnold that admirably elaborates on Kugler’s study.9

I shall proceed in three steps. The first part addresses problematic
aspects in Bell’s typology, focusing one of her types: “rites of affliction.” In
the second part, I briefly investigate Arnold’s (and Kugler’s) applications
of Bell’s typology and proposemy own. In the third and final part, I shall
make some observations resulting from comparisons of Qumran’s rites
of affliction with those of other forms of early Judaism and Christianity.
Special consideration will be given to the paradox of the existence of

5 C. Bell, Ritual: Perspectives and Dimensions (New York: Oxford University Press,
); eadem, Ritual Theory Ritual Practice (New York: Oxford University Press, );
R. Grimes, The Beginnings of Ritual Studies (Columbia: University of South Carolina
Press, ). See also R.A. Rappaport, Ritual and Religion in the Making of Humanity
(Cambridge: CambridgeUniversity Press, ); J.Z. Smith,ToTake Place: TowardTheory
in Ritual (Chicago Series in theHistory of Judaism; Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
).

6 Bell, Ritual: Perspectives and Dimensions, –.
7 R. Kugler, “Making All Experience Religious: The Hegemony of Ritual at Qumran,”

JSJ  (): –.
8 J.R. Davila, “Ritual in the Jewish Pseudepigrapha,” in Anthropology and Biblical

Studies: Avenues of Approach (ed. L.J. Lawrence and M.I. Aguilar; Leiden: Brill, ),
– (non vidi) (conference paper available online at http://www.st-andrews.ac.uk/
academic/divinity/ritual_pseud.html). Davila articulates his larger project in his paper
“Ritual in the Old Testament Apocrypha” (draft for discussion at the Symposium on
Anthropology and the Old Testament, Glasgow,  August ), – (here ), online:
http://www.st-andrews.ac.uk/academic/divinity/RitApoc.htm.

9 R.C.D. Arnold,The Social Role of Liturgy in the Religion of the Qumran Community
(STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), cf. his contribution “The Dead Sea Scrolls, Qumran, and
Ritual Studies” in this volume. See also E. Larson, “Worship in Jubilees and Enoch” in
Enoch and the Mosaic Torah: The Evidence of Jubilees (ed. G. Boccaccini and G. Ibba;
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), – and the communication of “Ritual in Jubilees”
by M.A. Daise in the same venture. See also: M.A. Daise, “Ritual Density in Qumran
Practice: Ablutions in the SerekhHa-Ya .had,” inNewPerspectives onOld Texts: Proceedings
of the Tenth Annual International Symposium of the Orion Center for the Study of the Dead
Sea Scrolls andAssociated Literature, – January,  (ed. E.G. Chazon andB.Halpern-
Amaru; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.
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rituals of affliction in the ritual behavior of a group that believes in
predetermination. After all, the main aim of these rituals is normally
an effort to change the current miserable situation, a seemingly futile
endeavor for people with a deterministic worldview.

Bell suggests distinguishing the following six groups of rituals:10

. Rites of passage / life-cycle rites are rites (such as birth or marriage)
that deal with the sociocultural and/or biological events of human
life.11

. Calendrical and commemorative rites (such as Passover) “give so-
cially meaningful definitions to the passage of time.”12

. Rites of exchange and communion (e.g. community meals) secure
“thewell-being of the community and the larger cosmos” and “rede-
fine the culture’s system of cosmological boundaries . . . while si-
multaneously allowing the crossing or transgression of those very
same boundaries.”13

. Rites of affliction (e.g. response tometeorological disaster) “attempt
to rectify a state of affairs that has been disturbed or disordered: they
heal, exorcise, protect, and purify.”14

. Rites of feasting, fasting, and festivals (such as Lent, Ramadan
or Carnival) emphasize the public display of religiocultural senti-
ments.15

. Political rituals (enthronization,military parades) “specifically con-
struct, display and promote the power of political institutions . . . or
the political interests of distinct constituencies and subgroups.”16

We should not forget, however, that Bell states herself that this list is not
exhaustive.17 We should therefore add a seventh category:

. X (other).

10 Bell, Ritual: Perspectives and Dimensions, –.
11 Ibid., .
12 Both, rites de passage and calendrical rites “impose cultural schemes on the order

of nature,” while commemorative rites “recall the important historical events” (ibid., ,
, ). These recurring rites often “express the most basic beliefs of the community”
(ibid., ). Calendars and festival calendars also define boundaries.

13 Ibid., .
14 Ibid., .
15 Ibid., .
16 Ibid., .
17 Ibid.,  and . This has not been exploited in the applications of Bell to early

Judaism by Arnold, Davila or Kugler.
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Bell’s typology is appealing because of its brevity and its clarity. This
clarity, however, might only be apparent. My main methodological cri-
tique of Bell is that she seems to employ two different sets of criteria,
functionalist andphenomenological, to establish her typology. For exam-
ple, category Five, “Rites of feasting, fasting and festivals” is defined in
largely phenomenological terms (rituals with mass feasting or fasting),
while category six “political rites” is rather functionalist and category two
“calendrical rites and commemorative rites” is a mixture of both. Many
of the calendrical rites are feasts, fasts or festivals. She is well aware that
many rituals may be categorized in multiple rubrics, yet, it seems to me,
that not only the polyvalent functions of one ritual foster the problem of
classifying rituals in one or another category but also that her six cate-
gories are not so to speak six brands of apples but a mix of apples and
oranges. The Shiite Ashura could be classified among the calendrical and
commemorative rites () as well as rite of affliction () or among the rites
of feasting, fasting, and festivals (). It can easily assume political aspects
() whenHizbollah publicly displays its power in demonstrations on this
day.

An emergency rite such as a public fast prescribed inMishnah Ta#anit
could fit category four “rites of affliction,” as well as category five “rites of
feasting, fasting, and festivals.” YomKippur fits both categories as well as
“calendrical and commemorative rites,” i.e., categories two, four and five.
In the fifth and fourth century b.c.e., it was to some extent even a political
rite as it was the rite performed by the High Priest, the acting ruler of
Yehud that also established his claim to the high-priesthood, shown by
his special garments, the legendary feast at the end of the day and in
much later times by the struggle about who would control the garments.
He is the only one to perform this ritual, so the one who performs it is
recognizably the High Priest.

Let us now have a closer look at Bell’s category “Rituals of Affliction.”
“Of” in this expression has to be understood as adversative “against,” so
very different from the other terms she uses in her typology (e.g. rites
of feasting and fasting).18 Bell defines rituals of affliction as rites that
“attempt to rectify a state of affairs that has been disturbed or disor-
dered: they heal, exorcise, protect, and purify.”19 They “redress the devel-

18 Davila seems to have misunderstood this when he includes also “vision-quests”
in the category of rituals of affliction. Vision quests are preparatory rituals for visional
experiences that often involve self-affliction.

19 Bell, Ritual: Perspectives and Dimensions, .
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opment of anomalies or imbalances.”20 According to Bell, we speak pri-
marily of emergency rites and themajority of rituals (but not the totality)
concerns the individual.21 It is therefore frequently regarded as the most
“magical” sort of rites. Among the main problems for which these rites
are “needed,” she lists meteorological disorders, physical or psychologi-
cal health problems and impurities but also e.g., sins. Her wide range of
examples for these three subtypes include the exposition of divine stat-
ues to the burning sun in times of drought in China for meteorological
disorders, Shamanistic healing rites from Korea, Western psychoanaly-
sis, and the Red Indian Ghost Dance for physical or psychological health
problems.The third subcategory, purifications, includes those performed
after contact with untouchables or foreigners among Indian Brahmans,
and others after menstruation in Hinduism, Shintoism, medieval Chris-
tianity and Judaism. Bell also includes recurring calendric events such as
the annual fire-walking of statues in China, purification before Shabbat,
as well as the Kumbha Mela of India, the largest religious gathering in
the world celebrated every twelve years with tens of millions of partici-
pants.

In my opinion, the inclusion of regular purification before Shabbat
shows a problem. The main focus is Shabbat, not the purification or an
affliction. When an Orthodox bishop washes his hands before proceed-
ing to the liturgy, or Muslims perform the wudu# and wash the face,
hands and feet before beginning the statutory prayer, the purifications
are minor matters preparing and introducing the essential ritual. As Bell
states herself, her typology largely disregards context and what I would
call the intertextuality of ritual. I would add that her typology also seems
to disregard hierarchy. Accordingly, I shall distinguish between inde-
pendent rituals and minor rites that are part of a ritual in my analy-
sis.

Naturally, any attempt to approach religion by categorizing all rituals
of all religions is a daunting enterprise. For some religions this typology,
which was developed out of the experience with a selection of religions,
might be a sort of a Procrustean bed. For example, Bell’s typology does
not really have a category for daily prayer, demonstrating her background
outside of Jewish orthodox or Christian monastic traditions. Yet, one
should approach models from the social sciences pragmatically with

20 Ibid.
21 “[I]n some cases it may also involve the intercession of powerful beings to rectify

intrusions and imbalances that go beyond the body of a single person” (ibid.).
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questions such as: Are they useful?What is the surplus knowledge gained
by their application? Let us therefore regard the actual application of Bell
in the work of Russell Arnold.

In his recent book on Qumran rituals, Russell Arnold (who accepts
Bell’s typology without much discussion) comes up with three subtypes
for “rituals of affliction”: a) curses, b) apotropaic prayers and incantations
and c) purifications. Each of these three types is further distinguished
into two subtypes: There are curses against humans and those against
supra-humans. Apotropaic prayers address evil as such while incanta-
tions are directed against specific demon(s). Andfinally, purifications can
treat specific causes (such as genital or corpse impurity) or be calendri-
cally cyclical.22

Arnold’s classification differs at some points from Kugler’s earlier at-
tempt—without always stating why. Arnold is certainly right in the first
point to add apotropaic prayers and incantations, rites of affliction par
excellence.23 With regard to our distinction between rituals and rites,
incantations are normally independent emergency rituals for specific
occasions,24 while most apotropaic prayers are rites subordinate to and
part of complex and recurring rituals.25 Only for the former do we have
texts arguably composed by the ya .had.26

22 Arnold,The Social Role of Liturgy, –.
23 Ibid., –. On apotropaic prayers, see D. Flusser, “Qumrân and Jewish ‘Apo-

tropaic’ Prayers,” IEJ  (): –; E. Eshel, “Apotropaic Prayers in the Second
Temple Period,” in Liturgical Perspectives: Prayer and Poetry in the Light of the Dead Sea
Scrolls: Proceedings of the Fifth International Symposium of the Orion Center for the Study
of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature, – January,  (ed. E.G. Chazon;
STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.

24 E. Eshel refers to Q, Q, Q, all non-sectarian compositions. Q is an
Aramaic magic formula for a person plagued by illness and sins: J. Naveh, “Fragments
of an Aramaic Magic Book from Qumran,” IEJ  (): –. Q is a very
fragmentary text beginning ]�. �� ���� ��� ���[
 ]�����. Q speaks to an individual and
mentions demon(s) (I:; II:–), an aggressive angel (���� ����, IV:), healing (�����,
II:), and exorcism language (�����, III:; IV:; cf. I:), God’s name (II:), Salomon (II:),
and Raphael (V:).

25 In addition to the sectarian texts mentioned below, Eshel refers to Num :–,
the prayer of Levi in the Aramaic Levi Document (Qa), Q XIX:– (Plea
for Deliverance) and XXIV (Ps ), and Jub. :– and :– as non-Sectarian
apotropaic prayers. In Judaism, Mezuzot and Tefillin are frequently thought to contain
apotropaic aspects, but this is not clear inQumran, see P.S Alexander “Magic andMagical
Texts,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L.H Schiffman and J.C. VanderKam; 
vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), :– (here ).

26 Eshel, “Apotropaic Prayers,” . She refers to Q–, Q, Q and QHa

 as examples for apotropaic prayers from sectarian or para-sectarian texts found at
Qumran.
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Second, Kugler’s rituals of affliction encompass also the Day of Atone-
ment and “additional rites of affliction” such as e.g., communal confes-
sion.27 As stated above, the polyvalence of Yom Kippur makes this day
a problematic case for Bell’s typology. Despite the fact that Yom Kippur
is a recurring event and has much in common with “calendrical rituals”
or “feasting, fasting and festivals,” Yom Kippur is also the central rite to
handle two of the main afflictions mentioned by Bell: impurity and sin.28
Both impurity and sin are particularly closely connected in Qumran. I
would, therefore, side withKugler in putting YomKippur among the “rit-
uals of affliction.”29

Third, I would follow Kugler in classifying communal confessions and
other rites dealing with the expiation or atonement of sin equally as “rites
of affliction.”30 Since they rarely stand on their own and are usually parts
of more complex liturgies such as daily prayer, they are rites rather than
rituals.

Fourth, despite the fact that Kugler and Arnold agree that curses
are rites of affliction, I regard them as a borderline case. These rites
do not rectify a disorder but, as Arnold correctly states, they “establish
. . . boundaries between members and outsiders.”31 With exception to
the excommunication rite in the Damascus Document,32 they are not
full-fledged rituals in themselves, but rites that form rather extensive
parts of the initiation and covenant ceremony. They define “we” versus
“them” in a dualistic, black and white perspective. In comparison to later
Jewish and Christian liturgies such as the “Birkat”Haminim,33 curses are
prominent in Qumran.34 Functionally, curses might be classified under

27 Kugler, “Making All Experience Religious,” .
28 Ibid., .
29 Arnold treats Yom Kippur under “feasts and fasts” (The Social Role of Liturgy, –

). We could also deduce from analogy with one of the examples mentioned by Bell,
the annual fire-walking of statues in China that seems to be a similar yearly purgation
ritual, Bell, Ritual: Perspectives and Dimensions, .

30 E.g. Q, CD :, :, QS I:–.
31 Arnold,The Social Role of Liturgy, . See also the contribution of J.S. Anderson

“Curses and Blessings: Social Control and Self Definition in the Dead Sea Scrolls” in the
first volume of these proceedings.

32 See below. Serekh ha-Ya .had speaks of exclusion of members for grave sins for a
limited time or for good, without giving the details of a ritual for excommunication.

33 Cf. also Gal :–, Cor : andDid. :. R. Deichgräber and S. Hall, “Formeln,
Liturgische II. Neues Testament und Alte Kirche,” TRE :,  refer to Tertullian,
Scorp.  and Praescr. .

34 See M. Bar Ilan “Segen und Fluch IV. Judentum,” TRE :– who refers to m.
So.tah :, the synagogue inscription from Ein Gedi, b. Meg. b, the “Birkat” Haminim,
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Bell’s calendaric and commemoration rites that do serve the function
of establishing cosmic order, especially when they are part of the yearly
covenant renewal ceremony and turn also against angelic forces. Arnold
subsumed the initiation and covenant ceremonyunder life cycle rites and
Qumran daily prayer among the calendrical rites. These are reasonable
choices that demonstrate again the problems inherent in Bell’s typology.
If curses are rites of affliction, we could classify the yearly covenant
renewal ceremony that employs them amply as a ritual of affliction. I
would, however, hesitate to do so, as the covenant renewal ceremony
can be categorized as almost every single one of Bell’s six types and as
the affliction treated here (possible apostasy, threats from the outside) is
minor with regard to the other functions of the ritual.

Finally, let us ask whether there are some other candidates for the
category of rituals of affliction notmentioned by eitherKugler or Arnold:
I would think in particular of a) punishments, and b) funerals,mourning
and purification rites after death. Let me briefly expound each of them:

Punishments are clearly emergency rituals attempting to rectify a dis-
order. Afflictions are imposed upon an individual that has afflicted the
community by transgressing its codes. The most current punishment in
the very developed penal system of Qumran is deprivation of partici-
pation in the pure food, which comes close to some sort of fasting.35
This practice is not unlike the exclusion of penitents from the Eucharis-
tic service in Late Antique Christianity. Kugler puts the punishments
in Bell’s “festivals, feasting and fasting” as their “main social function
was to socialize community members ‘in physical practices that repro-
duce central doctrinal traditions and identities.’ ”36 But Bell’s examples for

piyyutim of Yannai andmedieval Ashkenazi curses against non-Jews on YomKippur. On
the latter, see I. Yuval, “Vengeance and Damnation, Blood and Defamation: From Jewish
Martyrdom to Blood Libel Accusations,” Zion  (): – (Hebrew).

35 For analyses of the texts chiefly from Serekh ha-Ya .had and theDamascusDocument,
see e.g. J.M. Baumgarten, “TheCave Versions of the Qumran PenalCode,” JJS  ():
–; idem, “Judicial Procedures,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls :–;
C. Hempel, “The Penal Codes Reconsidered,” in Legal Texts and Legal Issues: Proceedings
of the Second Meeting of the International Organization for Qumran Studies, Cambridge
 (ed. M. Bernstein, F. García Martínez, and J. Kampen; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ),
–; L.H. Schiffman, Sectarian Law and the Dead Sea Scrolls: Courts, Testimony
and the Penal Code (Chico: Scholars Press, ); M. Weinfeld, The Organizational
Pattern and the Penal Code of the Qumran Sect: A Comparison with Guilds and Religious
Associations of the Hellenistic-Roman Period (NTOA ; Fribourg: Éditions Universitaires,
).

36 Kugler, “Making All Experience Religious,” .
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feasting and fasting rituals demonstrate that she had mainly those ritu-
als in mind where everybody is acting in the same way, either feasting
a potlatch or fasting in Ramadan. Here, however, the ya .had has been
afflicted by the sin of one of its members and reacts very pointedly by
temporarily afflicting this specific member. More severe forms of pun-
ishment than food deprivation are excommunication37 and the death
penalty.38 In my view, all these punishments attempt to “rectify a state
of affairs that has been disturbed” and they function as rites of afflic-
tion.39

A second type of rituals that might belong here are rituals dealing
with death. Death may be regarded as the worst of sicknesses, one of
the major afflictions that—as other maladies—does not only affect the
victim itself but also his or her family and close ones with deep distress.
Most cultures have developed rituals addressing this problem. As most
anthropologists, Bell classifies rites dealing with death as life-cycle rites.
Rites dealing with pollution resulting from death, however, she regards
as a prominent rite of affliction.40 This division of two often closely
connected rite complexes shows again that we speak of a borderline case.
In any case, in Qumran texts, life-cycle rites including rites dealing with
death seem to be underrepresented. This phenomenon dovetails with
the absence of other life-cycle rites.41 Circumcision, e.g., is extremely
rarely noted.42 The so called Ritual of Marriage (Q) has nothing to
do with a marriage.43 If we focus on Qumran literature one might be

37 For the ritual of excommunication, see QDa (Q)  – (��	���� 
���� ����)
(par. QDe [Q]  ii).

38 CD :; :–: par. QDa (Q)  ii – par. QDe (Q)  iii . Cf. also
the non-community texts: QBibPar (Q)  ; QOrdina (Q) –+ – and
–; QJubf (Q)   (Jub. :); QHalakha A (Q)  –; QRPb (Q)
  (Exod :); QTa (Q) XXXV:–; LI:–; LXIV:–; LXVI:–; QTb

(Q)  and  –.
39 See the two emic explanations for the punishment of the “stubborn son,” decontam-

ination of the collective and admonition to all in QTa (Q) XIV:–:���� ��� ����
��
����� ����� ����� ��� ���� ������ ��� ������ ����� ������ ����.

40 Bell, Ritual: Perspectives and Dimensions, .
41 I have dealt with this issue in my paper “When the Bell Rings: The Qumran Life-

Cycle Rituals // Rites de Passage” (presented at the SBL Annual Meeting in Boston, –
 November ) that I plan to publish elsewhere.

42 Lev : is quoted in QQDa (Q)  ii  and QRPe (Q) a–b . Cf. the
circumcision of Abraham in CD : par. QDe (Q)  ii – par. QDf (Q) 
ii .

43 J.M. Baumgarten, “Q,Marriage or GoldenAgeRitual?” JJS  (): –;
M. Satlow, “Q, a New Year Festival?” DSD  (): –. In this light, Arnold’s
focus on the Qumran initiation ritual for this category seems a wise decision.
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tempted to say that inTurnerian termsQumranwas a liminal community
largely neglecting essential events of individual life such as birth or death.
This idealized impression from the texts stands in blatant contrast to
the archaeological remains. The adjacent cemetery with more than 
tombs suggests that a substantial number of people who lived at the site
also died there. Burials must have been quite frequent a ritual, every two
or three months or so, and at least some people as well as the site itself
must have been afflicted by corpse impurity quite regularly.44 The Temple
Scroll, a text appreciated by the Qumranites, details rules of purification
after death, yet we know nothing from the scrolls about their burial and
mourning rites.45

To sum up part two: In addition to Arnold’s incantations and indepen-
dent purification rituals, I would regard Yom Kippur46 and the punish-
ments prescribed in the penal code as rituals of affliction and apotropaic
prayers, small scale purifications and confessions as rites of affliction. In
addition, burial andmourning rites, curses and the covenant renewal cer-
emony are borderline cases. This new model would look as follows:

. Rituals of Affliction
a. incantations
b. independent purifications
c. punishments
d. Yom Kippur (borderline with calendrical rituals)
e. (burials andmourning rites [borderline with rites de passage])
f. (covenant renewal ceremony [borderline with nearly all types
of ritual])47

. Rites of Affliction
a. apotropaic prayers
b. minor purifications
c. confessions
d. (curses [borderline with political rituals])

44 If Qumran was occupied during roughly  years, around six people would have
died each year giving a population estimation of  in average and one burial every two
months—a frequent ritual.

45 R. Hachlili, “Cemetery,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls :–.
46 Despite its overlapping with calendrical rites as part of the festival calendar.
47 For the initiates that are introduced to the ya .had in this ritual, it is a rite de passage

(see Arnold). As it is a yearly recurrent event, it is also a calendrical ritual. It gives sense to
time passing. It establishes a political and cosmic hierarchy and its boundaries of insiders
and outsiders as well as leaders, members and novices.
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In the final part, I would like to make somemore general observations
on the basis of a macrocomparison of the map of Qumran rites of
affliction with that of early Judaism. As Davila has shown, all of the rites
and rituals of affliction attested for Qumran are part and parcel of many
streams of Second Temple and rabbinic Judaism. On the micro-level
there might be differences, but rarely do they distinguish Qumran from
all other forms of Second Temple Judaism. Curses are certainly of higher
importance at Qumran. Inner participation as condition for purification
in Q and Q is attested also in John the Baptist. Baumgarten is
wrong in juxtaposing a sad Sectarian Yom Kippur to a joyous Pharisaic
one. Both include aspects of joy and sorrow.48

If we turn tables, however, we can observe that a substantial number
of rituals of affliction attested in Second Temple, rabbinic (and early
Christian) texts are absent from theQumran scrolls. And it is here where
our macrocomparison, with the help of Bell’s typology, might prove
heuristically fruitful. To use the expression of the title of this paper: it
is now, when the Bell rings.

a. As others have remarked, the absence of evidence for regular fast
days except Yom Kippur is truly exceptional. Zechariah  mentions four
yearly fasts and rabbinic and patristic sources give evidence that some
late Antique Jewish and Christian groups celebrated fasts accordingly.49
The Didache knows of two weekly Jewish and Christian fasts.50 In the
third and fourth century the various forms of Lent emerge, in the fourth
century Roman Christianity introduces the Ember Days, in the fifth or
sixth Eastern Syriac Christians inaugurate the fast of theNinevites. In the
Qumran texts, arguably all occurrences of fasting and self-affliction refer
to Yom Kippur.51 Perhaps the ruling deterministic ideology may have

48 See D. Stökl Ben Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur on Early Christianity: The Day
of Atonement from Second Temple Judaism to the Fifth Century (WUNT ; Tübingen:
Mohr Siebeck, ), .

49 M. Ta#an ; y. Ta#an :, b; b. Roš Haš. b; Jerome, Comm. Zach. :–
(CCSL A:), referring to the  Tammuz,  Av,  Tishri and  Tevet; Philaster of
Brescia, Diversarum Hereseon Liber  (written between  and  c.e.): “absolute
praedicauit, ut mysteria Christianitatis in ipsis quattuor ieiuniis nuntiata cognosceremus.
Nam per annum quattuor ieiunia in ecclesia celebrantur, in natale primum deinde in
pascha, tertio in ascensione, quarto in pentecosten” (CSEL ::–: [F. Marx
]).

50 Cf. also Matt :–.
51 N. Hacham, “Communal Fasts in the Judean Desert Scrolls and Associated Litera-

ture,” inHistorical Perspectives: From the Hasmoneans to Bar Kokhba in Light of the Dead
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fathered the opinion that fasts cannot alter divine predestination anyhow.
Yom Kippur was only retained since it was the only fast ordained in the
Torah. That Yom Kippur was highly significant for the group’s identity is
also visible in thememories attributing a persecution of the group to this
day as foundational event as well as in the future expectations of a divine
redemption on Yom Kippur may have played a role.52

b. In addition to the absence of regular fast days, I do not know of any
evidence for other rites to handle collective emergencies. Descriptions
and prescriptions of emergency public fasts abound in early Jewish and
Christian literature.53 How did the Qumranites react ritually when the
Jewish War broke out and news of the developments in Jerusalem and
the Galilee arrived there? Had texts like theWar Scroll a liturgical Sitz im
Leben in such a situation? Many crises in antiquity, as today, are mete-
orological disasters. Rituals in times of meteorological catastrophes are
among Bell’s first examples for affliction rituals. They are widely attested
in early Judaism and Christianity. Jesus calms the storm.54 Hanina ben
Dosa prays for rain.55 The Mishna and Talmudim include a whole trac-
tate describing such a ritual (Ta#anit). And Gregory of Nazianzus reports
of ritual responses during an episode of a severe drought.56 Handling
weather and meteorological mishaps do not however seem to play a role
in Qumran ritual life.57 Could this observation be used as an argument

Sea Scrolls: Proceedings of the Fourth International Symposium of the Orion Center for the
Study of Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature, – January,  (ed. D.M. Good-
blatt, A. Pinnick, andD.R. Schwartz; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –. Canwe infer
from the name “the festival of the fasting/affliction” (������ ����) for the Day of Atone-
ment that this was the only day Qumranites fasted?The plural forms in QShira (Q)
 – par. QShirb (Q)  – and QShirb   and   and QapocrPs (Q)
IV: may, perhaps, refer to affliction/humiliation in general, but this is not certain. The
late H. Eshel, however, has argued that QpPsa (Q)  – refers to a communal fast
in a dreadful drought in  b.c.e., a fast, that was kept not only by the Qumranites but
in general, seeThe Dead Sea Scrolls and the Hasmonaean State (Jerusalem: Yad Ben-Zvi,
),  (Hebrew) and p.  in the English translation (Studies in theDead Sea Scrolls
and Related Literature; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ).

52 See QpHab XI:–, QMelch (Q) II:– and Stökl Ben Ezra,The Impact of
Yom Kippur, –.

53 E.g. in Jonah –; Macc :–; m. Ta#anit.
54 Mark :– par.
55 B. Ta#an. b.
56 Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. Bas. .
57 Almost all references to rain appear in narratives of Enoch and retellings of the story

of the flood. But see Q  and QHa XVI:–: “But You, OmyGod, have placed Your
words in my mouth, as showers of early rain, for all [who thirst] and as a spring of living
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that the people behind the scrolls lived in the desert of Qumran, where
they could lead a life largely independent of the follies of the weather
gods?

c. If Joe Zias’ analyses of the bacterial remains in Qumran toilets prove
true, sickness must have had a ubiquitous presence among the inhab-
itants of Qumran—having caused a considerable number of fatalities
according to the cemetery data.58 In the Qumran texts, however, indi-
vidual healing seems to be a minor affair.59 Most references to healing
are halakhic developments on how to decide whether somebody has
to be regarded as healed and therefore pure or not.60 Almost all other
passages address God as healer in very general and/or eschatological
terms or speak of the object of healing in a very general plural: “they” or
“them.” The majority of extra-biblical references about individual heal-
ing are in texts that have been written in Aramaic who were owned but
not produced by the community: e.g. Pharaoh’s afflictions due to Sara
and Nabonidus’ illness.61 The incantation Q, the only text that one
might compare to amedical treatise, is part of this alienAramaic wisdom,
too. Were it not for QapocrPs (Q), the one exception mentioned
above, one might think that healing prayers were completely futile in the
eyes of people believing in predetermination.62

waters. The heavens shall not fail to open,  nor shall they run dry, but shall become a
streampouring out up[on]water and then to seaswithout en[d.]” QSefer ha-Mil .hamah
(Q)  ii – par. QSefer ha-Mil .hamah (Q)  –: “God Most High will bless
you and shine his face upon you, and he will open for you  his rich storehouse in the
heavens, to send down upon your land  showers of blessing, dew and rain, the early rain
and the latter rain in its season, and to give you frui[t],  produce, grain, wine and oil
in abundance; and the land will produce for you [d]elightful fruit  so that you will eat
and grow fat.” Both translations are taken from E. Tov, ed.,TheDead Sea Scrolls Electronic
Library (Leiden: Brill, ). Cf. also QBera (Q)  a–d .

58 J. Zias, “Toilets at Qumran, the Essenes, and the Scrolls: NewAnthropological Data
and OldTheories,” RevQ  (–): –.

59 For healing in Second Temple Judaism, cf. L.P. Hogan,Healing in the Second Temple
Period (NTOA ; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, ). M.O. Wise, “Healing”
Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls :–.

60 E.g. QRPc (Q) – and QDa (Q)  i–iii; QDg (Q)  i–ii;
QpapDh (Q)  ii (cf. CD :–); on the QD texts see C. Hempel, The Laws of
the DamascusDocument: Sources, Tradition and Redaction (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ),
–.

61 QapGen ar (Q) XX:– and QPrNab ar (Q).
62 The earliest extent inventory of a Christian or Jewish library is that of themonastery

of Elias in Egypt, which includes a medical treatise as the one and only non-purely
religious book.



 daniel stökl ben ezra

d. The reality of the people in Qumran is only very partially described
in its texts. On the one hand, the society described by the texts found
in Qumran was clearly a highly ritualized one. We have evidence for a
great number of very diverse rituals. Blessings and curses, praises and
hymns fill pages and pages. Yet, theQumran texts talk very little about the
actual performanceof the rituals and give very few hints about the details
with regard to where, how, who—actions, actors, places, etc. Speaking
in Roman Catholic terms, there are very few rubrics. The amount of
“black ink” widely outdoes that of “red ink.” The two major exceptions
are only apparent exceptions: Temple rituals (including the red cow)63
and the Qumran initiation ritual. Temple rituals, however, are theory—
not practice—for anyone who is not in control of the Temple and they do
not belong to the life of the community in the strict sense. And a closer
look at the initiation or the covenant renewal ritual reveals that despite
a considerable amount of words, the details of where, who, when remain
unknown. Did they sing the curses, whisper or scream a sentence like
����� ���� ��� ����? Similarly, the great mass of texts on purification
rituals deceives in the sense that we have very little information about
how exactly these rituals were performed. The greater part of ritual lore
and expertise was not transmitted through written form, and probably
not even orally, but by non-verbal action and mimesis. With regard to
Qumran ritual, the extant texts constitute only the tip of the iceberg.
Nevertheless, we should try to get an idea of this iceberg. Arnold and
Kugler have themerit to have opened the door to a promising discussion
to which this paper hopes to be another small contribution.

63 J. Bowman, “Did the Qumran Sect Burn the Red Heifer?” RevQ  (): –;
J.M. Baumgarten, “TheRed CowPurification Rites inQumran Texts,” JJS  (): –
.



THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS,
QUMRAN, AND RITUAL STUDIES

Russell C.D. Arnold
DePauwUniversity

Thepresent study has two primary objectives. First, I present what I con-
sider to be some of the benefits of bringing a ritual studies approach to the
study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and the ya .had community associated with
Khirbet Qumran.1 Second, I discuss some lessonswe learn from employ-
ing a ritual studies approach with respect to Qumran that can enhance
our investigations of the lives of other communities from Ancient Israel
to Early Judaism and Christianity.

Definitions of Ritual and Liturgy

Before I get too deeply into this discussion, I should pause to present my
working definitions of the key terms, ritual and liturgy. A good place to
begin for a definition of ritual comes from Roy Rappaport: “the perfor-
mance of more or less invariant sequences of formal acts and utterances
not encoded by the performers.”2 I would modify this definition slightly
to include the symbolic element of ritual for the performer. I define rit-
ual as an action or series of actions, governed by culturally determined
guidelines or rules, which is understood by the participants as signifi-
cant beyond the mundane or regular practice of such an act. The dif-
ference, for example, between a bath for the sake of washing and a rit-
ual bath or ritual washing may or may not be evident from the action
itself. The behavior may be more formal and more consistent from one

1 Many of the conclusions described in this first part of the paper are based on the
results of my Ph.D. dissertation research, which surveyed the entire range of ritual and
liturgical material associated with the Dead Sea Scrolls community. Cf. R.C.D. Arnold,
The Social Role of Liturgy in the Religion of the Qumran Community (STDJ ; Leiden:
Brill, ).

2 R.A. Rappaport, “TheObvious Aspects of Ritual,” in Ecology, Meaning, and Religion
(Richmond: North Atlantic Books, ), .
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person to the next, but what truly makes it a ritual washing, is that it
is infused, by the participant and/or by the culture, with meaning that
goes beyond cleaning off the dirt. This does not mean that such a ritual
washing does not actually clean off the dirt, but only that it does more
than that. For a ritual to be successful, therefore, the participants in
the ritual ought at least to know that what they are doing carries more
significance than the act in itself. At the same time, the participants
are not necessarily aware of the full significance of the ritual, such that
certain rituals may, from an outsider’s perspective, be seen to function
to establish boundaries or unify or solidify the identity of the members
or any number of other things that could not be precisely articulated
by the participants in the ritual. Obviously, since we have no access to
individual Qumran practitioners, we must rely on the textual evidence
from theDead Sea Scrolls that indicates the symbolic significance of these
actions.

I use the term liturgy to describe an element used in rituals. Liturgy
is the spoken component of any particular ritual. Many of our texts
give only this liturgical component with a short introduction indicating
a ritual context, usually a time referent.3 In other cases we have texts
that both provide the wording/liturgy and more detail about the ritual
context and ritual action.4 In other cases we have clearly liturgical texts
without any indication of their ritual context.5 The fact that most of our
knowledge of Qumran ritual derives from liturgy is primarily a result of
the evidence that we have, that is, texts. Secondarily, it is an outgrowth of
the Qumran community’s strong emphasis on the importance of proper
speech.6

3 E.g. “[On the] th day of the mon[th in the] evening, they bless . . .” (Qpap-
PrQuot [Q] – i ). See also the Words of the Luminaries and the Songs of
the Sabbath Sacrifice. Translations throughout the paper are mine unless otherwise
indicated.

4 See for example the initiation and covenant renewal ceremony in QS I–III; V–
VI. For a recent challenge to connecting these two sections of QS see M.A. Daise,
“The Temporal Relationship between the Covenant Renewal Rite and the Initiation
Process in QS,” inQumran Studies: New Approaches, NewQuestions (ed. M.T. Davis and
B.A. Strawn; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –. Other examples may be found in
the ritual purification texts (Q, Q, and Q).

5 Psalms and theHodayot are the best examples of such liturgical material.
6 I discuss this idea in more detail in R.C.D. Arnold, “Qumran Prayer as an Act of

Righteousness,” JQR  (): –.
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The Nature of the Ya .had
and Its Connections to Qumran

Much recent scholarship has taken up, once again, the complicated ques-
tions about the nature of the community or communities associated with
the Dead Sea Scrolls, as well as their connections with the Qumran site.7
At the heart of much of this discussion is the relationship between the
varied but connected legal traditions of the Community Rule (QS, QS)
and the Damascus Document (CD, QD) as well as the variants found
within these traditions.8 I am, by no means, intending to solve this com-
plicated issue here in these few pages. For my purposes here I take as
starting points for my study the following conclusions that seem to me
to be well supported by the evidence and by most scholars: ) Despite
some differences between the S and D traditions, the many similarities
indicate that they represent different perspectives within a larger ideo-
logical community, ) A connection exists between the Scrolls, especially
those from caves  and , and the Qumran site, although the ya .had was
not exclusive to Qumran, ) While it is not certain that Qumran was the
headquarters of the ya .had, it held, at least for some of its history, a com-
munity of members who likely sought to live according to the ya .had’s
prescriptions.9 Recognizing the complexity associated with mapping out
the different communities within the larger Dead Sea Scrolls movement,
I use the termQumran Community to refer to those who participated in
theQumran complex and saw themselves as part of the ya .had associated
with the S tradition. By focusing on the part of the ya .had at Qumran,
we can tentatively include data from the archaeological remains and the
physical context, where relevant, to better understand the community’s
ritual life together.10

7 See especially the recent issueDSD / () devoted entirely to these questions.
A summary of the articles and their positions can be found in M.A. Knibb, “The Com-
munity of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Introduction,” DSD  (): –.

8 These include also other rule texts such as Q, Q, etc. For a recent discussion
of radial-dialogic approach to the legal corpus see A. Schofield, “Between Center and
Periphery: The Ya .had in Context,”DSD  (): –.

9 J.J. Collins, “Beyond the QumranCommunity: Social Organization in the Dead Sea
Scrolls,” DSD  (): –.

10 Obviously, there are difficulties in connecting an array of texts that develop over
time and in different locations with the practices at Qumran with great certainty. My
purpose here is to highlight how bringing the textual and archaeological evidence into
conversation with a ritual studies approach can help us achieve a thicker description of
the life of the community. As such, I concede that different conclusions about the dating
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Ritual Density

One of the first things that we notice about Qumran is the pervasive-
ness of ritual in the life of the community. As many as one-fourth of the
non-biblical texts discovered in the Qumran caves can be classified as
ritual or liturgical. Although there are a number of ways ritual types can
be categorized, Catherine Bell’s system helps us to see the breadth and
depth of Qumran’s ritual practice.11 Although there are certainly over-
laps between some of these categories, they remain useful for address-
ing both the characteristics and the functions of the whole range of ritual
practice.12 Bell’s categories are as follows: Calendrical Rites,13Rites of Pas-
sage,14 Feasts and Fasts,15 Rites of Affliction,16 Political Rites,17 and Rites
of Exchange and Communion.18 After mentioning some of the Qum-
ran examples from these categories, Rob Kugler describes the density of
Qumran ritual as follows:

or context of one of the texts or some of thematerial remains would yield different results.
I contend, however, that applying ritual studies approaches would be productive in any
case.

11 C. Bell, Ritual: Perspectives and Dimensions (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
).

12 See the article byD. Stoekl Ben Ezra in this volume for an assessment of the category
of Rites of Affliction.

13 This is the largest category found in the Dead Sea Scrolls. There are rites associated
with daily cycles (Daily Prayers andWords of the Luminaries), weekly cycles (Songs of the
Sabbath Sacrifice), and yearly cycles (Festival Prayers and the covenant renewal ceremony
in QS).

14 The initiation of new members is presented as a rite of passage in QS. There is no
mention of rituals associatedwith birth, circumcision, or death and the possible reference
to marriage in Q is highly questionable. See M. Baillet in DJD VII (): –;
J.M. Baumgarten, “Q, Marriage or Golden Age Ritual?” JJS  (): –;
M.L. Satlow, “Q A New Year Festival?” DSD  (): –.

15 Communal meals are represented especially in QS VI:– and QSa II:–.
Somewhat surprisingly there is no mention of fasts other than the biblically prescribed
fast on the Day of Atonement.

16 Such rites either protect against elements of disorder whether they be spiritual forces
or physical ailments or impurities. Qumran’s purification rituals (Q, Q, Q)
and curses (QS II:–, Q , Q ) fall in this category.

17 Political rites establish hierarchies, social structures, and the authority of leaders.
At Qumran, these elements are strongest in the ranking of members associated with the
covenant renewal ceremony and the regular communal meals. Authority of the priests is
reinforced in practices described in QM and QSb.

18 These rites establish or express connections between humans and those in the divine
realm, angelic realm, and/or human realm. At Qumran, Psalms and the Hodayot hymns
provide a kind of social cohesion and connection with the divine. Other texts, such as
Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice, also establish communion with the angels.
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From the way they measured their time to the way they consumed their
meals, from their rising in the morning to their laying down at night, from
the way they prayed to the way they saw to the purity of their bodies, from
their entry into the community to their departure from it, the people of
Qumran patterned their actions in “more or less invariant sequences of
formal acts and utterances” aimed at bringing them closer to God.19

The pervasiveness and importance of ritual at Qumran makes it an
important test case for the application of ritual studies approaches to his-
torical communities in antiquity.We are also fortunate to have a relatively
large amount of material, much of it written by its own members, about
the religious life of a narrow, relatively localized community that thrived
for only a couple centuries.

Once we recognize the pervasiveness of ritual and liturgical texts at
Qumran we are left with the question of what to do with these texts. My
interest is to follow the methodological challenge set forth by Lawrence
Hoffman: to move beyond text-focused, philological, historical, and
form-critical approaches and treat ritual and liturgical texts themselves
and other texts about the practice of ritual as evidence of a living com-
munity of practitioners.20 Hoffman draws on insights from the work of
the anthropologist, Clifford Geertz, who claims that the task of inter-
preting culture is to understand what is meant, or what is being said,
by a particular ritual or practice.21 Hoffman presents the holistic study
of liturgy as a similar process of using all textual and material evidence
to sort out what is signified by the liturgy, what is being said, not just in
the liturgy, but also by the liturgy.22 Looking at Qumran ritual practice
we see how ritual and liturgy can communicate through the doing, not
just the meaning of the words to be recited. This is at the heart of what
we can learn from ritual studies. No action is univalent, especially ritual
action.

19 R. Kugler, “Making All Experience Religious: The Hegemony of Ritual at Qumran,”
JSJ  (): –. Notice that Kugler uses Rappaport’s definition of ritual as cited
above in n. .

20 L. Hoffman, Beyond the Text: A Holistic Approach to Liturgy (Notre Dame: Univer-
sity of Notre Dame Press, ). Hoffman argues that liturgical texts are a remarkable
expression of a community’s worldview and indicate the nature of the community’s rela-
tionships with the divine/holy, and with those outside the community.

21 C. Geertz,The Interpretation of Cultures (New York: Basic Books, ).
22 Hoffman’s interpretations of rabbinic liturgical practice were hindered by the lack

of sufficient concrete information describing the social structures governing the rabbinic
communities. By comparison, such social information regarding the ya .had is quite
abundant, although by no means as complete as we might like.
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We turn now to some examples that highlight how ritual studies
improve our understanding of the complex and multivalent meanings of
ritual and liturgical practice at Qumran. In the interest of time and space
we will not discuss rituals from all six categories. Instead we will focus
our attention on examples from the first three: calendrical rites, rites of
passage, and feasts and fasts.

Calendrical Rites As Systems

Calendrical rites are among the most varied and pervasive rituals found
at Qumran. The scrolls contain liturgies designed to mark every one of
the key calendrical units: Evening and morning (Daily Prayers [Q],
QS X, Q); Days of the week (Words of the Luminaries [Q,
]); Sabbaths (weeks) of the quarter (Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice
[Q–, Q]); Festivals of the Year (Festival Prayers [Q,
Q–+]). Each of these texts establishes a fixed periodic se-
quence of rituals, liturgies to be recited in a regular order. The prayer for
the fifth day will always be read after the prayer for the fourth day. Rit-
ual studies tell us that, as a ritual system, each individual ritual should be
interpreted in terms of thewhole system.Arnold van Gennep argues that
the individual elements of a ritual have no inherent symbolic meaning,
but can only be understood as part of a sequence, related to what came
before and what came after.23 In order to understand how the different
elements affect the interpretation of the system, Pierre Smith highlights
what he calls the focalizing element of a ritual system, i.e. that action or
idea that frames the symbolic message of the ritual.24 Consequently, two

23 A. van Gennep, “On the Method to Be Followed in the Study of Rites and Myths,”
in Classical Approaches to the Study of Religion: Aims, Methods and Theories of Research
(ed. J. Waardenburg;  vols.; Religion and Reason ; The Hague: Mouton, –),
:–.

24 P. Smith, “Aspects of the Organization of Rites,” in Between Belief and Transgression:
Structuralist Essays in Religion, History and Myth (ed. M. Izard and P. Smith; Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, ), –. Since Smith puts such emphasis on finding
the focalizing elements of the ritual, he believes that it is important first to consider the
rituals in theirmost stripped down form. By understanding the central thrust of the ritual,
then one can understand the meaning or purpose of the accumulating glosses and the
various accessories associated with the ritual in its full-blown form. While I agree with
Smith about the importance of locating an overarching purpose in order to understand
the various elements of the ritual, itmust be noted that the basic elements of the ritualmay
not always be clear and are subject to the scholar’s interpretation. It may also be true that
some elements attached to rituals may be either unrelated or perhaps counterproductive.
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identical elements that appear in the rites of different communities may,
in fact, have different meanings based on their importance within each
system, in relation to each focalizing element. Smith states, “[I]n a gen-
eral way, a single type of ritual act, such as sacrifice, initiation, prayer, or
the display of ritual masks, can be integrated, either centrally or acces-
sorily, to various systems, differently interconnected among themselves,
and in this way receive different colorings or orientations, pertinent for
its analysis.”25 Elsewhere I have argued for an alternative understanding
of confession at Qumran on this basis.26

The discovery of a large number of calendars, and the fact that the
particulars of the community’s calendar seems to have been a prominent
boundary marker, invests these calendrical rites with important rein-
forcements to community identity.27 This is true even with those texts
that are likely to have originated outside the ya .had because their use at
Qumran would make them part of the larger sectarian calendrical ritual
system.28

The importance of the calendrical system, as a system, is evident
because the Qumran calendar is based on divine commands concerning
the appointed times. God had created these cycles and ordained that
the precise times be appointed for such liturgies. Maintaining the proper
times is described as central to walking in the ways commanded by God
in the Community Rule:

They (i.e. potential members) shall not depart from any one of the words
of God concerning their times; they shall neither rush nor delay the times of
any of their appointed times, they shall not turn aside from any of the true
precepts to go either to the right or to the left.29

25 Ibid., .
26 R.C.D. Arnold, “Repentance and the Qumran Covenant Ceremony,” in Seeking the

Favor of God, vol. :The Development of Penitential Prayer in Second Temple Judaism (ed.
M.J. Boda, D.K. Falk, and R.A. Werline; SBLEJL ; Atlanta: SBL, ), –.

27 See for example, the dispute over the Day of Atonement between theWicked Priest
and the Teacher of Righteousness in QpHab XI:–. S. Talmon, “Yom Hakkippurim in
the Habakkuk Scroll,” Bib  (): –. See also idem, “Calendar Controversy in
Ancient Judaism:The Case of the ‘Community of the Renewed Covenant,’ ” inThe Provo
International Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls: Technological Innovations, New Texts,
and Reformulated Issues (ed. D.W. Parry and E. Ulrich; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ),
–,  n. .

28 In other words, texts such as Words of the Luminaries and Festival Prayers, once
incorporated into the practice of the ya .had, would have come to be understood as part
of the calendrical system.

29 QS I:–, emphasis added. See also QS III:– “Let him order his steps
to walk perfectly in all the ways commanded by God concerning the times appointed
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The hymn in col. X indicates that specific acts of speech were required
at these appointed times. Blessings and prayers were to be offered at the
appointed times. It also indicates that such words were to be offered
“according to the precept engraved forever”:

at their appointed times I will bless him with the offering of the lips
according to the precept engraved for ever . . .

All my life the engraved precept shall be on my tongue as the fruit of
praise and the portion of my lips.30

The ya .had developed its liturgical practice both by adopting liturgies
used in the temple service, and by creating new liturgies for their own
use. This practice, they believed, was done according to God’s eternal
precept both in terms of precise time for such ritual, and perhaps also
in terms of the content of the liturgy. The Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice
reveal the ya .had’s concern to indicate the legitimacy of its own priest-
hood and to ensure the continued functioning of their service in con-
junction with the heavenly service, even at a time when the service in
the temple was disrupted by impurity.31 With all this in mind, we recog-
nize that the ya .had’s calendrical rites are best understood, not primar-
ily as independent acts of prayer establishing communication with God
on these special occasions, but rather as opportunities for the priestly
ya .had to be obedient to divine law and to ensure their coordination with
the workings of the cosmos, until the end comes. Such an understanding
only emerges by focusing on the ritual system, rather than on each prayer
individually.

for them, and stray neither to the right nor to the left and transgressing none of his
words.”

30 QS X:–, . This translation follows G. Vermes,The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls
in English (New York: Penguin, ), . The first person references in this hymn are
ascribed to the maśkîl, a member of the community who played a leadership role in
liturgical matters.

31 One way that this is accomplished in the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice is through a
series of rhetorical questions in Song , “How shall we be reckoned among them? How
shall our priesthood (be considered) in their dwellings? [And our] ho[liness] with their
holiness? How does the offering of our tongue of dust compare with the knowledge
of the divine [beings]?” (Q  –). While these questions might seem to indicate
distance between the humanmembers and the angelic priests, in the context of the system
established by the collection of weekly songs these questions marvel at the reality of
the close connection between the two. “By identifying themselves with the cult of the
heavenly temple they could exalt their own rank above the priesthood of the mere earthly
temple in Jerusalem.” J.R.Davila, LiturgicalWorks (EerdmansCommentaries on theDead
Sea Scrolls ; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), .
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Rites of Passage and Community Formation

The only rite of passage about which we have evidence is the initiation
ceremony described in some detail in the Community Rule. To under-
stand this central ritual of the community, we shall draw on a variety of
approaches that focus on the real effects on the lives of the participants
involved as they are integrated into the life of the community.32The ritual
has six parts, although we will only discuss how the first three (Prepara-
tion, Entrance of New Initiates, Blessings and Curses) contribute to iden-
tity construction, instruction and indoctrination, and social control.33

Identity Construction

The first section of the Community Rule (QS I:–) establishes the
framework that governs the transformation of new initiates from sons
of darkness into sons of light. In order to approach the community for
membership, these initiates were expected to have rejected the ways of
wickedness and now to freely offer themselves to perfect obedience to
the laws of God34 with a total commitment of their strength, knowledge,
and wealth for the benefit of the community (QS I:–).35 Beginning
the initiation process for entrance into the ya .had required repentance.
Repentance was undertaken on two fronts. First, a person who offered
himself to join the ya .had was expected to “turn from all evil . . . and to
separate from the congregation of the men of wickedness” (QS V:–
). Second, he was to return to the covenant (QS V:), to the law of

32 Speech act theory, initiated by J.L. Austin and developed by John Searle, highlights
the different ways speech can do things.The real effects of speech acts on the participants
are called perlocutionary effects. J.L. Austin, How to Do Things with Words (New York:
Oxford University Press, ); J.R. Searle, Speech Acts (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, ).

33 Thefinal three stages are: Entrance into the Serekh, Purification and Instruction, and
Rebuke and Dismissal. For a more detailed discussion see Arnold, Social Role of Liturgy,
–.

34 QS V:,  explicitly indicate that initiates are to follow the law as interpreted by the
sons of Zadok, the priests, and the men of the ya .had. Two of the manuscripts of the Rule
of the Community from Cave  lack explicit reference to the sons of Zadok, but retain
reference to the interpretive authority of the men of the ya .had. For more information
about the differences between the Cave  and Cave  manuscripts see S. Metso, The
Textual Development of the Qumran Community Rule (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ).

35 This exhortation is reminiscent of the three-fold commitment in the Shema (Deut
:). Notice also the reference in QS I: to heart and soul, and the contrast between love
and hate.
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Moses (QS V:), and to the truth (QS VI:). This language indicates
that repentance was a boundary issue;36 no one who had not completed
their repentance could be considered for membership and participate in
the rest of the ceremony.37 The ritual itself reenacted the passage from
darkness to light that marked the transformation of one’s social identity
made possible by one’s repentance. Once an initiate crossed over into the
covenant, he became identified with the children of light who receive
blessings rather than the sons of darkness who receive curses (QS II:–
).

Instruction and Indoctrination

The introduction to the initiation ritual in QS I:– also indicates the
instructional effects of this ritual. The first half of the introduction uses
general terms of obedience and seeking God: loving what God loves and
hating what God has rejected (I:–). The second half uses some of the
same verbs, but it applies them in distinctly sectarianways. Here, they are
to love the children of light and hate the children of darkness, to be united
in the council ofGod, and towalk in perfection (I:–).Newsomclaims,
“What the introduction models in its structure is that as persons are
brought into the community, so is their language.”38 This indicates that,
in this preparation phase, potential members were taught the meaning
of obedience in the particular world of the ya .had. Specifically, they were
taught how to interpret the commitments from Deuteronomy employed
in the first half of the introduction. They were also taught how to talk,
the modes of discourse modeled by the members.39 The transformation
of their use of language goes hand in hand with the indoctrination into
the sectarian worldview of the ya .had.

36 The Damascus Document (CD :; :; :; :) identifies the members of the
ya .had as “the ones who have repented” (����� ���).

37 The fact that the ya .had settled in the wilderness, in fulfillment of Isa : (QSVIII:
; IX:), may indicate that they viewed themselves as living in a liminal state outside of
the normal structure of society in order to complete the transition to a renewed covenant.
As such, the entire community would experience the strength of the community bond
and the separation from society described by Victor Turner as communitas. V. Turner,
The Ritual Process: Structure and Anti-Structure (Chicago: Aldine, ).

38 C.A. Newsom,The Self as Symbolic Space: Constructing Identity and Community at
Qumran (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), .

39 This followsThomas Csordas’ work on the instruction about community discourse,
T.J. Csordas, “Genre, Motive, and Metaphor: Conditions for Creativity in Ritual Lan-
guage,” Cultural Anthropology  (): –.
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Social Control

The initiation ritual also established the strict discipline that served as the
mechanism for social control within the life of the strictly hierarchical
community. Upon crossing over to enter the covenant, initiates were
warned against “turning aside because of any fear, terror, or testing”
(QS I:). The authority of the priests and Levites was established
by the next stages of the liturgy. The priests recited all God’s mighty
and righteous deeds, followed by the Levites rehearsing Israel’s failures
and a formulaic confession recited by the initiates (QS I:–II:). This
historical liturgy reminds the initiates of what was expected of them by
contrasting the perfection of God’s righteousnesswith the transgressions
of Israel over the years.The not so subtle message is to heed the warning,
avoid the pitfalls of Israel’s past, and achieve perfect righteousness. The
set of blessings and curses that followed (QS II:–) reinforced the
strict boundary between insiders and outsiders by granting blessings to
those destined for the lot of God and curses for the lot of Belial.

Thepronouncement of the second set of curses against thosewho enter
insincerely (QS II:–) addressed the dangerous possibility that some
who claimed to be of the lot of God, might actually be shown otherwise.
This was a warning to any initiates who held on to any thoughts about
maintaining their independence within the ya .had. Membership in the
ya .had required complete submission to its authority and discipline in all
things. If someone were to keep apart by telling himself privately that he
would be okay even if he “walked in the stubbornness of his heart,”40 this
would confirm that he did not belong to the children of light in the first
place. His deeds would show him to be of the lot of Belial and deserving
of the curses directed toward that lot. In this way, this second curse
reframed the first.Thefirst set of curses, which seemed to be directed only
against the evil outsiders, might have actually applied to some of those
crossing over. Every one of themwas required to be on their guard against
falling away from the path of righteousness.Theywere also expected to be
alert to the failures of others among them, reproving and rebuking them
when necessary in order to maintain the high standards of perfection
required of members of the community.41

40 Deut :– is quoted here.
41 QS V:–VI: presents rules governing reproof based on Lev :, which reads,

“you shall not hate your brother in your heart; you shall surely rebuke your neighbor, and
you shall bear no sin because of him.”
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Meals and Community Structures

The last example to discuss is the community meal. Much has been
written about the character of the communal meal as either a sacred
meal, an eschatological banquet, or a Hellenistic symposium.42 For our
purposes we have time only to highlight the complexity of the ritual
surrounding the meal and the many political and communal effects of
it.

The clearest description of theQumranmeal is found in QSVI:–.43
Notice the juxtaposition of emphasis on the unity and togetherness of all
members and reminders of the strict hierarchy headed by the priest.

In these things they shall walk at all their dwellings/sojourns all who are
located each with his neighbor. And they shall hear/obey from the smallest
to the greatest regarding work and money. And together they shall eat and
together they shall bless and together they shall take counsel. In every place
which there are there ten men from the council of the ya .had, there shall
not cease from with them a man who is a priest and each according to his
rank shall sit before him and thus (i.e. according to rank) they shall ask for
their counsel for everything or on any matter. And when they shall set the
table to eat or the new wine to drink, the priests shall send his hand first,
to cause to bless the firstfruits of the bread and the new wine. And there
shall not cease, in any place which there are tenmen, aman who interprets
the Torah day and night always alternating one with his neighbor. And the
Many shall watch over together a third of every night of the year to read in
the book and to interpret judgment(s) and to bless together.44

42 P. Bilde, “The Common Meal in the Qumran Essene Communities,” in Meals in
a Social Context: Aspects of the Communal Meal in the Hellenistic and Roman World (ed.
I. Nielsen andH.S. Nielsen; Aarhus:AarhusUniversity Press, ), –; K.G. Kuhn,
“The Lord’s Supper and the Communal Meal at Qumran,” in The Scrolls and the New
Testament (ed. K. Stendahl;Westport: Greenwood, ), –; J.Magness, “Communal
Meals and Sacred Space at Qumran,” in Shaping Community: The Art and Archaeology of
Monasticism (ed. S.McNally; BAR International Series ; Oxford: Archaeopress, ),
–; J. Pryke, “The Sacraments of Holy Baptism and Holy Communion in the Light of
the Ritual Washings and Sacred Meals at Qumran,” RevQ  (): –; J. van der
Ploeg, “The Meals of the Essenes,” JSS  (): –. The main challengers of such
designations are L.H. Schiffman, “CommunalMeals at Qumran,” RevQ  (): –,
and A.R.C. Leaney,The Rule of Qumran and Its Meaning: Introduction, Translation and
Commentary (NTL; Philadelphia: Westminster, ). Sorting out the various positions
presented in the above articles requires deciphering how each author defines these terms.
Given the theologically charged nature of such terms, and the lack of their clear use at
Qumran to describe the meals, we will leave this discussion for another occasion.

43 The other key text informing our understanding of the meal is QSa II:–.
44 Italics added to highlight the repetition of the term ��� (ya .had) both to refer to the

community and the ideal of togetherness within the community.
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The first thing we notice here is the complicated interplay between
eating and blessing, taking counsel, and interpreting theTorah. Although
it is indeed difficult to determine precisely how these elements would
have fit together within the ritual event, we must recognize that the
community perceived a strong connection between eating, blessing, and
instruction.

Our evidence shows that Qumran’s communal meals were restricted
only to members in good standing.45 Initiates, those being punished, and
of course non-memberswere all excluded from participation.Thosewho
could participate were constantly reminded of the importance of act-
ing together as a community. The passage above employs the term ���
(ya .had) six times, highlighting the communal nature of this activity. The
members ate together, blessed together, and took counsel together. The
combination of these activities reinforced the members’ shared expe-
rience and united them around common goals and a common iden-
tity.46

At the same time that the communal meals strengthened the ya .had’s
group identity, they ritually enacted the hierarchical ranking that served
to keep members in line. The priest’s ultimate authority was not to be
questioned or usurped, even by the messiah of Israel who was to come.47
Each member’s place within the community was daily reinforced by
where he sat, when he was questioned by the priest, when he gave a bless-
ing for the food, andwhen he could eat.48These constant reminders of the
ranking ensured that members would take seriously the annual exami-
nations that were part of the covenant ceremony.This brief examination
of Qumran’s meals recognizes the many layers on which they work. The
meals contain elements of instruction and counsel, blessing, and purity of
the food and those eating it. In addition, they serve as both rites of com-
munion (emphasizing common identity) and political rites (establishing
order).

45 Arnold, Social Role of Liturgy, –.
46 “The commonmeal appears to have been a strong expression of theQumran-Essene

communities common history, experiences, identity and solidarity. It manifested the
congregation as the only legitimate expression as the ‘true,’ ‘pure,’ ‘holy’ chosen people”
(Bilde, “Common Meal,” ).

47 This is evident in the description of the eschatological banquet in QSa II:–
.

48 It is interesting for our purposes to note that the nature and purpose of the blessing
before eating seems to have been completely overshadowed by the importance of main-
taining the proper order according to the ranking.
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Implications for Ritual Study of Other Communities

What lessons do we learn from applying ritual studies approaches to the
ya .had that would be useful for understanding the religious life of other
groups in antiquity?

First of all, I believe our study provides additional evidence that ap-
proaches developed to describe practices in the modern world can be
successfully adapted to suit historical groups. Doing this effectively re-
quires an approach to the study of texts that is sensitive to the relation-
ship between text and practice.The text is not itself the ritual. We are not
witnesses to the ritual itself, and we cannot ask follow-up questions of
the text and receive further explanation. Ritual texts, therefore, must be
assessed regarding whether they are meant to be prescriptive or descrip-
tive. If they are prescriptive, it remains possible that the texts represent
idealized rituals, rather than those actually practiced. At Qumran, given
the evidence throughout for significant social conformity in the service
of righteousness, we can be fairly certain the rituals prescribedwere gen-
erally practiced as prescribed. In studying other communities, however,
the absence of such strong internal forces would introduce more uncer-
tainty about the correlation between text and practice. In other words,
aspects of a community’s social dynamics (conformity, authority, perme-
ability of boundaries, etc.) are extremely important inmaking judgments
about the degree of connection between the text before us and the ritual
lives of the people behind the texts.49

Another issue raised by this work, especially important for ritual
studies and the Pentateuch, involves the relationship between ritual and
religious law or halakhah. Gruenwald describes halakhah as “an applied
philosophy of life. It organizes into a ritual manner every aspect of life in
systemic categories that create ritual clusters.”50 Since both ritual and law
are concerned with appropriate behavior at appropriate times according
to divine command, we propose that ritual theories might be applied
to all aspects of biblical law, not only what we separate out as ritual.

49 One useful typology of communities with respect to social dynamics is described
by M. Douglas, Natural Symbols: Explorations in Cosmology (London: Barrie & Rockliff:
Cresset, ). Charts that illustrate her typology can be found in S.R. Isenberg and
D.E. Owen, “Bodies, Natural and Contrived: The Work of Mary Douglas,” RelSRev 
(): –; B.J. Malina, Christian Origins and Cultural Anthropology: Practical Models
for Biblical Interpretation (Atlanta: Knox, ).

50 I. Gruenwald, Rituals and Ritual Theory in Ancient Israel (The Brill Reference
Library of Ancient Judaism ; Leiden: Brill, ), .
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One thing we find at Qumran is that righteousness (an all encompassing
obedience to the law of God and the community) is the goal. What
we call ritual is just a part of that, but is not distinguished from other
behavior. So, for example, it is not only ritual acts like prayer that fill
in the gap left by the temple, but also things like purity, study, and
sectarian life in general.51 With this in mind we should broaden our
focus when applying ritual studies to biblical books like Deuteronomy
or Leviticus. Obviously, ritual studies will be useful in understanding the
laws surrounding sacrifice, but we should consider carefully how itmight
help understand laws related to sexual behavior, agriculture, or damages.

With respect to the interpretation of specific rituals, one of the most
important principles we learn fromQumran is to treat all ritual practices
as part of a system (or in some cases multiple systems). This systemic
approach requires that we do not treat individual practices or individual
symbols apart from their context(s). A fine example of careful considera-
tion of context in discussion of baptism in the early church has been car-
ried out by Richard E. DeMaris.52 DeMaris challenges the simple asser-
tion that baptism was the entry rite for early Christians, instead treat-
ing it more broadly as a type of boundary crossing ritual that played a
part in the process of reformulating social relationships and establish-
ing new kinship ties within the church.53 In this way, DeMaris places
baptism within the larger system of rites that facilitate this transition.
DeMaris’ next chapter contextualizes baptism in a different way by plac-
ing the practice of baptism in the Corinthian church within the system
of Corinth’s dynamic traditions of using water for religious purposes.54
Understanding the rite in this context opens our eyes to the possible
political or polemical functions of water baptism particularly in Corinth.

With respect to the study of ritual practices from Ancient Israel,
our study of the ya .had challenges us to think beyond the simple focus
on ritual sacrifice in connection with the temple cult. To be sure, the
temple and its ritual practices pervaded Ancient Israelite conceptions
of religion. However, none of the biblical texts unambiguously presents
the tradition of the temple priests. Again, a systems approach helps us
understand each ritual practice as it relates to the temple practice in

51 L.H. Schiffman, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Early History of Jewish Liturgy,” in
The Synagogue in Late Antiquity (ed. L.I. Levine; Philadelphia: ASOR, ), .

52 R.E. DeMaris,The New Testament in Its Ritual World (London: Routledge, ).
53 Ibid., –.
54 Ibid., –.
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a radial-dialogic way.55 At the same time, we must go beyond simple
explanations that focus only on sacrifice as a means for atonement and
prayer as a replacement for sacrifice.56 We can begin to ask about how
the priests understood their purpose vis-à-vis the lives of the people.
We can investigate the social effects of the various systems of sacrifice
and the impact centralization had on those systems.We also think more
carefully about how differences between the worldviews and settings of
the Priestly Code (P), the Holiness Code (H), and the Deuteronomic
Code (D) affect the meaning of the same ritual practices set within these
different systems.

Finally, as we are all aware, it is important to recognize the cultural
distance between us and the ancient communities we study. Reading rit-
ual studies of modern societies helps us to recognize the otherness of our
subjects, and to better understand societies that had much higher ritual
density. In this regard, Qumranmay not be representative ofmainstream
Second Temple Judaism, but it is certainly closer to it than we are. Our
study of Qumran gives us a more historically near parallel from which
to draw.The relative wealth of information about Qumran gives us more
questions to ask, and a greater desire to dig deeper. For example, investi-
gations of meal rituals in various Pauline communities could be usefully
compared to the ya .had with respect to any indications we have of social
hierarchy and communal identity. The comparison could help us better
understand the theological, political, and social implications of the con-
tested ritual practice of the Lord’s Supper in Cor . Recognizing the
depth of ritualization and themultivalence of its meanings and functions
within the ya .had forces us to not be satisfied with simplistic theologi-
cal or social interpretations of ritual practice in other contexts. We must
strive for the thickest descriptions possible of the complex ritual lives of
the communities that are the subject of our study.

55 This concept is developed concerning the ya .had in Schofield, “Between Center and
Periphery.”

56 For an example of a more sophisticated study of biblical sacrifice see J. Klawans,
Purity, Sacrifice, and the Temple: Symbolism and Supersessionism in the Study of Ancient
Judaism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, ).



EXPENDABLE SIGNS:
THE COVENANT OF THE RAINBOW
AND CIRCUMCISION AT QUMRAN*

Sandra Jacobs
University College, London

The covenant of the rainbow and circumcision are two Priestly signs that
have minimal roles in the sectarian texts from Qumran. The purpose
of this paper is to explore the general significance of these images in
order to understand their relative absence in the Dead Sea Scrolls. This
analysis suggests that the sign of the rainbow,with its inherent symbolism
of sexuality and fertility, was of no value to men in the ��� (ya .had)
community, who were otherwise intent on enforcing increased levels of
ritual purity and encouraging greater sexual restraint.1 By identifying
themselves as “the elect, remnant of Israel,” neither the covenant of the
rainbow, nor the sign of circumcision,2 served to enhance their self-
defined elitism.3 While circumcision was attested on a widespread basis
in Judea andEgypt in the Persian period, it attracted harsh condemnation
inGraeco-Roman society. Accordingly, its practical application was of no
significant doctrinal value to the writers of the scrolls.

The Hebrew ��� qešet, or bow, denotes either the concrete image
of an instrument for hunting or a rainbow and was used also “figura-

* This material was presented in the first year of my PhD at the University of Manch-
ester under the supervision of Bernard Jackson. Further thanks also to Russell Arnold,
Shani Berrin-Tzoref, Adrian Curtis, Esther Eshel, Diana Lipton, ShulaMedalie, Lawrence
Schiffman and Daniel Stoekl Ben Ezra for their insights which have been incorpo-
rated into this printed version of the paper. Biblical Hebrew translations are from the
NJPS.

1 See H.K. Harrington, The Purity Texts (Companion to the Qumran Scrolls ;
London: T&T Clark, ) and E. Regev, “Moral Impurity and the Temple in Early
Christianity in Light of Ancient Greek Practise and Qumranic Ideology,”HTR  ():
–.

2 As practised also by the descendants of Ishmael and Esau, among others.
3 Particularly since the sectarian textswere not concernedwith thewelfare of human-

ity in general, unlike the account of the covenant of the rainbow,where the promise never
to destroy the earth by means of a flood was would apply to Noah’s “offspring to come”
(Gen :), “to every living creature among all flesh” (Gen :) and “to all flesh that is on
earth” (Gen :).
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tively as a symbol of power, sovereignty, war.”4 Its representation as an
effective symbol of male sexuality and virility, however, was rooted in
Neo-Assyrian political imagery,5 where “the fully taut bow, the qaštum
mal̄ıtum, is a bow whose reed has been pulled back while it gathers the
necessary energy for the shot.”6 In both the biblical corpus and eighth-
seventh century Assyrian Royal inscriptions, the concrete and symbolic
meanings were, on occasions, used interchangeably.7 The biblical image
of the ���� ��� “the bow in the clouds” in Gen : appears immediately
after the flood, when God states: “I have set my bow in the clouds and
it shall serve as a sign of the Covenant between me and the earth.”8
This “sign of the Covenant between me and the earth” is extended to
“every living creature among all flesh” in Gen :.9 At Qumran, this sign
appears only in QAdmonFlood (Q) I::

���� ����� ���[� ����] ��� ���� �[�� ���� ���] �� ���� [ ]

his bow he set [in the clouds so] that he would remember the covenant10

It is also mentioned in QapGen ar XII:: ����� ��� �� ����� “and it was
forme a sign in the cloud.”ThusLawrence Schiffman concludes that these
references to the rainbow were not part of the core sectarian traditions
found at Qumran, but rather recalled earlier tradents:

Thesematerials, we should note, are not part of the mainstream Qumranic
sectarian compositions but indicate that the Qumran sectarians were heir
to a pre-sectarian tradition regarding this venerable ancestor of Israel. The

4 T. Kronholm and H.-J. Fabry, “���, qešet,” TDOT :.
5 S.M. Paul, “The Shared Legacy of Sexual Metaphors and Euphemisms in Mesopo-

tamian and Biblical Literature,” in Sex and Gender in the Ancient Near East: Proceedings of
the th Rencontre Assyriologique Internationale, Helsinki, July –,  (ed. S. Parpola
andR.M.Whiting;  vols.;Helsinki:TheNeo-AssyrianTextCorpusProject, ), :–
.

6 ������ ������ ��
�� �� ���� ���� ��� ����� ���� ����� ��� ��� qaštum mal̄ıtum
���� ����� (I. Eph"al, “Lexical Notes on Some Ancient Military Terms,” ErIsr  []:
– []).

7 This is apparent in Neo-Assyrian treaty convention and also (for example) in Gen
:–, which are discussed below.

8 ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ����� ���� ���� ���� ��.
9 Gen : states: “Iwill rememberMy covenant betweenme and you and every living

creature among all flesh, so that the waters shall never again become a flood to destroy
all flesh.” This is recalled in Jub. :–: “And He gave to Noah and his sons a sign that
there should not again be a flood on the earth. He set His bow in the cloud for a sign of
the eternal covenant that there should not again be a flood on the earth to destroy it all
the days of the earth.”

10 C. Newsom in DJD XIX (): –, where the explicit parallels between Q
and Gen :; :, , , ; :, ,  are identified further (–).
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brief allusion to this covenant in the Zadokite Fragments (CD III, –)
reflects this pre-sectarian tradition.11

What, then, did a bow in the clouds represent in the context of pre-
sectarian Judean tradition? Harry Hoffner explains that masculinity was
determined by two criteria: Firstly, a man’s physical strength in battle
and secondly, his ability to reproduce children, or biblically speaking,
���� ���� to “beget” sons.12 Both achievements were represented by the
image of a bow and its arrows in ancient Hurrian, Hittite, Ugaritic and
Mesopotamian traditions. InNeo-Assyrian convention the figurative use
of the bow and arrowwas evoked in written expressions and in engraved
reliefs from the eighth-seventh century kings, as recently documented by
Cynthia Chapman.13 As such the expression to “break the bow,” which
conveyed the desire to cut off the reproductive powers of one’s enemy
and thereby extinguish his future dynastic succession, was frequently
evoked in treaty curse formulations. Aššur-nerari V of Assyria’s treaty
with Mati"ilu of Arpad, for example, states:

MayMati"ilu’s (sex) life be that of a mule, his wife extremely old; may Ištar,
the goddess of men, the lady of women, take away their bow, bring them
shame and make them bitterly weep: “Woe, we have sinned against the
treaty of Aššur-nerari, King of Assyria.”14

The interaction between the Assyrians and Judeans, particularly after
Sennacherib’s conquest of Lachish, is historically relevant to the cultural
proliferation of this symbolism.15 A relief from a panel located in the
South West Palace of Sennacherib, excavated at Nebi Yunis (Nineveh),
Northern Iraq, depicts soldiers active in the Assyrian Royal Guard.

11 L.H. Schiffman, “The Concept of Covenant in the Qumran Scrolls and Rabbinic
Literature,” inThe Idea of Biblical Interpretation: Essays in Honor of James L. Kugel (ed.
H. Najman and J.H. Newman; JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), – ().

12 H. Hoffner, “Symbols of Masculinity and Femininity: Their Use in Ancient Near
Eastern Sympathetic Magic Rituals,” JBL  (): –.

13 C. Chapman,The Gendered Language of Warfare in the Israelite-Assyrian Encounter
(HSM ; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, ). My thanks here particularly to Diana
Lipton, who initially brought the symbolism of these sources to my attention.

14 S. Parpola and K.Watanabe, eds.,Neo-Assyrian Treaties and Loyalty Oaths (SAAS ;
Helsinki: Helsinki University Press, ), .

15 Irrespective of the fact that Sennacherib’s claim, in the annuls of his third campaign,
of having taken , Judeans captive is considered to be an improbably high exagger-
ation: “ niš̄ı .se˘

her rabi zikar ù/u sinniš” (R. Borger, Babylonisch-Assyrische Leses-
tücke [rd ed.; AnOr ; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, ], ). Cf. A. Faust “The
Extent of Sennacherib’s Campaign to Judah in  B.C.E.: A New Examination” (paper
presented at the Anglo-Israel Archaeological Society Lecture in the British Museum on
 February ).
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Fig. . Soldiers or Bodyguards During the Reign of Sennacherib16

In addition, the emasculation of men and their evocation as women
was a recognised political and ideological “spin” in the language of an-
cient Near Eastern warfare. Chapman concludes that “the parallel usage
of femininity as a simile for weakness in both biblical and Neo-Assyrian
curses demonstrates the essential rather than the accidental nature of

16 Relief NumberME  is reproduced with courtesy of the trustees of the British
Museum.Thispanelwas one of a group foundbetween the palace of Sennacherib (reigned
– b.c.e.) and the Temple of Ishtar, the principal goddess of Nineveh.The full scene



expendable signs 

gendered language in military cursing.”17 It is this “essential” nature of
this symbolism that influenced the Priestly redaction of Gen :–, if
not also the pre-sectarian interpretation of God’s covenant with Noah.
As Joseph Blenkinsopp has observed “it is therefore not, as Wellhausen,
Gunkel and many others have suggested, the equivalent of burying the
hatchet, a signifying of the end of hostilities with God hanging his war
bow in the clouds.”18

Nor is the association of the bow with reproductive sexuality found
exclusively in ancient Near Eastern and Priestly representations. Ezekiel’s
description of his vision of God also conveys this understanding of the
symbolism:

Fromwhat appeared his loins up, I saw a gleam, as of amber—what looked
like fire encased in a frame; and from what appeared his loins down, I saw
what looked like fire.Therewas radiance all about him, like the appearance
of the bow (���� �����) which shines in the cloud on a day of rain, such
was the appearance of the surrounding radiance. (Ezek :–)

This bowwas clearly no “instrument of hunting” nor aweapon ofwar and
like the subsequent Second Temple literary traditions,19 it recalled the
reproductive continuity promised by the sign of that earlier bow in the
clouds of Gen :. Jacob’s death-bed blessing to Joseph in Gen :–
provides a good example of the interchangeable use of the concrete and
figurative sense of this bow:

shows the king and his entourage in formal court dress, where these two figures formed
part of the royal bodyguard.TheMuseum’s accompanying description states further: “The
archer on the left is one of the lightly-armed soldiers who were probably drawn from the
Aramaic-speaking communities that had been conquered in and around the Assyrian
heartland. The spear-man on the right wears a turban fastened by a headband with long
ear-flaps, and a short kilt curving upwards above his knees. His clothing tells us that he
comes from around the environs of either Judah or Israel. An almost identical uniform is
worn by the men of Lachish, in the kingdom of Judah, as represented in panels showing
Sennacherib’s siege of the city in  bc from another part of the palace.”

17 Chapman, Gendered Language, .
18 J. Blenkinsopp,The Pentateuch: An Introduction to the First Five Books of the Bible

(London: SCM Press, ), .
19 Compare also Sir :–: “Keep strict watch over a headstrong daughter, or else,

when she finds liberty, she will make use of it. Be on guard against her impudent eye and
do not be surprised if she sins against you. As a thirsty traveller opens his mouth and
drinks from any water near him, so she will sit in front of every tent peg and open her
quiver to the arrow.” Also as in b. .Hag. a: ���� ��� ���� ����� ��� ���� �� ������ �����
�����, “Samuel said: A spermatic emission that does not shoot forth like an arrow cannot
germinate.”
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Joseph is a wild ass, a wild ass by a spring;20 wild colts on a hillside.
Archers bitterly assailed him, they shot at him and harried him, yet his

bow stayed taut21
and his arms were made firm by the hands of the mighty ones of Jacob—
There, the Shepherd, The Rock of Israel—The God of your father who

helps you
and Shaddai who blesses you, with blessings of heaven above, blessings of

the deep that couch below, blessings of the breast and of the womb.

Nowhere in the biblical corpus is Joseph associated with either military
activity or success on the battle-front. Suggestively, the attraction of
Potiphar’s wife provides the more appropriate interpretative key for this
blessing, so that ���� ����� ���� “his bow stayed taut” indicates rather
that Joseph’s sexual capacity remained potent.22 Naturally “the blessings
of the breast and of the womb” are also more relevant to this figurative
interpretation of Joseph’s bow as his reproductive powers, rather than as
a weapon of war. It is justified therefore to conclude that this symbolism
of the bow as a symbol of male virility and sexuality was familiar to pre-
sectarian Judean scribes even if its explicit association was absent in the
scrolls preserved at Qumran.23

Such symbolism would have been essentially avoided by men whose
focus on sexual restraint and reified notions of purity was crucial to
their idealized (if not, normative) ritual agenda. Any emphasis upon the
universal nature of the sign of the rainbow would have been detrimental
to the recognition of their community as “the elect, remnant of Israel,”

20 This recalls the imagery evoked in the considerably earlier genre of Sumerian
potency incantations: “Incantation: Wild ass who has had an erection for mating, who
has dampened your ardour? Violent stallion whose sexual excitement is a devastating
flood, [W]ho has bound your limbs? Who has slacked your muscles?” R.D. Biggs, ŠÀ. ZI.
GA: Ancient Mesopotamian Potency Incantations (TCS ; Locust Valley: Augustin, ),
, incantation no. , lines –.

21 Compare also QCommGen C (Q) : 1 [ . . . ] 2 [ . . . (Gen :–) And his]
bow [remain]ed steady (���� ����� �[���]) [ . . . ] 3 [ . . . the Shepher]d, the stone of Israel.
[ . . . ] 4 [ . . . blessings of the heaven] from ab[ov]e, [ . . . ] 5 [ . . . ].

22 Certainly this is the interpretation in b. So.tah b, commenting onGen :, where
Rabbi Yo .hanan states in the name of R. Meir, that “his bow (i.e. penis) subsided,” while
in y. Hor. .d Rabbi Shmuel states, “his bow (����) stretched forth and retracted.”

23 However Herodotus’ (Hist. .) account of the Assyrian retreat in Egypt, which
he explained was due to swarms of field-mice devouring the bow-strings of their soldiers,
is unlikely to have been known to Judean scribes and is also considered to be “a muddled
and fanciful tradition.” See K.A. Kitchen, “Egypt, the Levant and Assyria in  bc,”
in Fontes atque Pontes: FS H. Brunner (Ägypten und Altes Testament ; Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz, ), – (). I am indebted to Russ Arnold for kindly reminding
me of this, after I had delivered the paper.
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who were “caused to sprout from Israel and from Aaron, a shoot of
the planting.”24 The importance of this self-designation is particularly
highlighted by the various plant metaphors that denote exclusively the
���� ���, the “righteous branch” of the Davidic dynasty.

This “narrowing down of themetaphor to refer only to the community
of the elect, the true remnant of Israel,” is highly characteristic ofQumran
literature,25 yet has its origins in earlier biblical tradition.This convention
was summarized recently by Nicholas Wyatt who succinctly outlined
this typology, or “reiterated threefold pattern,” in which the elements of
blessing and covenant, sin and renewal are recalled:26

The Universal Covenant of Noah

Gen :–: The “primordial covenant” with Adam.
Gen – The account of the flood and the destruction of mankind.
Gen :– The covenant with Noah, symbolized by the rainbow.

The Covenants of Abram/Abraham

Gen :– The initial covenant with Abram.
Gen  Hagar’s expulsion and the birth of Ishmael.
Gen :– The Covenant of Circumcision with Abraham.

The Covenants of Israel at Sinai

Exod – The initial Mosaic Covenant Code to the Israelites.
Exod  The apostasy of the golden calf.
Exod :– The second set of tablets issued to Moses.

In this sequence the universal covenant symbolized by the rainbow was
first issued to ��� ��� ��� ������ “every living creature among all flesh”

24 ��	� ���� ������ ������ ����� ���� . . . ������ ����� ����� (CD :– par. QDa

[Q ]  i –).
25 H. Ulfgard, “The Branch in the Last Days: Observations on the New Covenant

Before and After the Messiah,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls in Their Historical Context (ed.
T.H. Lim; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, ), – (). The differentials between the
��	 ��� (the pure man) and the ��� ��	 (the more scrupulous, pure man), are further
discussed in Harrington, Purity Texts, –.

26 N. Wyatt, “Circumcision and Circumstance: Male Genital ‘Mutilation’ in Ancient
Ugarit” (paper presented in the series “Mary Douglas Seminars on Anthropology and
the Bible” organized by the Institute of Jewish Studies at University College, London,
 February ). This outline was provided by Professor Wyatt on the accompanying
hand-out to this lecture, and is reproduced here with his permission. It has since been
published as: “Circumcision andCircumstance:MaleGenitalMutilation inAncient Israel
and Ugarit,” JSOT  (): –.
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(Gen :), i.e., all mankind. It was then limited to Abraham and his
entire household. In the Priestly narrative, this later specified Abraham’s
descendants from Isaac and then Jacob with the exclusion of Ishmael,
the sons of Keturah and Esau. By Exodus the covenant is addressed only
to the Israelites. This developing pattern of covenant, sin and renewal is
endemic also in the writings of the scrolls, as Craig Evans notes, “Israel’s
ancient covenant, and here it is primarily the Sinai covenant that is in
view, and its renewal constitute the Qumran community’s very raison
d’être.”27 Evans concludes that,

simply put, the distinctive feature of the understanding of Covenant at
Qumran is the reduction of the number of the elect. There is now a chosen
people drawn out from the people of Israel: a chosen from the chosen, as
it were. Those who adhere to the law according to the terms spelled out in
the sectarian writings are the elect who stand in the Covenant.28

Given that in the primeval and patriarchal biblical traditions, both fertil-
ity and circumcision were crucial elements in the narrative, how can we
understand their relative absence as defining signs of the covenant in the
Dead Sea Scrolls? Lawrence Schiffman explains:

the Abrahamic covenant has one further ingredient, the practise of cir-
cumcision. This fact, which we encounter so extensively in rabbinic lit-
erature, is attested rarely in the scrolls. However, CD XII uses the phrase
“covenant of Abraham” as a direct reference to circumcision,29 so closely
associated with Abraham in Genesis :–, –.30

Indeed physical circumcision is explicit only in theDamascus Document
(CD :–) as follows:

27 C.A. Evans, “Covenant in theQumran Literature,” inTheConcept of Covenant in the
Second Temple Period (ed. S.E. Porter and J.C.R. de Roo; JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ),
– ().

28 Ibid., .
29 As, for example inm. "Abot :, where ����� �� ����� “the covenant of Abraham,”

likewise, denotes circumcision: “R. Eliezer ofModinhas said:Hewhoprofanes the sacred,
despises the festivals, shames his neighbour in public, removes the covenant of our father
Abrahamand reveals interpretations ofTorahwhich are not in keepingwith thehalakhah,
even if he possesses knowledge of Torah and good deeds, he has no portion in the world
to come.” See R. Hall’s discussion of this Mishnah and its similarity to the statements in
Philo (Migr. –) and in b. Yoma b, in “Epispasm and the Dating of Ancient Jewish
Writings,” JSP  (): – (–).

30 Schiffman “Concept of Covenant,” , where he adds: “This covenant may be
mentioned in Q (QapocrJosh)  I , (restoring habber]it), or this may only be
a general allusion to the covenant with Abraham.”
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���� ���� �� ���� ���� ��� ����� . . . 
����� �� ���� �� ������� ��	
�� ���� ��
� ��� ���� �� 

vacat ���� ���� �����[�] ����� �� �� 

 . . . And on the day on which one has imposed upon himself to return
 to the law ofMoses, the angel Mastemawill turn aside from following him,

should he keep his word.
 This is why Abraham circumcised himself on the day of his knowledge
vacat

Otherwise, circumcision appears only as a metaphor in the scrolls. This
includes QS, the ���� ��
, or Rule of the Community, which states as
follows:

Justice and uprightness, compassionate love and seemly behaviour in all
paths. No one should walk in the stubbornness of his heart in order
to go astray following his heart and his eyes and the musings of his
inclination instead he should circumcise in the Community the foreskin
of his tendency (��� ����� ���� ����) and of his stiff-neck in order to lay a
foundation of truth for Israel, for the Community of the eternal covenant.

(QS V:–)31

It is in this context that Martin Abegg concludes that
this matter does not attain to the stature of later rabbinic—where the word
covenant itself (����) is understood as circumcision—or New Testament
discussions is demonstrated by the metaphorical use of the word for
“foreskin” in all of its occurrences in Qumran literature in reference to the
spiritual condition of the heart.32

This preoccupation with “the spiritual condition of the heart,” not forget-
ting ������ ���� ��� ���� “seemly behaviour in all paths,” further high-
lights the lack of interest of the covenant of circumcision in the rewritten
biblical traditions found at Qumran.

What were the reasons for this distinct shift? Circumcision is com-
monly explained in the following terms:

the very first covenantal promise had also been accompanied by a visible
proof, the rainbow, described as ot haberit (Gen. .). Similarly, [circum-
cision was] a visible sign . . . to distinguish those descendants of Abraham

31 Also compare ������ ����� ����
 “circumcise your fleshy foreskin” in the Aramaic
Levi Document (:), which is discussed in relation to Gen :, Ezek :–, and
QpHab XI:– by J.C. Greenfield, M.E. Stone, and E. Eshel,The Aramaic Levi Docu-
ment: Edition, Translation, Commentary (SVTP ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.

32 These are QSV:, ; QpHabXI:; Q II:; Q  ii ; Q  i ; Q
 , cited by M.G. Abegg, “The Covenant of the Qumran Sectarians,” inThe Concept of
Covenant in the Second Temple Period, – ().
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who are the hereditary beneficiaries of the promise from those who are
not.33

As such Josephus states, with reference to the birth of Isaac to Abraham:
“Furthermore, to the intent that his posterity should be kept frommixing
with others, God charged him to have then circumcised and to perform
the rite on the eight day after birth” (Ant. .– [Thackeray, LCL]).34
Yet, in practical terms, this cannot have been the case. Hence Michael
Fox argues that at its earliest implementation, differentiating between the
descendants of Isaac and Ishmael (if not also Abraham’s other sons) could
not have provided either the impetus, or rationale, for this rite:

It is not an identity sign designated belonging to the covenanted people,
for first of all, no one would see it. (There is no point referring the custom
to a time when people went naked, for that custom was certainly not rele-
vant for P and even in the earliest times Israelites did not go naked). Any-
way it would not be of much use in distinguishing the Israelites from their
neighbours, because many of them were also circumcised. And Ishmael,
who as P takes pains to emphasize is not part of the covenant, is also cir-
cumcised. For practical purposes circumcision could at most distinguish
the Israelites from the Philistines, who are not an issue for P.35

33 B.S. Jackson, Studies in the Semiotics of Biblical Law (JSOTSup ; Sheffield: Shef-
field Academic Press, ), . This view is expressed earliest by Tacitus, Hist. ..:
“They [i.e. the Jews] adopted circumcision to distinguish themselves from other peoples
by this difference.” Translated in L. Feldman and M. Reinhold, Jewish Life and Thought
among the Greeks and Romans: Primary Readings (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, ), .

34 Here Louis Feldman observes: “Josephus was evidently well aware that this might
lead to a charge of misanthropy, however, so he immediately adds that elsewhere he
will explain the reason—that is, presumably, the rational or symbolic meaning of this
practice. The announced work has not come down to us, but in it Josephus might well
have pointed to the separation of the reputedly wise Egyptians, who, he says, themselves
practise circumcision (Ag. Ap. .– and .–). In any case, it is significant
that whereas Josephus elsewhere draws upon the Book of Jubilees, he omits the strong
statement in Jubilees (:), presumably directed against the Hellenizers of the period”
(L.H. Feldman, Josephus’s Interpretation of the Bible [Hellenistic Culture and Society ;
Berkeley: University of California Press, ], –). Here Jub. :– states:
“Anyone who is born, the flesh of whose private parts has not been circumcised by the
eighth day does not belong to the people of the pact which the Lordmade with Abraham
but to the people (meant for) destruction. Moreover, there is no sign on him that he
belongs to the Lord, but (he is meant) for destruction, for being destroyed from the earth,
and for being uprooted from the earth because he has violated the covenant of the Lord
our God.” Translation of J.C. VanderKam,The Book of Jubilees ( vols.; CSCO –;
Scriptores Aethiopici –; Leuven: Peeters, ), :.

35 M.V. Fox, “The Sign of the Covenant: Circumcision in the Light of the Priestly
"ôt Etiologies,” RB  (): – (). Likewise, William Propp concludes that
“because circumcision set Jews apart in the later Greco-Roman and Christian worlds,
most people assume that the original intent, the ‘covenant sign’ of Genesis  was to
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Fox’s argument is supported by the evidence that male circumcision is
attested in both in Egypt and in the Levant as either an initiation or pre-
puberty rite, although references to circumcision inEgypt are exceptional
in the earlier dynastic periods. By the fifth century, however, Herodotus
writes that:

but my better proof was that the Colchians and Egyptians and Ethiopians
are the only nations that have from the first practised circumcision.36 The
Phoenicians and the Syrians of Palestine acknowledge of themselves that
they learned the custom from the Egyptians; and the Syrians of the valleys
of Thermodon and Parthenius, as well as their neighbours the Macrones,
say they learned it lately from the Colchians.37 (Herodotus, Hist. .)

Among the circumcised Philo includes Jews, Egyptians, theArabians, the
Ethiopians and “nearly all the nations that dwell in the southern parts
of the world” (QG .–). Of particular significance is the tradition
recorded in Jeremiah, which further confirms the widespread origins of
the rite.

Lo, the days are coming—declares the Lord—when I will take note of
everyone circumcised in the foreskin: of Egypt, Judah, Edom, the Am-
monites, Moab and all the desert dwellers who have the hair of their
temples clipped. For all these nations are uncircumcised, but all the house
of Israel are uncircumcised of heart.38 (Jer :–)

Such admonitions characterize, if not typify, the metaphorical allusions
to circumcision as a means to achieving both physical and mental re-
straint in pre-Qumranic thought.

Yet it was only after the Greek conquest of the Persian province of
Judea that circumcision then did “effect a heightening of tribal conscious-
ness and can be used, as in Hellenistic and Roman times, to identify a
member of the people.”39 This came about when “physical demarcation
was especially acute in a society in which public nudity during work and
at play was prevalent and in which the perfection of the unaltered male

distinguish Jew from Gentile, or Israelite from foreigner. But this is wrong” (W.H. Propp,
“Circumcision:The Private Sign of The Covenant,” BRev /, []: – []).

36 Colchis was east of the Black Sea and south of the Caucasus Mountains: “Though
this area is far from Egypt, it seems that Egypt received immigrants from this district
at the close of the Old Kingdom” (Feldman and Reinhold, Jewish Life and Thought, 
n. ).

37 Translation ibid., . This view is reported also by Josephus (Ag. Ap. .–).
38 Where the emphasis upon: �� ���� ����� ������� ����� ���
���� �� “For all these

nations are uncircumcised, but all the house of Israel are uncircumcised of heart” is
significant.

39 Fox, “Sign of the Covenant,” .
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physique was prized,”40 and would have been noticeable particularly in
the Roman bath house and gymnasium.41 The response of a number of
Jewishmen to these social pressures is evident from the accounts of epis-
pasm: surgery undertaken to reverse the appearance of their circumci-
sion42 in order to disguise what was otherwise considered as a physi-
cal deformity.43 In addition to the repugnance for circumcision and the
intense social stigma that this rite conveyed, RobertHall explains that the
two drachma tax levied in the aftermath of the Jewish wars (– c.e.)
for any circumcised man, provided a further incentive to undergo epis-
pasm.44 Moreover, in Alexandria, citizenship additionally required the
removal of circumcision, as was evident in Macc :–; :; :–
.45

Thus, once “circumcision is likewise singled out in Hellenistic Jewish,
pagan andChristian literature as the premiermark of the Jew, and specif-
ically of the convert to Judaism,”46 does it constitute what Shaye Cohen
has termed a “tribal mark or ethnic habit.”47 This negative perception
of circumcision (reinforced also by Paul and in the transmission of the
gospels)48 would have done little to enhance its appeal in Judean society.

40 R. Abusch, “Circumcision and Castration under Roman Law in the Early Empire,”
inTheCovenant of Circumcision:NewPerspectives on anAncient Jewish Rite (ed. E.Wyner
Mark; Brandeis Series on JewishWomen;Hanover: Brandeis University Press, ), –
 (). See also Feldman and Reinhold, Jewish Life andThought, –.

41 See R. Hall, “Epispasm: Circumcision in Reverse,” BRev / (): – ().
42 As in Macc :–; Macc :; T. Mos. :; Josephus, Ant. .; Cor :; t.

Šabb. :; b. Yebam. a.
43 As understood, for example, by Petronius, Satyricon :: “He [a slave] has only two

faults, and if he were rid of them he would be simply perfect. He is circumcised and he
snores.” Translated in Feldman and Reinhold, Jewish Life andThought, .

44 Hall, “Epispasm and the Dating of Ancient Jewish Writings,” –. This is also
evident from the tradition recounted by Suetonius, Dom. :: “Besides other taxes, that
on the Jews were levied with utmost rigour, and those were prosecuted who without
publically acknowledging that faith yet lived as Jews, as well as those that concealed their
origin and did not pay the tribute levied on their people. I recall being present in my
youth when the person of aman ninety years oldwas examined before the procuratorand
a very crowded court, to see whether he was circumcised.” Translated in A.M. Rabello,
“The Ban on Circumcision as a Cause of Bar Kokhba’s Rebellion,” Israel Law Review 
(): – ().

45 Hall, “Epispasm and the Dating of Ancient Jewish Writings,” .
46 P. Friedriksen, “TheCircumcisionof Gentiles andApocalyptic Hope: Another Look

at Galatians  and ,” JTS  (): – ().
47 S.J.D. Cohen, Why Aren’t Jewish Women Circumcised? Gender and Covenant in

Judaism (Berkeley: University of California Press, ), .
48 Both Gal :– and Acts :– indicate that circumcision was, firstly, recog-
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Given the self-identification of the community represented at Qumran
as “the elect remnant of Israel,” it is understandable that a rite that was
as prevalent in the surrounding, pagan society such as circumcision (and
one which was not originally the unique themark of the Jew) was of little
use in the promotion of their sectarian ideals. Moreover, the fact that
circumcision was perceived as a physical deformity additionally explains
the need to develop its role primarily (if not exclusively) in metaphorical
terms thus avoiding explicit mention of its actual application.

In pragmatic terms it therefore seems unlikely that the requirement for
circumcision was absent in the ���� ��
, the Community Rule, because
it was simply taken for granted, as a normative Judean rite assumed
by the sectarian scribes.49 This is, even though, as Russell Arnold and
Daniel Stoekl Ben Ezra pointed out when this paper was delivered in
Vienna, the more general life-cycle rituals (birth, initiation, marriage,
death, etc.) are largely absent in the scrolls, with exception to the initia-
tion rite and covenant renewal ceremony in QSVI:– and I:–II:
respectively.These factors do not preclude the reality thatmale circumci-
sion was never exclusively an Israelite tradition but was common in Sec-
ond Temple Judean society and its surrounds and that, furthermore, by
theGraeco-Romanperiodwas publically vilified and considered a disfig-
uring social stigma. This historical context explains why the covenant of
circumcision assumed significance only as a metaphor and was not val-
ued in and of itself as a requirement for the future redemption of Israel
in the Dead Sea Scrolls. Like the covenant of the rainbow, addressed ini-
tially to all mankind, both signs were clearly irrelevant, if not detrimental
to, the particular elitism advanced by the men of Qumran.

nised as a Jewish characteristic, and secondly that it was not required for converts to the
Christian faith.

49 In accordance with Mosaic law suggested in Gen :–; Exod :–; etc.
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Introduction

Recent scholarship on ancient Judaism has witnessed a renewed inter-
est in the question of ongoing prophetic activity in Second Temple and
rabbinic Judaism. Perhaps themost representative examples of this trend
are the two articles by FrederickGreenspahn and Benjamin Sommer that
appeared in the Journal of Biblical Literature in  and , respec-
tively.1 Greenspahn’s contribution sought to build upon earlier treat-
ments by Ephraim Urbach, ThomasOverhalt, and David Aune in recon-
sidering what had long been deemed a closed discussion: did prophecy
indeed cease in the early post-exilic period as everyone from the rabbis
to Wellhausen and beyond had imagined?2

Greenspahn’s examination covers two sets of data: () explicit evidence
attesting to ongoing prophetic activity or the belief in its continued exis-
tence well beyond the exile and () reexamination of several passages
from Second Temple and rabbinic literature that seem to claim the oppo-
site. Considering the second group, Greenspahn correctly observes that
what one group thinks should be the case is not evidence for the actual
social reality in other segments of society.3 Several years later, Sommer

1 F.E. Greenspahn, “Why Prophecy Ceased,” JBL  (): –; B.D. Sommer,
“Did Prophecy Cease? Reevaluating a Reevaluation,” JBL  (): –.

2 E.E. Urbach, “ ������ ��
� ���” Tarbiz  (–): –; D.E. Aune, Prophecy
in Early Christianity and the Ancient Mediterranean World (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
), –; T. Overholt, “The End of Prophecy: No Players without a Program,” in
The Place Is too Small for Us: The Israelite Prophets in Recent Scholarship (ed. R.P. Gordon;
SBTS ;WinonaLake: Eisenbrauns, ), –. For full bibliography, see A.P. Jassen,
Mediating the Divine: Prophecy and Revelation in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Second Temple
Judaism (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; idem, “Prophets and Prophecy in the
Qumran Community,” AJSR  (): –.

3 Greenspahn, “Prophecy,”  (so also Aune, Prophecy, ).
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argued that Greenspahn and his predecessors got it all wrong. While
offering a corrective to Greenspahn’s over-reading of some texts, Som-
mer asserts that the evidence from ancient Judaism does not present a
portrait of uninterrupted prophetic activity. Rather, he argues, “newways
to ascertain or proclaim YHWH’s will arose, but these methods display
an even more acute sense of distance from full-fledged prophecy.”4

Both Greenspahn and Sommer draw upon a wide range of biblical,
Second Temple, and rabbinic sources in their inquiries. What is conspic-
uously absent from both articles, however, is a serious consideration of
the evidence from the Dead Sea Scrolls.5 To be sure, Greenspahn’s arti-
cle appeared before the full availability of the scrolls, and Sommer’s was
likely written before the full impact of the availability of the scrolls was
felt outside of Qumran studies. Yet, there is virtually no engagement even
with the scrolls that were widely available, a situation found elsewhere in
the scholarly literature on this subject.6TheDead Sea Scrolls have rightly
been understood to have revolutionized so many fields of inquiry in the
study of the Bible, and ancient Judaism and Christianity. Yet, they have
failed to enter fully into the discussion of prophecy in ancient Judaism.
What do the Dead Sea Scrolls teach us about prophecy and how can this
help us understand the larger context of Second Temple Judaism?

Integrating the Dead Sea Scrolls

Discussions of prophecy in the scrolls generally focus on the recep-
tion of ancient prophecy in the community—as in pesher literature, for
example—or to a lesser extent in prophecy at the end of days.7 The

4 Sommer, “Prophecy,” .
5 Greenspahn cites QSVIII: as evidence for the equation of prophecy and the holy

spirit (“Prophecy,”  n. ) and notes the existence of “lying prophets” in the Hodayot
(ibid., ). Sommer briefly notes the importance of inspired exegesis at Qumran as a new
(non-prophetic) way to access the divine will (“Prophecy,” –).

6 See, e.g., G. Stemberger, “Propheten und Prophetie in der Tradition des nachbib-
lischen Judentums,” in Prophetie und Charisma (ed. W.H. Schmidt and E. Dassmann;
Jahrbuch für BiblischeTheologie ; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, ), –.
In discussing Qumran (–), he focuses almost entirely on the issue of the escha-
tological prophet and false prophecy, thereby limiting the potential contribution of the
Qumran evidence to his larger study.

7 For full discussion and bibliography on the study of prophecy in the Dead Sea
Scrolls, see Jassen,Mediating, –. To this earlier discussion should be addedM.Nissinen,
“TransmittingDivineMysteries:The Prophetic Role ofWisdomTeachers in the Dead Sea
Scrolls,” in Scripture in Transition: Essays on the Septuagint, Hebrew Bible, and Dead Sea
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dearth of scholarship on ongoing prophetic activity has in large part been
driven by the nature of the evidence provided by the scrolls. References to
contemporary prophecy employing explicit prophetic terminology (e.g.,
����, ���) are rare. Such terminology is primarily employed to refer to
biblical prophecy.8Thus, there is seemingly no (or little) evidence to con-
sider.

Any attempt to discuss prophecy in the Dead Sea Scrolls and its larger
contribution to the study of Second Temple Judaismmust begin by over-
coming this terminological pitfall. Just because the Qumran community
restricts its use of explicit prophetic terminology to ancient prophets does
not mean that it does not regard prophecy as a live institution.9 Moving
beyond the terminological constraints, we must inquire as to how the
community envisions continued modes of human-divine communica-
tion.At the same time, however, this discussion should include only those
forms of human-divine communication that the community deems to be
commensurate with the activity of the ancient prophets. The abundance
ofmaterial in theQumran corpus that reconceptualizes ancient prophets
and prophetic activity provides a critical starting point for charting the
community’s own conceptualization of prophecy.10

My suggestion, therefore, is to move away from the terminological
constraints and emphasize () prophetic-revelatory phenomena and ()
new modes of transformed prophetic activity. The evidence provided by
the scrolls, some of which I will examine here, indicates that the Qumran
community recognizes a distinction between ancient prophecy and the

Scrolls in Honour of Raija Sollamo (ed. A. Voitila and J. Jokiranta; JSJSup ; Leiden:
Brill, ), –; K. de Troyer, A. Lange, and L.L. Schulte, eds. Prophecy after the
Prophets? The Contribution of the Dead Sea Scrolls to the Understanding of Biblical and
Extra-Biblical Prophecy (CBET ; Leuven: Peeters, ).

8 See Jassen, Mediating, –, for treatment of the uses of explicit biblical termi-
nology in the scrolls (����, ���, ����, ������ ���, and ���).

9 See, e.g., H. Barstad, “Prophecy at Qumran?” in In the Last Days: On Jewish and
Christian Apocalyptic and its Period (ed. K. Jeppsen, K. Nielsen, and B. Rosendal; Aarhus:
Aarhus University Press, ), –, who restricts his study to explicit biblical
terminology. Barstad’s conclusion that prophecy was not a live phenomenon at Qumran
is therefore based on a limited set of evidence and ignores the muchwider and variegated
world of prophecy at Qumran.

10 For fuller exposition of this methodology, see Jassen, Mediating, –, idem,
“Prophets and Prophecy.” See the similar approach in G.J. Brooke, “Prophecy and
Prophets in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Looking Backwards and Forwards,” in Prophets,
Prophecy, and Prophetic Texts in Second Temple Judaism (ed. M.H. Floyd and R.D. Haak;
Library of Hebrew Bible/Old Testament Studies ; New York: T&T Clark, ), –
. On the issue of terminology, see also Nissinen, “Transmitting,” esp. –.
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contemporary related phenomenon. At the same time, the community
views itself and its activity as commensurate with ancient prophetic
practice. In this sense, I agree with Sommer’s assertion that Jews in
the Second Temple period developed alternative ways to mediate the
divine word and will. Unlike Sommer, however, I am proposing that
the Qumran corpus indicates that these alternative models were in fact
regarded as prophecy.

In this article, I examine several texts fromamong theDead Sea Scrolls
that provide insight into the Qumran community’s view regarding ongo-
ing prophetic activity and the nature of its application. I then offer some
suggestions regarding how these insights can be employed to under-
stand better related phenomena in wider segments of Second Temple
Judaism.11

Reading for Prophecy without Prophetic
Terminology: The Case of the Hodayot
(Thanksgiving Hymns) and Josephus

Let me now discuss one particular text that I think illustrates well many
of the suggestions that I am making. QHa XII:– (Sukenik: col. IV)
describes a bitter conflict between a leader of the Qumran community
(possibly the Teacher of Righteousness) and the community’s enemies.12
The main thrust of the hymn is to condemn the opponents for their
illegitimate attempt to change the law and, as we so often find in sectarian
polemics, for just being all-around bad people. This invective, however,
is couched in amuch larger assessmentof the competing claims to divine
access by the hymnist (and by extension the sect) and the opponents. As
we would expect, the hymnist claims to have direct access to the divine,
while the opponents are condemned as illegitimate and misguided in
their relationship with the divine.

11 One important area not addressed here is scriptural interpretation as prophecy. On
this, see Jassen,Mediating, passim; idem, “Prophecy and Prophets.”

12 Some parallel Cave  content is preserved, though no significant variants exist
(Q – par. QHa XII:–; Q   par. QHa XII:). This hymnic unit
is generally understood as half of a larger hymn that continues in XII:–XIII: by
describing the failings of humans (see J.A. Hughes, Scriptural Allusions and Exegesis in
the Hodayot [STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ], –). Fuller treatment of this hymn can
be found in Jassen, Mediating, –; idem, “Prophecy and Prophets.” Translations
follow M. Wise et al. in Poetic and Liturgical Texts (ed. D.W. Parry and E. Tov; The Dead
Sea Scrolls Reader ; Leiden: Brill, ).
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What is interesting here, however, is that it is the enemies who are
described with explicit prophetic terminology (lines , : ���� ����,
“seers of deceit” and ���� ����, “seers of error”; line : ��� �����, “lying
prophets”).13 In contrast, the hymnist never identifies himself as a
prophet. Rather, he continually maintains that only he has access to God
and only he has been the recipient of true revelation.Thehymnist’s claims
are asserted at the very beginning (lines –):

I give thanks to you, O Lord, for you have made my face to shine by your
covenant, and [ ] I seek you, and as an enduring dawning, as [perfe]ct light
(�[�� ]����), you have revealed yourself (��	
��) to me.

Two circuitous terms are employed here to describe the hymnist’s inti-
mate relationship with the divine. First, the peculiar locution �[�� ]����
is often understood as the singular form of the Urim and Thummim—
oracular devices employed to access the divine will—and thus attests to
the hymnist’s claims of divine access.14 Second, the experience of divine
revelation is expressed with the seldom used verb ���.15 This twofold cir-
cumscribed language underscores the hymnist’s claim of revelation at the
same time as it identifies it as entirely unique.

The rest of the hymn serves to emphasize this point further while
simultaneously rejecting the alternative claims of the opponents. Thus,
lines – assert that the enemies are led by “mediators of deceit,” while in
line  the hymnist reaffirmshis closeness toGod by identifying himself as
a conduit for divine strength—“You displayed your might through me.”
The following lines present the core element of the conflict and provide
further contrast between the competing revelatory claims. The enemies
are condemned again as “mediators of a lie” (��� �����) and also “seers of
deceit” (���� �����), the latter termusing the explicit prophetic epithet ���.
The long invective against the enemies’ attempt to seek divine sanction
for alteration of the law continues in line  with the claim that they
incorrectly sought the intervention of “lying prophets” (��� �����).16

13 See also the use of ����, “mediator” (lines , ), whichmay have a prophetic nuance
(S. Holm-Nielsen, Hodayot: Psalms from Qumran [ATDan ; Aarhus: Universitetsfor-
laget, ],  n. ; Hughes, Scriptural Allusions, ; Nissinen, “Transmitting,” ).

14 First suggested by E.L. Sukenik, ������ ����� ������ ����� ����
 ���� ������
 ����
�
���� ����
 (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, ), . On the restoration, see Jassen,Mediat-
ing,  n. .

15 For its revelatoryuse, seeDeut :; Pss :; :; : (cf. QHa XVII:; XXIII:–
). See Holm-Nielsen,Hodayot, –; Hughes, Scriptural Allusions, .

16 Most scholars view the “lying prophets” as identical with the general opponents
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In lines –, the hymnist once again states that the enemies reject
him notwithstanding his status as a recipient of divine revelation:

For they esteem [me] not [thou]gh you display your might through me,
and reveal yourself (	
���) to me in your strength as a perfect light
(�������) . . .

The entire expression parallels the earlier revelatory claims in lines –
 and  and therefore forms a “revelatory” inclusio for the intervening
hymnic unit:

Table . The Inclusio Formed by QHa XII:–,  and –

QHa XII:–,  QHa XII:–
]°�� ������� ��� ������� ��� ����� �����

��	
�� �[�� ]���� ���� ����� �������[ ]
��

() vacat I give thanks to you, O Lord,
for you have made my face shine by your
covenant, and [ ] () [ ] I seek you, and
as an enduring dawning, as [perfe]ct
light, you have revealed yourself to me.

�� �����
�� ������� ���

() Neither did they esteem me; even
when you displayed your might through
me.

�� 	
��� �� �����
� �[� �]������ �� ���
������� ��
���

For () they esteem [me] not [thou]gh
you display your might through me, and
reveal yourself to me in your strength as
a perfect light.

The implication of this literary presentation is clear. The hymnist alone
has received true revelation. The oppositional language employed
through the intervening portions of the hymn frames the entire passage
as the hymnist’s explicit claim of revelation and a rejection of the com-
peting claims of his would-be prophetic opponents.

The theme of illumination (���) found at the beginning of the hymn
(line ) appears once more in the remainder of the hymn and generates
another “revelatory” inclusio with material from the opening portion of
the hymn:

throughout the hymn. It is clear, however, that the prophets are a separate group who are
sought out by the opponents (see Jassen,Mediating, –).
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Table . The Inclusio Formed by QHa XII: and 

QHa XII: QHa XII:

������� ��� ������� ��� ����� �����

I give thanks to you, O Lord, for you
have made my face shine by your
covenant

���� ��� ������� ���

But by me you have illumined the face
of many (or the general membership)

This second inclusio transforms the hymnist from an individual recipient
of revelation to a prophetic messenger. In line , the hymnist exclaims
that God has made his face shine. As made clear by the ensuing con-
tent, the hymnist refers here to his receipt of revelation. In line , the
same language and imagery is employed. Instead of the face of the hym-
nist being illumined, however, it is the face of the “many.”17 The prepo-
sition �� (“by me”) identifies the hymnist as the agent of this divine
illumination. The hymnist can only serve in this mediating capacity on
account of his personal illumination as recounted in line . This entire
revelatory inclusio (lines  and ) encloses the earlier inclusio discussed
above (lines – and –). The latter identifies the individual rev-
elation of the hymnist, while the former marks the transformation of
this revelation from personal to public. In doing so, the hymnist is not
merely one who has unmediated access to God; he is now entrusted with
the responsibility to mediate the divine word and will to a larger audi-
ence.18

This hymn contains many elements that prove helpful in considering
larger attitudes toward prophecy in the Qumran community and related
segments of Second Temple Judaism. Foremost, this hymn demonstrates
the importance of sensitivity to the use and non-use of prophetic ter-
minology. The hymnist deliberately avoids referring to himself with a
prophetic designation or more common revelatory language. Yet, there
can be little doubt that he viewed his activity as recounted in this hymn
as true revelation and as part of a larger institution of prophecy. This

17 The term ���� here may merely designate a larger audience. Alternatively, it may
be understood in its narrowly sectarian sense as the “members of the community”
(QS VI:–). See the similar expression ���� ��� ������, “to illuminate the face of the
many” in QSb IV:.

18 On the importance of the element of transmission in identifying prophetic activ-
ity, see Nissinen, “Transmitting,” esp. –; and idem, “Preface,” in Prophecy in Its
AncientNearEastern Context: Mesopotamian, Biblical andArabian Perspectives (ed. idem;
SBLSymS ; Atlanta: SBL, ), vii.
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terminological peculiarity can be explained in two ways. By “quietly”
asserting his close relationship to God at the same time as he employs
prophetic titles for his clearly unprophetic opponents, he simultaneously
affirms his own status as a true prophet while warning others to be wary
of individuals who claim such status. The interest in false prophecy here
correspondswith related concerns in other Qumran and Second Temple
literature.19 The second explanation for the avoidance of prophetic titles
is the community’s recognition that prophecy, while very much a live
phenomenon, differs from its ancient Israelite heritage.

The features described here are especially helpful in considering the
importance of prophecy in another central body of Second Temple
period writings—Josephus.20 As in the Dead Sea Scrolls, if one were to
restrict the discussion of prophecy in Josephus to classical prophetic ter-
minology, only the biblical prophets would be in view. It is well known
that Josephus employs a different set of titles for biblical prophets (πρ�-
�,της) and contemporary ones (μ�ντις).21At the same time, he is consis-
tent in using the latter terminology for phenomena that he (and presum-
ably others) regards as commensurate with the ancient prophetic institu-
tion. For example, when Josephus recounts Judah the Essene’s prediction
of the murder of Antigonus (J.W. .–), he identifies Judah with the
latter terminology. Moreover, Judah’s predictions are identified as πρ�ρ-
ρη"0ντων (“predictions”) and μ�ντευμα (“oracles”), but never with the
terminological designation “prophecies.” At the same time, the activ-
ity of Judah the Essene comports with Josephus’ more general under-
standing of the predictive role of prophets and prophecy.22 While Judah’s
actions are prophetic, Josephus carefully refrains from identifying him as
a prophet.

19 Three texts from Qumran display concern with false and illegitimate prophecy:
QList of False Prophets ar (Q), QapocrMosesa (Q), QTa (Q) LIV:–
(see Jassen,Mediating, –). Onmore general trends in Second Temple Judaism, see
Aune, Prophecy, –, –; Stemberger, “Propheten,” –.

20 Scholars have devoted considerable attention to prophecy in Josephus: J. Blenkin-
sopp, “Prophecy and Priesthood in Josephus,” JJS  (): –; L.H. Feldman,
“Prophets andProphecy in Josephus,” in Prophets (ed. Floyd andHaak), –; R.Gray,
Prophetic Figures in Late SecondTemple Jewish Palestine (Oxford:OxfordUniversity Press,
); Stemberger, “Propheten,” –.

21 See J. Reiling, “The Use of ΨΕΥΔ�ΠΡ�ΦΗΤΗΣ in the Septuagint, Philo and
Josephus,” NovT  (): –, ; Blenkinsopp, “Prophecy,” , ; Gray,
Prophetic Figures, –. Exceptions are treated in D.E. Aune, “TheUse ofΠΡ�ΦΗΤΗΣ
in Josephus,” JBL  (): –; Sommer, “Prophecy,”  n. .

22 On the predictive character of prophecy in Josephus, see Blenkinsopp, “Prophecy,”
–; Feldman, “Prophets,” –; Gray, Prophetic Figures, –.
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Josephus provides us with an explanation for his use of distinct ter-
minology. In Ag. Ap. ., we find the well-known statement that the
“exact succession of prophets” ended in the time of Artaxerxes. Contrary
to some scholars who read this as a claim that prophecy ended, it merely
serves to mark a distinction in prophetic status.23 While prophecy does
not cease, it is transformed to such an extent that later prophetic writings
are unfit for inclusion into the sacred history.24 Prophecy as it was per-
formed andperceived in the pre-exilic periodhad come to an end at some
point in the early post-exilic period. At the same time, new prophetic
models emerged that performed similarmediating functions.The critical
point is to be able to identify these modified forms of prophecy without
the convenient terminological designators.

Relocating Prophecy in Second Temple
Judaism I: Prophecy and Law in the Rule
of the Community and Maccabees

The hymn discussed above provides additional information regarding
transformed modes of prophetic activity at Qumran. In this hymn, the
opponents are condemned for soliciting the aid of prophets in their
attempt to gain divine approval formodification of the law (QHaXII:–
, –).Throughout the sectarian polemic, the enemies are never cen-
sured for turning to prophets and contemporary revelation in judicial
matters. Indeed, the Qumran community based its entire legal system
on the progressive revelation of law. For the community, God revealed
the law originally to Moses on Sinai and continued to reveal the inter-
pretation and amplification of the Torah to special individuals through-
out each generation—the community representing the most recent stage
of this progressive revelation.25 In the case of the enemies’ similar claim,

23 On the former understanding of this passage, see, for example, H.S.J. Thackeray,
Josephus: The Man and the Historian (New York: Ktav, ), ; R. Beckwith, The Old
Testament Canon of the New Testament Church and its Background in Early Judaism
(London: SPCK, ), –.

24 See S.Z. Leiman, “Josephus and the Canon of the Bible,” in Josephus, the Bible, and
History (ed. L.H. Feldman and G. Hata; Detroit: Wayne State University Press, ), .
A similar argument is advanced in Blenkinsopp, “Prophecy,” ; Gray, Prophetic Figures,
–.

25 See N. Wieder, The Judean Scrolls and Karaism (London: East and West Library,
), –; L.H. Schiffman,The Halakhah at Qumran (SJLA ; Leiden: Brill, ),
–.



 alex p. jassen

the very action of appealing to God for guidance on the application of
the Torah is conceptualized as a prophetic experience (lines –: �����
���� ����� ��� ����� ��� �������, “they come to seek you through the
words of lying prophets corrupted by error”). The larger question, how-
ever, is did the community also conceive of its own revelatory legislative
activity as prophecy and its inspired legislators as prophets?26

As a way to think about this question, I would like to compare the
primary statement regarding the community’s attitude toward the role of
the classical prophets in the progressive revelation of law as articulated in
columnVIII of theRule of the Community and the community’s own self-
identity as recipients of progressive revelation as articulated in columns
V and IX.27 QS VIII:–28 identifies two means by which the law as
originally transmitted by Moses continues to be applied and amplified
post-Sinai. This passage begins with the citation of Isa : that the
community viewed as programmatic for its own retreat to the desert and
study of the Torah. The Torah is then further explained as something
that was commanded “to do” (�����)—that is, to observe.29The Torah of
Moses, according to the Rule of the Community, is not self-sustaining in
the sense that it can be observed in full without recourse to any external
explication and amplification. The employment of “to do” introduces a
two-foldmodel for how the Torah transmitted byMoses can be “applied”
in full by the sectarian community, a model presumably demanded for
the rest of Israel as well.30

First, the community is exhorted to observe the law “according to
everythingwhich has been revealed (��
��) (from) time to time” (line ).
This expression articulates the sectarian belief that the proper under-
standing of the Torah is apprehended through a system of periodic leg-

26 For a much fuller exploration of this question, see A.P. Jassen, “The Presentation of
the Ancient Prophets as Lawgivers at Qumran,” JBL  (): –.

27 Translations of QS follow E. Qimron and J.H. Charlesworth, “Rule of the Commu-
nity (QS; cf. QSMSS A–J, Q),” inTheDead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek
Texts with English Translations, vol. : Rule of the Community and RelatedDocuments (ed.
J.H. Charlesworth et al.; The Princeton Theological Seminary Dead Sea Scrolls Project;
Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –.

28 Note that QSe (Q)  iii – lacks text corresponding to QS VIII:b–IX:.
Space does not allow a full exploration of the implications of this different recension (see
Jassen, “Presentation,”  n. , –)

29 On the understanding of the Torah as the antecedent of “to do” (rather than “study
of the Torah”), see P. Wernberg-Møller,The Manual of Discipline (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill,
),  and further discussion in Jassen, “Presentation,” –.

30 Wieder, Judean Scrolls, . Compare QS I:–, which employs the identical lan-
guage of “observing” (�����) the law of Moses.
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islative revelations. This passage, however, seems to speak only in gener-
alities,merely introducing the sectarian belief in progressive revelation as
a mechanism for comprehending the Torah and its post-biblical applica-
tion.31 Indeed, wedged between Moses and the prophets, these periodic
revelations seem to lack a recognized time-frame and easily identifiable
audience.

This general statement regarding the centrality of progressive rev-
elation is followed by a description of the first post-Sinai stage—the
prophets: “and according to that which the prophets have revealed by his
holy spirit” (line ). The prophets are here conceptualized as possess-
ing the proper understanding of the Torah of Moses and empowered to
share this knowledge with Israel. This juridical knowledge is intimately
connected with their prophetic status. Following a general statement on
the sect’s theory of progressive revelation, the prophets are described
as the initial historical link in the succession of these periodic revela-
tions.

When we compare this passage to two separate statements regarding
the community’s role in the progressive revelation, an interesting feature
emerges. The textual correspondences are outlined in table three:

Table . QS VIII:– Compared to QS V:– and IX:

QS VIII:– QS V:– QS IX:
���� ��� . . . �����

The Torah . . . through
Moses

���� ����

The Torah of Moses

�� ���� 23�� �����

To do God’s will

��� �[�]�

Wh[ic]h he commanded

��� ��� ����

According to all that he
commanded

��� �� ��
�� ���� �����

To do according to
everything that has been
revealed (from) time to
time

����� �� ���� . . . �� ����
���� ��
�� ���� ���

To return . . . with all
heart and with all soul,
according to everything
that has been revealed
from it

��� ��� ��
�� ����

According to everything
which has been revealed
from time to time

31 Wieder, Judean Scrolls, ; Schiffman,Halakhah, .
32 QSe (Q) lacks this word.
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QS VIII:– QS V:– QS IX:

���� ������� ��
 �����
�����

And (to do) as the
prophets revealed
through his holy spirit.

���� (���� ��
�� ����)
����

(according to everything
that has been revealed
from it) to the Sons
of Zadok (QSb, d: to
[the multitude of] the
council of the men of the
Community)

����� ���� ��� �� �����
. . .

He [themaśkîl]
shall learn all the
understanding which has
been found . . .

In both QS V and IX, a similar situation is described regarding the
Torah and its need for interpretation as is found in QS VIII. Once
again, the community’s general principle of progressive revelation is first
introduced as a way to facilitate full observance (QS VIII:, IX::
�����; QS V:: ����) of the Torah. In QS V and IX, however, the
next stage is not identified as the prophets. Rather, the community takes
the place of the prophets following the general description of the idea
of progressive revelation. In QS V, the full application of the law is
revealed to the Sons of Zadok, or, according to QSb, d (Q, ),
“[the multitude of] the council of the men of the Community.”33 In
QS IX: (par. QSe [Q]  iii –), the ability to do God’s will
is based on the maśkîl’s ability to “learn all the understanding which
has been found . . . ,” a reference to sectarian exegetical activity.34 This
fits well with the sect’s own understanding of inspired exegesis as the
way that the sectarian leaders gain access to the progressive revelation of
law. Their revelatory activity, like the prophets before them, represents
the realization of the progressive revelation of law through periodic
revelations.

The identification of lawgiving as a prophetic task is not commonly
found in ancient Judaism. Other contemporaneous and later traditions—
such as the authors of the Temple Scroll and Jubilees, and the rabbis—
conceive of a one-time revelation at Sinai in which the entirety of the law
and its future amplification are made known.35 The recognition that the

33 See QSb (Q)  –; QSd (Q)  –. The restoration (����) follows
Qimron and Charlesworth (cf. P.S. Alexander and G. Vermes in DJD XXVI []: ,
, who restore �� ��, “in accordance with”).

34 On the understanding of this expression as a reference to the sectarian exegetical
process, see Schiffman,Halakhah, –.

35 L.H. Schiffman, “The Temple Scroll and the Systems of Jewish Law in the Second
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Qumran community regarded its own legislative-revelatory encounter
as somehow prophetic compels us to inquire as to further echoes of this
attitude in Second Temple Judaism.

Let me briefly discuss one relevant example. In Macc :–, we
are told about the legal dilemma presented to Judah and the Hasmonean
army upon regaining control of the temple and encountering the defiled
altar. According to Deut :–, all altars in Israel that had been used for
idolatry must be destroyed. They presumably understood Deut : (��
������ ����� �� �����, “do not do as such to the Lord your God”)—as the
rabbis later would—as a prohibition against destroying the altar of the
Lord, whereby �� ����� (“do as such”) refers back to the act of destruction
in vv. –.36 They therefore attempt to apply legal-exegetical reasoning:
because the altar has been used for idolatry it must be razed in accor-
dance with Deut :–. Deuteronomy :, however, says that the altar
of the Lord cannot be treated in the sameway.Thus, instead of razing the
altar, they merely remove its stones and store them away.37

At the same time, they recognize that their solution is incomplete and
the final status of the stone—and therefore the correct application of
Deut :–—will ultimately need to be resolved. The final legal reso-
lution is placed in the hands of a future prophet, most likely one who
will emerge in eschatological times. Rather than apply further exege-
sis, juridical reasoning, or appeal to tradition—as found in a late rab-
binic discussion of this event (see b. #Abod. Zar. b)—Judah identi-
fies the prophet as the final arbiter of the precise harmonization and
application of Deut :– is this particular context. The assignment of
juridical functions to a prophet—particularly in the determination of
the precise meaning of two biblical passages—should be situated in the
sameworld as the Qumran community’s own prophetic-legislative activ-
ity.38

Temple Period,” in Temple Scroll Studies: Papers Presented at the International Symposium
on the Temple Scroll, Manchester, December  (ed. G.J. Brooke; JSPSup ; Sheffield:
JSOT Press, ), –.

36 The straightforward reading of v.  condemns the de-centralized worship in vv. –
 (thus NJPS: “Do not worship the Lord your God in like manner”). For the rabbinic
interpretation, see Sipre Deut ; t. Mak ():.

37 See J.A. Goldstein, IMaccabees (AB ; Garden City: Doubleday, ), .
38 Later rabbinic tradition would associate such a role specifically with the eschatolog-

ical Elijah (e.g.,m. Šeqal. :; m. B. Me.si#a :; :; :–; b. Mena .h a).
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Relocating Prophecy in Second Temple Judaism II:
Prophecy andWisdom in the Psalms Scroll and Ben Sira

The samehymndiscussed above provides insight into an additionalmod-
ified mode of revelation. As I have repeatedly emphasized, this hymn
is about the contrasting prophetic-revelatory claims of the hymnist and
his opponents. In addition to the broad strokes in which this debate is
framed, we are provided with some more specific details regarding the
sapiential framework of the prophetic-revelatory communication. Fol-
lowing the wider polemical tone of the hymn, this too is expressed in
oppositional language.Thus, the enemies “hold back the drink of knowl-
edge” in line  and reject the “vision of knowledge” in line . In con-
trast, toward the end of the hymn, the hymnist provides details regard-
ing the medium of his revelation: “For you have given me understand-
ing of the mysteries of your wonder, and in your wondrous council you
have confirmed me” (lines –). His revelation is experienced nei-
ther through visions or dreams; rather, for the hymnist the cultivation
of divinely revealed wisdom characterizes his revelatory encounter.39

The receipt of divinely revealed wisdom as a prophetic-revelatory
encounter is found in two additional sapiential contexts that testify to the
worldview of the Qumran community and related segments of Second
Temple Judaism—the description of David’s literary production in the
Psalms Scroll (QPsa XXVII:–) and Ben Sira. Both of these texts
explicitly identify the receipt of divinely revealed wisdom as a prophetic
experience.

Column XXVII of the Psalms Scroll identifies David’s literary output
and highlights its divine origins.40 The beginning of the passage under-
scores David’s intellectual achievements and identifies God as the source
of his wisdom (lines –). David is thus able to compose , psalms
(lines –).The conclusion of the passage contains a second explanation
forDavid’s literary oeuvre—hewas granted prophecy fromGod (line ).
This entire passage reinforces the belief in David’s prophetic status and
that all the Psalms were written under divine inspiration.41

39 On sapiential revelation and theHodayot, see further Jassen,Mediating, –.
40 J.A. Sanders in DJD IV (): –.
41 On the view of David as a prophet, see Josephus, Ant. .; Acts :; :–;

Heb :. See discussion in J.A. Fitzmyer, “David, ‘BeingTherefore a Prophet . . . ’ (Acts
:),” CBQ  (): –; P.W. Flint, “The Prophet David at Qumran,” in Biblical
Interpretation at Qumran (ed. M. Henze; Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related
Literature; GrandRapids: Eerdmans, ), –;Nissinen, “Transmitting,” –.



prophecy after “the prophets” 

This passage curiously blends sapiential and prophetic language,
though seemingly with little explanation. A closer examination of the
passage’s literary frame (lines – and ), however, reveals the signif-
icance of this feature. In the first half of the literary frame, David is de-
scribed as wise (���), “a light like the light of the sun” (���� ���� ����),
“literate/scribe” (���
), “discerning” (����) (lines –). Moreover, he has
received an “enlightened and discerning spirit” (����� ����� ���) from
God (lines –).42 Were we to stop here, we would think that David’s
literary output was the direct result of his sapiential acumen.

The concluding portion of the passage, however, provides further
details about the prophetic character of David’s sagacity. David wrote the
psalms under prophetic inspiration bestowed upon him by God (��� ���
������ ����� �� ��� ��� ������ ���—“all these he spoke through prophecy
which was given to him from before the Most High,” line ). The
literary framemerges the sapiential and the prophetic with a “revelatory”
inclusio. The inclusio is reinforced by two paronomastic elements: The
discernment (�����) that God gave (����) David in the first half is mirrored
in the second half by the prophecy (�����) given (���) to David by God.
David’s prophetic capabilities as identified in line  are the direct result
of the sapiential revelation granted to him in line .

Let me now discuss briefly another example of themerging of the sage
and prophet in our most well-known sage in Second Temple Judaism—
Ben Sira.43 In Sir :–, Ben Sira outlines the path traveled by a
prospective sage, which unfolds in three successive stages.44 The first
stage involves education in both scriptural and sapiential content to-
gether with prayer and prudent obedience to God (vv. –). Notwith-
standing the sapiential nature of the curriculum, the point of enlighten-
ment in this process is not a purely intellectual one. Rather, in v. , we are
told that the fully realized sage is “filled with the spirit of understand-
ing (πνε+ματι συν0σεως)” from God. As commentators have noted,
Ben Sira draws upon language and imagery similar to the receipt of the
divine spirit that marks the onset of prophetic inspiration.45 The ensu-
ing lines provide a three-fold model for how the sage becomes a conduit
through which this knowledge is transmitted to the larger community

42 Note the prominence of the theme of illumination (���), a feature likewise found in
QHa XII.

43 For fuller treatment, see Jassen,Mediating, –.
44 See B.L.Mack,Wisdom and the Hebrew Epic: Ben Sira’s Hymn in Praise of the Fathers

(CSJH; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, ), –.
45 Ibid., –.
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(:–).46 As the ancient prophets, the sage receives the divine word
after a preparatory process and then proceeds to transmit the revealed
world to others. Unlike the ancient prophet, however, revelation for the
sage is a thoroughly sapiential experience.

The revelatory character of wisdom is further reinforced in Ben Sira’s
autobiographical note in :–. As one who has successfully followed
the path of the ideal sage, Ben Sira comments on the final stage of this
process—sapiential instruction. For Ben Sira, he is notmerely a purveyor
of wisdom. Rather, his transmittal of divinely revealed knowledge is con-
ceptualized as pouring out knowledge “like prophecy” (7ς πρ��ητ0ιαν)
(:).47 Ben Sira indicates the close proximity of his sapiential activity
and ancient prophecy. In doing so, Ben Sira conceives of himself here as
analogous to the ancient prophets and therefore in continuity with the
prophetic tradition. At the same time, neither Ben Sira nor David in the
Psalms Scroll is explicitly identified as a prophet. Rather, their activity is
regarded as prophetic. This phenomenon corresponds with the same set
of terminological distinctions found earlier in the Dead Sea Scrolls and
Josephus.

Conclusion

I began this inquiry by revisiting the question ofwhether or not prophecy
ceased in the Second Temple period. It is equally true that prophecy con-
tinues and that prophecy ceases. For some individuals or communities,
little distinguishes their own activity from that of the ancient prophets.
For others, their models of divine-human communication are radically
different than ancient prophecy and are clearly understood as such. The
Qumran community provides another way to think about prophecy that
can open up additional areas of inquiry elsewhere in Second Temple
Judaism. As we have seen, no explicit prophetic terminology is applied to
the activity of communal leaders. If we move beyond these terminologi-
cal limitations, however, and examine prophetic phenomena as concep-
tualized by the community, a rich world of human-divine communica-

46 See P.W. Skehan and A.A. Di Lella,The Wisdom of Ben Sira (AB ; Garden City:
Doubleday, ), .

47 The Syriac has “in prophecy” (the Hebrew is not extant). For full discussion of the
implications of this variant reading and the range of meanings for the Greek formulation,
see Jassen,Mediating, –.
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tion exists at Qumran. In particular, new models emerge that are either
absent or underrepresented in biblical prophecy.Most importantly, these
modes of human-divine communication are regarded by the community
not merely in continuity with the ancient prophets, but as equivalent to
prophetic activity. My brief discussion of prophecy in non-sectarian texts
suggests that this approach can inform and be informed by wider cur-
rents in Second Temple Judaism and thereby construct a more integrated
and nuanced portrait of prophecy in ancient Judaism.
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One of the central issues of the history of Judaism is the periodization
of its early history. Behind this issue lurks a much more central ques-
tion: to what extent may we trace continuity between the various bod-
ies of Jewish literature and religious ideas that they embody? When we
study the development of Judaism from the late books of the Hebrew
Bible, through the texts of the Second Temple period, into rabbinic lit-
erature, to what extent do we observe continuity and to what extent do
we see change? This question is made more complex by the variegated
nature of Second Temple Judaism, so much so that some would prefer
to use the designation “Judaisms.”1 So we deal not only with the verti-
cal axis of historical change, but also with the horizontal axis of compet-
ing approaches to Judaism at various times—a phenomenon best doc-
umented and understood for the Hasmonean period but no doubt also
present at other times as well. Within this complex framework, we seek
to ask how the Judaism of the various Second Temple period sects, Apoc-
rypha, pseudepigrapha, Josephus and Dead Sea Scrolls, relates to the
Judaism of theMishnah, Talmud andmidrash—the rabbinic or Talmudic
tradition. What has been continued, and what has been changed; what is
old and what is new?2

To a great extent this question is complicated by a related issue. In
the transition from the period of the Hebrew Scriptures into Second
Temple times, the earlier period bequeathed a massive literary legacy
to the subsequent history of Judaism—the Hebrew Bible. This religious,
literary and historical legacy remains a permanent, indeed formative
ingredient in all subsequent Jewish development. Yet although Second

1 J. Neusner popularized this term. See his “Preface,” in Judaisms and their Messiahs
at the Turn of the Christian Era (ed. J. Neusner, W.S. Green, and E. Frerichs; New York:
Cambridge University Press, ), i–x. This term has been discussed and critiqued by
M. Satlow, “Defining Judaisms: Accounting for ‘Religions’ in the Study of Religion,” JAAR
 (): –.

2 Cf. L.H. Schiffman, From Text to Tradition: AHistory of Second Temple and Rabbinic
Judaism (Hoboken: Ktav, ), –.
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Temple Judaism passed the Bible on to the rabbinic tradition, it did not
pass on its own literary productions. We can speak of only one text from
the Second Temple period as being in the hands of the Talmudic rabbis
in its entirety, Ben Sira.3 Beyond that, they did not have, or perhaps did
not want to read, the Dead Sea Scrolls, Apocrypha and pseudepigrapha,
nor the works of Philo and Josephus. This hiatus in culture, indeed an
abyss from a literary point of view, remains unexplained. It appears on
the surface to be a radically different development from the passing on of
the corpus of Scripture to Second Temple times. However, the difference
is not total. In fact, some twenty-two or so books are mentioned in the
Hebrew Bible that did not survive into later periods.4 The reason may
be that these books were not accepted into the canon, which would have
insured their preservation. Nevertheless, virtually nothing passed from
Second Temple times to the Talmudic era, in stark contrast with the
large body of biblical literature that was transmitted into Second Temple
Judaism.

If therewas no direct literary influence, as seems to be the case, we will
have to content ourselves with seeking common ideas and approaches
that were passed down as part of a general religious ambience. This is
also the case because the halakhic and theological forebears of the rabbis
were the Pharisees,5 and so we have to expect that rabbinic literature and
rabbinic Judaism are dependent primarily on the Pharisaic teachings.
However, evidence points to no existing written texts, except for written
notebooks of halakhic and aggadic literature.6

This situation ismost probably the result of the penchant for oral tradi-
tion associated in the Dead Sea Scrolls,7 Josephus8 and later rabbinic lit-
erature with the approach of the Pharisees, even if the ideological notion

3 M.Z. Segal, Sefer Ben Sira ha-Shalem (nd ed.; Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, –
), –, –.

4 Cf. C.F. Craft, “Books Referred to,” IDB :–; J.S. Rogers, “Books Referred to
in the Bible,” NIDB :–.

5 Schiffman, Text to Tradition, –.
6 S. Lieberman, Hellenism in Jewish Palestine (New York: Jewish Theological Semi-

nary, ) , –; H.L. Strack and G. Stemberger, Introduction to the Talmud and
Midrash (trans. M. Bockmuehl; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, ), –, –.

7 L.H. Schiffman, Reclaiming the Dead Sea Scrolls: The History of Judaism, the Back-
ground of Christianity, the Lost Library of Qumran (Philadelphia: JPS, ), –;
idem, “Pharisees and Sadducees in Pesher Na .hum,” in Min .hah le-Na .hum: Biblical and
Other Studies Presented to Nahum M. Sarna in Honour of his th Birthday (ed. M. Bret-
tler and M. Fishbane; JSOTSup ; Sheffield: JSOT Press, ), –.

8 J.M. Baumgarten, Studies in Qumran Law (SJLA ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.
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of oral revelation and transmission is actually stated only in the Tan-
naitic period.9 At the same time, we can never rule out the possibility
of the loss of putative Pharisaic texts whose popularity waned as oral
tradition dominated Pharisaic Judaism.10 Further, such texts would not
have been preserved in theQumran sectarian collection, especially as the
sect was so anti-Pharisaic. But in any case, the Pharisees bequeathed no
literary materials, only apparently extensive oral traditions, to the Tal-
mudic enterprise. It is possible that as Pharisaic Judaism emerged as the
only real survivor of the Second Temple period, books from that period
were ignored or suppressed, under the category of �������� ����
, “outside
(apocryphal) books.”11

More should be said about explicit references to apocryphal works in
rabbinic literature. In fact, rabbinic texts only mention two such works,
one being Ben Sira, that the rabbis apparently knew and that is quoted.12
Another is a certain book called “Sefer ben La#ana,”13 the contents of
which we have absolutely no idea. The rabbis explicitly prohibit the
reading of such books.14 There is something of an exegetical controversy
regarding the meaning of this prohibition. On the one hand, it might
be a blanket prohibition forbidding the reading of these texts under any
circumstances. The assumption would be that it is forbidden to write
down any books other than those of Scripture and, therefore, to read
them. The other interpretation holds that what was prohibited was the
public reading of these books as part of the lectionary. In this case,
it would be permitted to read such books privately. Such an approach
would explain the quotation of Ben Sira by the rabbis.15

An interesting parallel that will serve as an example of this phe-
nomenon is the fundamental agreement of the theme of Jubilees, namely
that the patriarchs observed all the laws later to be given at Sinai, with
some rabbinic statements16 and a variety of aggadot. Apparently, this also
was part of the common heritage of Second Temple Judaism and was
echoed by some rabbis.

9 Strack and Stemberger, Introduction, –.
10 M.S. Jaffee, “Writing andRabbinic Oral Tradition: OnMishnaicNarrative, Lists and

Mnemonics,” Journal of Jewish Thought and Philosophy  ():–.
11 M. Sanh. :; y. Sanh. : (b); b. Sanh. b.
12 Above, n. .
13 Y. Sanh.  (a); cf. Qoh. Rab. to : that substitutes “Sifre ben Tigla.”
14 M. Sanh. :. Cf. b. Sanh. b (baraita).
15 Cf. I. Lipschutz,Tif"eret Yisra"el tom. Sanh. : (inMishnah, ed.Vilna)whopermits

occasional reading of heretical books or those of other religions.
16 An addition to the end of the tractate inm. Qidd. :; b. Yoma b.
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Numerous sectarian groups are in fact mentioned in rabbinic litera-
ture.17These groups, however, while apparently practicingmodes of piety
similar to those that we might expect based on what we now know from
the Dead Sea Scrolls, seem in no way to be identifiable with the specific
literary works that we have from the Second Temple period. Rather, it
appears that the later rabbis were aware of the general nature of Judaism
in the pre- c.e. period. Indeed, they blamed the phenomenon of sec-
tarianism for the disunity that led to the destruction.18 However, none of
the reports that they preserve can be directly associated with the textual
materials from Second Temple times. We can only assume, again, that
they did not or would not read these materials.

It is necessary to stress that the sect of the Essenes is not mentioned
by name in rabbinic literature unless one of the minor sects mentioned
is identical to them, but this is not likely.19 Attempts to claim that the
Boethusians, baytosim, are in fact none other than the Essenes20 have
failed to garner significant support because of the philological difficul-
ties involved.21 While it is possible that some practices of the Essene sect
might be described somewhere in rabbinic literature, we see as more
fruitful an understanding that the Essenes, as described by Philo,22 Jose-
phus,23 and Pliny the Elder,24 most likely shared the Sadducean-type
halakhic tradition that is indeed polemicized against in rabbinic texts.25

One area in which rabbinic literature provides fruitful parallels to
sectarian organization is that of the system of entry into the sect and
the close link between purity law and sectarian membership. Further,

17 K. Kohler, “Essenes,” JE :–; M. Mansoor, “Sects,” EncJud () :–
; C. Rabin, Qumran Studies (Scripta Judaica ; Oxford: Oxford University Press,
), –.

18 Y. Sanh. : (c).
19 Kohler, “Essenes,” –.
20 J.M.Grintz, “"Anshe ‘ha-Ya .had’—"Issiyim—Bet (Es)sene,” Sinai  (/): –

 (Hebrew).
21 Cf. R. Harari “Boethusians,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L.H. Schiffman

and J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), :–.
22 Good Person –.
23 Ant. .–; J.W. .–.
24 Nat. ..
25 M.R. Lehmann, “The Temple Scroll as a Source of Sectarian Halakhah,” RevQ 

(): –; Y. Sussmann, “The History of Halakha and the Dead Sea Scrolls: Pre-
liminary Observations on Miq.sat Ma#ase ha-Torah (QMMT),” Tarbiz  (/):
– (Hebrew); idem, “The History of the Halakha and the Dead Sea Scrolls: Prelimi-
nary Talmudic Observations on Miq.sat Ma#aśe ha-Torah (QMMT),” in DJD X ():
–.
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a similar system was in effect for the .havurah, a term designating a
small group of those who practiced strict purity laws, extending temple
regulations into private life even for non-priests. Scholarly literature
has tended to associate this group with the Pharisees,26 most probably
correctly, but the textual evidence seems to separate these terms. In any
case, the detailed regulations pertaining to entering the .havurah aremore
closely parallel to the initiation rites of the Qumran sect than they are to
the descriptions of the Essenes in Josephus with which they also share
fundamental principles.27

Some practices of the Qumran sect are indeed mentioned in rabbinic
polemics against heterodoxy, termed derekh a .heret (literally, “another
way”).28 But these practices are too few to indicate any kind of real
knowledge of the Qumran sect or its practices or of other sectarian
groups as a whole.

One interesting area is that of calendar disputes. For us, it is a com-
monplace that alongside the calendar of lunar months and solar years
used by the Pharisaic-rabbinic tradition, others, including the Dead Sea
sectarians and the authors of Enoch and Jubilees, called for use of a cal-
endar of solar months and solar years.29 While we are aware of the fact
that numerous problems still beset attainment of a full understanding of
the calendrical situation of Second Temple Judaism,30 some part of it was
clearly known to the rabbis. Rabbinic sources report that certain sectari-
ans, Sadducees and Boethusians, practiced such a calendar, insisting that
the holiday of Shavuot fall on a Sunday and, hence, that the start of the
bringing of the omer barley offering commence on a Saturday night.31 If
indeed these rabbinic references are due to the calendar controversy of
which we are aware from the scrolls and pseudepigraphal literature, then

26 A.Oppenheimer,The #Amha-Aretz: A Study in the Social History of the Jewish People
in the Hellenistic-Roman Period (trans. I.H. Levine; ALGHJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –
.

27 Rabin, Qumran Studies, –.
28 S. Lieberman, “Light on the Cave Scrolls from Rabbinic Sources,” PAAJR  ():

–; repr. in Texts and Studies (New York: Ktav, ), –.
29 J.C. VanderKam, Calendars in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Measuring Time (The Literature

of the Dead Sea Scrolls; London: Routledge, ), –.
30 See the full-length studies of J. BenDov,Head of All Years: Astronomy and Calendars

at Qumran in their Ancient Context (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ) and S. Stern, Calendar
and Community: A History of the Jewish Calendar: Second Century bce–Tenth Century ce
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, ).

31 M.Mena .h. :; b.Mena .h. a–b;Megillat Ta#anit to  Nisan (ed. V. Noam,Megillat
Ta#anit: Versions, Interpretation, History:With aCritical Edition [BetweenBible andMish-
nah; Jerusalem: Yad Ben-Zvi, ], – [Hebrew]).
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it seems that the rabbis’ knowledge was quite fragmentary or that they
chose to pass on only a small part of the picture. From rabbinic sources
one would never have gathered that this sectarian calendar was based on
solarmonths and that it represented an entirely alternative system.All we
would have known is that there was a disagreement regarding the date of
Shavuot.

The bottom line of this discussion is that Second Temple literature
was not transmitted to the rabbis in any direct way, with the possible
exception of Ben Sira, and no Pharisaic teachings in a literary form
survive for us from the Pharisees before  c.e. except in traditions
embedded in later rabbinic texts.

From what we have said so far, one would assume that there simply
is no relationship between Second Temple literature and the rabbinic
corpus. After all, virtually nothing of Second Temple literature and cer-
tainly nothing of the Dead Sea Scrolls sectarian texts appear to have
been known to the rabbis. But here is a great irony: when we examine
the Judaism of the Dead Sea Scrolls sect as well as much of the liter-
ature that they gathered, we find both similarity and interaction with
views discussed in rabbinic texts. Further, fundamental ideas expressed
in the Apocrypha and pseudepigrapha find their way into the rabbinic
tradition. Still to be appropriately explained is the fact that rabbinic lit-
erature includes a variety of reflections of historical data preserved for
us by Josephus, either in his words or those of his sources, which are
somehow reflected in the rather occasional historiographic comments
of the sages. In what follows, we will concentrate on examples illus-
trated by materials preserved in the Qumran corpus, including some
that stem from books otherwise included in the Apocrypha and pseude-
pigrapha.

Jewish Law

Sectarian law was characterized by a distinction between what was
termed the “revealed law,” that is, thewritten Torah, and the “hidden law,”
derived by sectarian exegesis and known only by the sectarians.32 This
concept is clearly different from the rabbinic concept of a dual Torah,

32 L.H. Schiffman, The Halakhah at Qumran (SJLA ; Leiden: Brill, ), –;
S. Tzoref (Berrin), “The ‘Hidden’ and the ‘Revealed’: Progressive Revelation of Law and
Esoterica,”Meghillot  (): – (Hebrew).



second temple literature and rabbinic judaism 

comprising a written law and an oral law. Further, the sectarian view
makes no attempt to trace its second Torah to divine revelation at Sinai,
seeing it, rather, as something that emerged from the life of the sect
and its leadership. At the same time, it is hard to avoid the fact that the
sectarian system and the Pharisaic-rabbinic dual Torah approach both
provide for a supplement to the fundamental written Torah, solving in
slightly different ways the difficult problem of applying the written Torah
to the life of the community. Further, both groups share the notion that
the second Torah was divinely inspired. It is true that the Temple Scroll
seems to be based on a very different approach, assuming instead that
only one Torah was revealed at Sinai, containing the author’s interpreta-
tions and enshrining them in his law.33 While this one-Torah system is
at serious variance with that of the rabbis, what we might call the usual
revealed/hidden approach of Qumran texts seems to share some of their
fundamental concepts.34

It is well-known that Tannaitic literature provides two kinds of texts:
those that are collections of apodictic laws arranged by subject matter,
a form we term mishnah, and those that are biblically based, in which
the work is organized according to Scripture, termed midrash. We have
argued at length that the form of Qumran legal materials displays both
of these options in what we might term proto-rabbinic mode. Laws, such
as the Sabbath laws or laws of courts and testimony, or laws of forbidden
sexual unions often appear as a series of apodictic laws organized by sub-
ject and titled accordingly. These parallel in form the Mishnaic tractates
and even have similar titles. Further, texts like theTemple Scroll and some
of the legal fragments that survive indicate that some authors chose to
express their legal views in the order of Scripture.35There is one essential
difference. Whereas in rabbinic literature, midrash exegesis must main-
tain a strict distinction between the words of the Bible and the words of
the rabbinic explanations, the Temple Scroll felt free to rewrite the text in
accord with sectarian assumptions about the Bible and its text.36 Such an

33 L.H. Schiffman,TheCourtyards of the House of the Lord: Studies on the Temple Scroll
(ed. F. García Martínez; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ) –.

34 Cf. B.Z. Wacholder,The Dawn of Qumran: The Sectarian Torah and the Teacher of
Righteousness (HUCM ; Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College Press, ), –.

35 L.H. Schiffman, “Legal Texts andCodification in theDead Sea Scrolls,” inDiscussing
Cultural Influences: Text, Context, and Non-Text in Rabbinic Judaism (ed. R. Ulmer; Stud-
ies in Judaism; Lanham: University Press of America, ), –.

36 Y. Yadin, The Temple Scroll ( vols.; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, ),
:–; L.H. Schiffman, “The Deuteronomic Paraphrase of the Temple Scroll,” RevQ 
(–): –.
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approach would, of course, have been an anathema to the rabbis. A fur-
ther difference involves the very apodictic statements preserved in Qum-
ran texts. Whereas in rabbinic literature such statements are composed
in Mishnaic Hebrew, and therefore are linguistically distanced from the
biblical texts upon which they might depend, many Qumran apodictic
laws make use of the language of the Bible and even allow us to deter-
mine from their phraseology their biblical midrashic basis.

When we come to the actual subject matter of the laws, the situa-
tion is also complex. Some laws seem to be virtually the same, as, for
example, the statement that the Sabbath begins on Friday at sunset and
its derivation from Scripture.37 While some of the laws are very sim-
ilar, such as the requirements to wear clean clothes on the Sabbath,38
some however, differ more extensively, such as the establishment of two
separate Sabbath limits39 or the setting up of courts of ten for judging
issues of Jewish civil law.40 In looking at such examples of legal differ-
ence, it is usually the case that they almost always derive from differ-
ing interpretation of Scripture from that which is found in the rabbinic
corpus. This is certainly the case with the Temple Scroll, where large
numbers of differences can be seen from rabbinic law and interpreta-
tion.

However, most interestingly, these differences often constitute a link
between the Second Temple texts and the rabbinic corpus. In many cases
only the opportunity to see the alternative interpretations in the Dead
Sea Scrolls allows us to understand the religious/intellectual worldwithin
which the Talmudic views were being put forth. Much research remains
to be done in this area. I will mention just one topic that I hope to study
in detail at some point. It is clear that rabbinic laws pertaining to ritual
purity and prayer are closely linked to Temple purity laws preserved
in the Temple Scroll and other Qumran documents. There is simply no
other way to understand these laws, even as presented in the Babylonian
Talmud.

37 CD :– par. QDe (Q)  v – (J.M. Baumgarten in DJD XVIII []:
; Schiffman,Halakhah at Qumran, –).

38 CD :– par. QDf (Q)  i  (Baumgarten in DJD XVIII []: );
Schiffman,Halakhah at Qumran, –.

39 CD:; :–; QDb (Q)  ii; Schiffman,Halakhah atQumran, –, –
.

40 CD :–; Q  iii –; Q  iv –; L.H. Schiffman, Sectarian Law in
the Dead Sea Scrolls: Courts, Testimony and the Penal Code (BJS ; Chico: Scholars Press,
), –.
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It seems now to be fairly well accepted that ancient Judaism knew two
separate approaches to Jewish law, that of the Sadducees/Zadokites and
that of the Pharisaic-rabbinic tradition. The former priestly approach, as
has been repeatedly shown, typified the codes of the Qumran sect and
such works as Jubilees and, to some extent, theAramaic Levi Document.41
These trends were opposed by the Pharisaic-rabbinic tradition that is
preserved for us in Talmudic literature. Due to the strictures of the
Pharisees against writing down their traditions or other vicissitudes
of preservation we do not have earlier exemplars of Pharisaic-rabbinic
material except as represented in the later corpus of the Talmudic rabbis.
Nonetheless, careful research methodology allows us to reconstruct the
early layers of that material and in so doing often to reconstruct the
Pharisaic views that were opposed, explicitly or implicitly, by the scrolls
authors. Essentially, therefore, scrolls research has allowed us to uncover
an earlier layer of history in which the approach later ensconced in
rabbinicworks competedwith the priestly approach for dominance of the
halakhic market. The importance of this perspective in understanding
rabbinic literature cannot be underestimated.

This is especially the case when rabbinic literature itself preserves the
evidence for the content of the priestly, Sadducean tradition. After the
removal of those references to Sadducees ( .Seduqim) that actually consti-
tute intentional alterations by self-censoring Jewish scribes or by Chris-
tian censors in the age of printing, we can collect a series of passages
that seem to describe this alternative halakhic tradition and which seem
to be in general agreement with the information available to us from
the scrolls and other Second Temple texts about this approach.42 In this
manner, some sense of the general authenticity of rabbinic materials

41 L.H. Schiffman, “Sacrificial Halakhah in the Fragments of the Aramaic Levi Doc-
ument from Qumran, the Cairo Genizah, and Mt. Athos Monastery” in Reworking the
Bible: Apocryphal and Related Texts at Qumran: Proceedings of a Joint Symposium by the
OrionCenter for the Study of theDead Sea Scrolls andAssociated Literature and theHebrew
University Institute for Advanced Studies ResearchGroup on Qumran, – January, 
(ed. E.G. Chazon, D. Dimant, and R.A. Clements; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –;
M. Himmelfarb, “Earthly Sacrifice and Heavenly Incense: The Law of the Priesthood in
Aramaic Levi and Jubilees,” inHeavenly Realms and Earthly Realities in Late Antique Reli-
gions (ed. R.S. Boustan and A.Y. Reed; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ),
–.

42 E. Regev,The Sadducees and their Halakhah: Religion and Society in the Second Tem-
ple Period (Jerusalem: Yad Ben-Zvi, ), – (Hebrew), but he reaches a different
conclusion than we do regarding the affinity of the Qumran texts and Sadducean law
().
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that report on the Second Temple period has been gained and schol-
ars have begun to discard more skeptical approaches of the last gen-
eration. This is exemplified, perhaps exceptionally, by the collection of
Pharisee-Sadducee disputes in Mishnah Yadayim43 and the parallel col-
lection in MMT.44 What is astounding here is the presence of a group
of traditions in both places, of course stated from the opposite perspec-
tive. In general terms, what becomes clear here is that rabbinic litera-
ture and Second Temple texts may often represent opposite sides of the
same coin, that is, two separate approaches to the same set of problems.
Without the use of Second Templematerials wewould never have known
this.

Phylacteries,Mezuzot and Bibles

A distinct area of halakhah is that of scribal practice. Here it seems clear
that much of the scribal art transcended sectarian religious affiliation.
This would explain why scribal law in rabbinic texts and indeed in later
Jewish tradition is so close to that found when we investigate the actual
artifacts—the Dead Sea Scrolls and other biblical texts from the Judean
desert.45 Without going into details here, rabbinic Judaism received a
scribal tradition from the earlier Jewish community and, for the most
part, simply passed it down, following virtually the same mechanics for
the production of hides, their preparation, writing, and the storage of
scrolls. Further, if we investigate themezuzot46 and phylacteries,47 we can
see the intersection of the common scribal arts with the varying interpre-
tations regarding the contents. Apparently, the sectarians were willing to
include passages from before and after those required by the Pharisaic-
rabbinic tradition, which did not allow any additional material.48 But the

43 M. Yad. :–.
44 Cf. E. Qimron in DJD X (): –.
45 E. Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the Judean

Desert (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), .
46 J.T. Milik in DJD VI (): –.
47 Y. Yadin,Tefillin fromQumran (XQPhyl –) (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society,

);Milik inDJDVI (): –; Tov, Scribal Practices, –. See the full list ibid.,
 n. .

48 D. Nakman, “The Contents and Order of the Biblical Sections in the Tefillin
from Qumran and Rabbinic Halakhah: Similarity, Difference, and Some Historical
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commonality in the preparation and construction of phylacteries, for
example, and in the practice of mezuzah, shows clearly that these were
elements inherited from the common Judaism of Second Temple times.
This is the case despite the fact that rabbinic traditions connect these reli-
gious objects closely to oral law,49 an approach eschewed by the Qumran
sectarians and other Sadducees/Zadokites.

The variegated textual character of Second Temple biblical materials
contrasts greatly with rabbinic statements on the subject and with what
seems to be the evidence of Pharisaic influence at Masada and in the Bar
Kokhba caves. Rabbinic texts assume a much greater standardization of
the biblical text than what is in evidence in the Qumran materials and
in the secondary use of biblical material in the scrolls. Further, the Sep-
tuagint and the use of biblical materials in the Apocrypha and pseude-
pigrapha often support the looser construction of biblical texts known
to us from Qumran, where a variety of texts and text types coexisted.50
While clearly this is in contrast to what we have observed in rabbinic
texts, despite some textual variants in biblical materials preserved there,
we cannot be totally certain that Pharisaic Jews in Second Temple times
would have had Bibles as standard as those assumed by theMishnah and
Talmud. Josephus does write as though this is the case,51 in the last part
of the first century c.e., but it is not possible for us to be certain about the
Pharisees of the early period.

Conclusions,” Cathedra  (): – (Hebrew); idem, “Tefillin and Mezuzot at
Qumran,” inThe Qumran Scrolls and their World (ed. M. Kister;  vols.; Between Bible
and Mishnah; Jerusalem: Yad Ben-Zvi, ), :– (Hebrew).

49 Many of the details of their construction are termed halakhah le-Mosheh mi-Sinai,
“a law (communicated) to Moses from Sinai.”

50 E. Tov, “Groups of Biblical Texts Found at Qumran,” in Time to Prepare the Way
in the Wilderness: Papers on the Qumran Scrolls by Fellows of the Institute for Advanced
Studies of the Hebrew University, Jerusalem, – (ed. D. Dimant and L.H. Schiff-
man; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; idem, “Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts from
the Judaean Desert: Their Contribution to Textual Criticism,” JJS  (): –; E. Ul-
rich, “Pluriformity in the Biblical Text, Text Groups, and Questions of Canon,” in The
Madrid Qumran Congress: Proceedings of the International Congress on the Dead Sea
Scrolls, Madrid –March,  (ed. J. Trebolle Barrera and L. VegasMontaner;  vols.;
STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), :–.

51 Ag. Ap. .–; –. A. Kasher, Josephus Flavius, Against Apion: A New Hebrew
Translation with Introduction and Commentary ( vols.; Jerusalem: Merkaz Zalman
Shazar, ), :–,  (Hebrew).
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Heritage of Biblical Exegesis

Certainly prominent and basic to the continuity between Second Temple
and rabbinic Judaism is the area of biblical exegesis. After all, biblical
interpretation stands as the basis for Judaism throughout its history and
all itsmanifestations. But even here, as wewill see, the issues are complex.

One area of almost complete continuity is that of translation of the
Bible. Here we deal with two versions, the Greek translation (LXX) and
the Aramaic Targumim.

Regarding the Greek, one might gather from the Tannaitic parallel52
to the account of the seventy-two elders in the Letter of Aristeas that
the rabbis, on the one hand, saw the translation as a tragic step in the
Hellenization of the Jews, but at the same time approved of the actual
translation, at least of the modifications supposedly made by the elders
for polemical reasons.On the other hand, scholarly investigation of these
variants shows that the account reflects no actual familiarity with the
Septuagint53 which, like the otherGreek Jewish literature, was apparently
lost to the rabbinic Jewish community by this time.This is despite the fact
that after the Septuagint, additional Jewish translations were created or
adapted to bring the Greek closer to theMasoretic Text that was now the
standard for Jews.54 Clearly, the Greek Bible simply became identified
with Christianity, despite the use of the Septuagint by Josephus and/or
his assistants.

Regarding Aramaic the situation is more complex. Although the small
fragment of Targum Leviticus found at Qumran55 has exegetical paral-
lels with the later Leviticus Targumim and rabbinic exegesis,56 the actual
Targum text from Qumran was not taken up by the rabbis. This is more
apparent from examination of the JobTargum, the other Targum text pre-
served (very substantially) at Qumran.57 Here we see that, like the Tar-
gum Job preserved by the rabbinic community, this is a very literal trans-

52 B. Meg. a–b.
53 E. Tov, “The Rabbinic Traditions concerning the ‘Changes’ Inserted in the Septu-

agint Translation of the Pentateuch and the Question of the Original Text of that Trans-
lation,” in I.L. Seeligmann Volume: Essays on the Bible and the Ancient World (ed. A. Rofé
and Y. Zakovitch;  vols.; Jerusalem: Rubinstein, ), :– (Hebrew).

54 E. Tov in DJD VIII (): –.
55 J.T. Milik in DJD VI (): –.
56 M. Kasher in DJD VI (): –.
57 J.P.M. van der Ploeg and A.S. van der Woude with the collaboration of B. Jongeling,

eds. and trans., Le Targum de Job de la Grotte XI de Qumrân (Leiden: Brill, ).
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lation.58 Tannaitic tradition mentions that both Rabban Gamliel I and II
buried Job Targums59 because of the belief that translation was part of the
oral law that was forbidden to be written. Nomention of sectarian prove-
nance appears, and in any case there is nothing at all sectarian about the
Qumran Job Targum. Yet there is no literary relationship between these
two Job Targums. The Second Temple version apparently fell into disuse
and was replaced by a later one. All in all, then, rabbinic tradition con-
tinued the pattern of translation, but initially rejected it in the form of
a written text. All pre- c.e. Targumim were lost and later texts, com-
posed or at least recorded after the rabbis loosened up their prohibition
of writing the oral law, replaced the old, lost ones.60

Another area to look at is in the vast library of Second Temple books
containing non-literal exegesis of the Bible of the type usually termed
rewritten Bible or expansions on the biblical text. In some of the exeget-
ical presumptions of these texts, they seem similar to rabbinic aggadah.
Here we need to distinguish form from content. Whereas the Second
Temple texts of the pseudepigrapha andnumerousDead Sea Scrolls allow
the authors to invade the actual biblical texts, as is done in the Genesis
Apocryphon, Jubilees and for halakhah in the Temple Scroll, it seems that
the barrier between written and oral texts for the rabbis meant that such
books were totally forbidden.

The rabbis seem to maintain this distinction strictly, even with the
gradual abeyance of the prohibition of writing the oral law, so that not
a single literary contact can be traced between these texts and rabbinic
literature.61 However, where we also see parallels is in the examina-
tion of the specific units of interpretation and sometimes in the actual
content. In general terms, we can see specific passages that use exegetical

58 M. Sokoloff, The Targum to Job from Qumran Cave XI (Bar-Ilan Studies in Near
Eastern Languages and Culture; Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University, ), –.

59 T. Šabb. : (S. Lieberman, ed., Tosefta Seder Mo#ed [New York: JewishTheological
Seminary of America, ], ); S. Lieberman, Tosefta Ki-Fshu.tah (New York: Jewish
Theological Seminary of America, ), :–.

60 L.H. Schiffman, “Translation as Commentary: Targum, Midrash and Talmud,” in
La Bibbia nelle Culture dei Popoli: Ermeneutica e Comunicazione: Atti del Convegno
Internazionale, Pontificia Università Urbanica, – maggio  (ed. A. Gieniusz and
A. Spreafico; Vatican City, Rome: Urbaniana University Press, ), –.

61 Apparently some textual materials reached the medieval Jewish community. See
L.H. Schiffman, “Second Temple Literature and the Cairo Genizah,” PAAJR  (–
): –; M. Himmelfarb, “Some Echoes of Jubilees in Medieval Hebrew Lit-
erature,” in Tracing the Threads: Studies in the Vitality of Jewish Pseudepigrapha (ed.
J.C. Reeves; SBLEJL ; Atlanta: Scholars Press, ), –.
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techniques similar to those of the rabbis later on. What is striking,
however, is that often in these examples the interpretations of the rabbis
are different. At times, there are common interpretations and these were
no doubt part of the traditions inherited by the rabbis from Second
Temple times. Often, however, rabbinic tradition directly contradicts
such interpretations found in earlier books.

One type of scrolls exegesis with no real resonance in rabbinic litera-
ture is the pesher.This form of contemporizing exegesis argues for a two-
step process of prophecy and assumes that the earlier prophets did not
really speak to their own times but to Second Temple historical circum-
stances.62 Despite some homiletical flourishes here or there, this form of
exegesis and most of its content has little relevance in rabbinic literature.

Sectarian versus Rabbinic Theology

Both Second Temple texts and rabbinic literature were heir to the com-
plex and often contradictory theological views of the various biblical
books. However, it goes without saying that such basic theological ideas
of Judaism as God as the creator, revelation of the Torah, or hope in a
coming redemption are shared by both corpora. The more important
question is whether ideas that are unique to Second Temple period texts
and that represent substantive development from or differences with
common biblical notions are continued in rabbinic Judaism. Does Tan-
naitic Judaism in its theology inherit Second Temple literature or does it
trace its continuity with the last days of the Hebrew Bible through some
other pathway?

An interesting example of this issue is that of the extreme predestina-
tion and dualism taught in the sectarian Dead Sea Scrolls.63 This set of
beliefs assumes that God has preplanned the entire course of the cosmos
and certainly of humanswho are divided into two lots, as are the heavenly
beings, who struggle eternally against one another. A person’s actions, for
good or evil, seem in this system to be beyond his own power, and yet
he is punished for transgressing God’s law, even including prescriptions
that are not known beyond the sect. There is no basis for such ideas in
the Hebrew Scriptures, and it is widely assumed that these concepts are

62 Schiffman, Reclaiming, –.
63 J. Duhaime, “Determinism,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls :–; idem,

“Dualism,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls :–.
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somehow influenced by Persian dualism. When we arrive at the rabbinic
corpus we find that predestination is not accepted, although human free
will can be countermanded by God.64 There is no cosmic dualism, but
rather we find an inner spiritual dualism of the good and evil inclination
(���) in each person.65

Later, this concept would merge with Hellenistic notions and the two
inclinations would be closely identified with the spiritual and physical
aspects of humanity.66 But free will is the basis of God’s judgment of
people and all are fully informed of their obligations.

Another example of a notion found in the scrolls, also in Second
Temple texts, is the notion that prophetic or revelatory phenomena
did not end with the story line of Scripture circa  b.c.e. but rather
continued beyond, into Greco-Roman times.67 This point of view seems
to underlie a lot of material from the period. Yet it is virtually absent
from rabbinic literature.The only remnant, the ��� ��, some kind of echo
of a divine voice, is explicitly declared to be null and void.68 Clearly the
system of oral Torah and its internal development obviated notions of
direct divine inspiration, even if weak. Perhapsmost importantly, the rise
of Christianity seems to have emphasized for the rabbis their notion that
the end of the biblical period meant the end of prophecy and the end of
writing of scriptural books.

A few words, however, need to be said about eschatology and mes-
sianism. Both of these themes are very important in rabbinic literature,
with extensive materials devoted to them.69 This is not to speak of the
apocalyptic-type messianic materials that appear in post-Talmudic writ-
ings and that in large part resemble such texts as theQumranWarScroll.70

64 E.E. Urbach,The Sages: Their Concepts and Beliefs (trans. I. Abrahams;  vols.; Jeru-
salem: Magnes, ), :–.

65 Ibid., :–.
66 Cf. ibid., :–.
67 A.P. Jassen, Mediating the Divine: Prophecy and Revelation in the Dead Sea Scrolls

and Second Temple Judaism (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.
68 For sources and bibliography see A. Rothkoff (Rakefet), “Bat Kol,” EncJud ()

:–.
69 Urbach, Sages, :–; J. Neusner,Messiah in Context: Israel’s History and Destiny

in Formative Judaism (Philadelphia: Fortress, ); L.H. Schiffman, “Messianism and
Apocalypticism in Rabbinic Texts,” inThe Cambridge History of Judaism, vol. :The Late
Roman-Rabbinic Period (ed. S.T. Katz; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ),
–.

70 L.H. Schiffman, “War in Jewish Apocalyptic Thought,” in War and Peace in the
Jewish Tradition (ed. idem and J.B Wolowelsky; Orthodox Forum Series; New York:
Yeshiva University Press, ), –.
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Here we must distinguish two separate issues, the question of the
nature of the messianic figure or figures, on the one hand, and that of
the nature of the messianic expectations, on the other. Put simply, we
need to ask first howmany and what kinds of messiahs are expected and,
second, what kind of events are supposed to lead up to themessianic era,
and, third, what its nature will be.

Second Temple texts contain three different views of themessianic fig-
ure.71 Some texts present what I would term non-messianic messianism,
in which the eschatological future is assumed to come into being but
no leader is specifically mentioned. We cannot be certain that in these
instances no such leader is expected; it is simply that no messianic fig-
ure occurs in the texts. A second variety, perhaps the most common,
is that in which it is assumed that there will be one messiah of Davidic
extraction. The third approach, known to us from certain of the Qum-
ran sectarian texts as well as from the Testaments of the Twelve Patri-
archs, is the notion of two messiahs, one of Aaron and one of Israel.
I emphasize the words “of Israel” because many books simply assume
that the Israel messiah is Davidic, a notion with which I have disagreed
based, I hope, on a thorough study of the evidence. In any case, Talmu-
dic Judaism assumes that there must be a messianic figure, even though
some rabbis argued that the messiah had already come.72 The dominant
point of view is that of one messiah, a scion of David, expected to bring
about the messianic era. No serious parallel at all can be quoted for the
notion of a priestly messiah from rabbinic literature. Talmudic tradition
does, however, speak of a second messiah, a messiah son of Joseph.73 No
amount of searching will reveal the prehistory of this Josephite messiah
(referred to in some later apocalyptic texts as a son of Ephraim) in any
Second Temple text.74 The upshot of this is that the dominant notion
in Second Temple times, carried over into rabbinic tradition, was the
expectation of one Davidic messiah who would bring about the redemp-
tion and rule over Israel as the messianic king. While this approach
has extensive rabbinic parallels, other competing approaches seem to

71 L.H. Schiffman, “Messianic Figures and Ideas in the Qumran Scrolls,” inThe Mes-
siah: Developments in Earliest Judaism and Christianity (ed. J.H. Charlesworth; Min-
neapolis: Fortress, ), –; idem, “TheConcept of theMessiah in Second Temple
and Rabbinic Literature,” RevExp  (): –.

72 B. Sanh. b.
73 B. Sukkah a.
74 Contra I. Knohl, “ ‘By Three Days, Live’: Messiahs, Resurrection, and Ascent to

Heaven in Hazon Gabriel,” JR  (): –.
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have become extinct and not to have crossed the literary abyss that we
spoke of before, between Second Temple texts and the rabbinic tradi-
tion.

On the other hand, a significant difference of opinion among Sec-
ond Temple texts regarding the onset of the messianic era itself is car-
ried over into rabbinic texts. Two trends have always been observable in
Jewish messianism:75 the first trend, the restorative or naturalistic trend,
assumed that the messianic era would usher in a return to the great
glories of the ancient Jewish past. A second trend, the catastrophic or
utopian, assumed that the messianic era would usher in an era of total
perfection, one that never had existed before, in which all evil and suf-
fering would be eradicated. While the naturalistic messianic approach
assumed that themessianic era could be created by the gradual improve-
ment of the world, the catastrophic or utopian assumed that a great war,
often termed the Day of the Lord, would lead to the total destruction of
the wicked and the onset of the eschaton. Both of these views existed in
Second Temple texts, but Dead Sea Scrolls materials particularly empha-
sized the catastrophic and apocalyptic—the assumption that the great
war of the Sons of Light against the Sons of Darkness, in which all but
the sectarians would be destroyed, would bring on the messianic era.

This very dispute is reflected in rabbinic texts where we find Talmudic
sources supporting the onset of themessianic era under either peaceful or
violent means. Further, some texts speak of a naturally improving world,
where others speak of perfection attained through miracles that bring
on the messianic era. Both trends visible in Second Temple literature
appear in the rabbinic corpus. In this case, it is simple to account for
this situation. This dispute regarding the messianic era was part of the
common Judaism of the Greco-Roman period and accordingly passed,
with no literary framework necessary, into the thought of the rabbis.
We may observe here that rabbinic thought in the aftermath of the
Great Revolt and the Bar Kokhba Revolt tended to the more quietistic
approaches to messianism.With time, however, the apocalyptic militant
notions resurfaced in Amoraic times.

There was also a debate during Second Temple times about the signifi-
cance of themessianic era and its nature. Clearly, to thosewho advocated

75 G.G. Scholem,TheMessianic Idea in Judaism and Other Essays on Jewish Spirituality
(New York: Schocken, ). Cf. S. Talmon, “Types of Messianic Expectation at the Turn
of the Era,” in King, Cult and Calendar in Ancient Israel (Jerusalem: Magnes, ), –
.
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theDavidic messiah, he was to accomplish the restoration of Jewishmili-
tary power and national independence, and to rebuild the Temple, which
was the goal of the messianic era. On the other hand, it was expected by
others, who emphasized the two-messiah concept in which the messiah
of Aaron was most prominent, that the true purpose and perfection of
the eschaton would be the restoration of the Temple to the standards of
holiness and sanctity which it deserved. (We must remember that the
Second Temple texts were composedwhile the Temple still stood.) In the
aftermath of two Jewish apocalyptic revolts and the destruction of the
land twice at the hands of the Romans, the rabbis sought a restoration of
the Davidic glories of old, of a political entity secure and independent.
Apparently, in their view this would insure the proper rebuilding of the
Temple. Yet they did not see the Temple as the central act in themessianic
drama, rather as a part of the process. For this reason, the Aaronidemes-
siah has no parallel in rabbinic literature. This is the case despite the fact
that Eleazar the Priest appeared with Bar Kokhba on coins,76 conjuring
up the messianic pair of the nasi and kohen.

History of Liturgy and Poetry

From First Temple times it is apparent that prayer was a significant part
of the individual piety of a fair number of Israelites. Individual prayer
was accompanied apparently by poems written for the collective people
of Israel.77 Such prayers seem definitely to have attained a place in the
psalmody of the Temple by the Second Temple period. In various Second
Temple texts there are individual and collective prayers, and toward the
end of the Second Temple period, prayer was becoming institutionalized
increasingly, at least as appears from the Tannaitic evidence. From the set
liturgical texts preserved at Qumran,78 it seems that daily statutory ritual

76 Y. Yadin, Bar-Kokhba: The Rediscovery of the Legendary Hero of the Second Jewish
Revolt against Rome (New York: Random House, ), –.

77 M. Greenberg, Biblical Prose Prayer as a Window to the Popular Religion of Ancient
Israel (Berkeley: University of California Press, ).

78 D.K. Falk, Daily, Sabbath, and Festival Prayers in the Dead Sea Scrolls (STDJ ;
Leiden: Brill, ); B. Nitzan, Qumran Prayer and Religious Poetry (trans. J. Chapman;
STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ); E.G. Chazon, “Hymns and Prayers in the Dead Sea Scrolls,”
inThe Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty Years: A Comprehensive Assessment (ed. P.W. Flint and
J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Leiden: Brill, ), :–; eadem, “Prayers from Qumran
and their Historical Implications,” DSD  (): –.
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had become part of the life of the sectarians who had separated from
the sanctuary that they regarded as impure and improperly conducted.
These texts appear not to be of sectarian content and may typify wider
trends in the Jewish community. Further, the scrolls give evidence of the
twice daily recital of the Shema79 and the use ofmezuzot and phylacteries,
some ofwhichwere prepared verymuch in the sameway as thePharisaic-
rabbinic tradition requires.

Additional parallel details indicate the possibility that some Tannaitic
practices derived from those in evidence inQumran liturgical texts. Both
corpora require that a benediction of lights be part of the service each
morning and afternoon-evening. This seems to be the only required
benediction in the preserved Qumran daily prayer texts. However, it
seems to be equivalent to one of the two blessings before Shema required
by the rabbis.80

Qumran liturgical texts include also supplication texts similar to later
rabbinic propitiatory prayers, and festival prayers seem to share similar
motifs. But we must emphasize that not a single prayer preserved in the
scrolls is part of the rabbinic liturgy, and no text of rabbinic prayer was
found in the sectarian collection. Again, the parallels in practice seem to
derive from the common Judaism of Second Temple times, not from any
literary or otherwise direct connection.

The literature of the Second Temple period seems to have played a
major role in the development of piyyut, Hebrew liturgical poetry from
the Byzantine period. Previous to the Dead Sea Scrolls, the evidence
for Hebrew poetry in the post-biblical period was given scant attention.
Hence, the significance of the poems in Maccabees, for example, and
even in theNewTestament, not tomention early Jewish liturgy preserved
in rabbinic texts or reconstructed from the later prayer texts, was ignored.
It was assumed that biblical psalmodywas a dead-end tradition to be suc-
ceeded later by a de novo formofHebrew liturgical poetry that developed
virtually ex nihilo. When the first scrolls were discussed, the Hodayot
were taken to be a bad version of Psalms poetry,81 following the age-
old anti-Jewish trope of the decline of Hebrew literature after the “Old

79 In the poem at the end of the Rule of the Community (QS X:). Cf. Schiffman,
Reclaiming, .

80 L.H. Schiffman, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Early History of Jewish Liturgy,” in
The Synagogue in Late Antiquity (ed. L.I. Levine;NewYork: JewishTheological Seminary,
), –.

81 See B.P. Kittel, The Hymns of Qumran: Translation and Commentary (SBLDS ;
Chico: Scholars Press, ), , –.
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Testament.” No one seemed to realize that we were dealing with the next
stage in the dynamic history of Hebrew poetry. Indeed, elements of what
are now known as Qumran religious poetry point in various directions
toward the style—not content—of the later piyyut.This is clear now espe-
cially as regards the reuse of biblical material to form post-Hebrew Bible
poems and the tendency to create grammatical forms not previously
known. But piyyut, as a corpus related closely to rabbinic literature, takes
the rabbinic liturgical character and its content as a starting point and is
suffusedwith rabbinic midrashim and legal rulings, even if some of them
are at variance with those taken as normative in the rabbinic legal texts.

Conclusions

How can we explain the contradictory observations that we are making
in this presentation? On the one hand, we have emphasized the lack of a
literary pipeline from Second Temple times into rabbinic texts, beyond
that of the Hebrew Scriptures themselves. On the other hand, we have
pointed to rich parallels and apparent intellectual interaction between
those who left us Second Temple texts and those who were apparently
the spiritual ancestors of the Tannaim, namely the Pharisees. It would
seem that here it is the existence of a “common Judaism”82 that provides
the answer.

First, however, we must return to the vertical and horizontal axes
of which we spoke earlier. From the point of view of the historical, or
vertical axis, the Second Temple materials are of course earlier texts, and,
as we have indicated, they were not read by the rabbis. Hence, we cannot
expect them to have had great direct influence. From the point of view of
the horizontal axis, we deal with the various approaches to Judaism, and,
as we noted over and over, Pharisaic-rabbinic Judaism was at odds with
the sectarian and apocalyptic trends, both in Second Temple times and
after the destruction. Therefore, what we really seek is not dependence,
but dialogue and disputation, and sometimes polemic. We lack adequate
documentation of the Pharisaic side to do more than to retroject from

82 The term is taken from E.P. Sanders, Judaism: Practice and Belief,  bce– ce
(London: SCM Press, ), –. Cf. S.S. Miller, Sages and Commoners in Late Antique
"Ere.z Israel: A Philological Inquiry into Local Traditions in Talmud Yerushalmi (TSAJ ;
Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ),  n.  and –.
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rabbinic literature. However, the license to perform such a reconstruc-
tion is inherent in the anti-Pharisaic polemics of the Second Temple
texts, especially the Dead Sea Scrolls. We therefore suggest a rigorous
debate replete with polemics back-and-forth, of which our texts con-
stitute a small sample. This polemic must have been quieted greatly in
the aftermath of the destruction when the Pharisaic-rabbinic approach
emerged as the consensus. From this point on, in an atmosphere of rab-
binic debate, various aspects of the common Judaism of Second Temple
times were preserved in the rabbinic movement and its literature. In this
way all kinds of ideas crossed the literary abyss we discussed, even with-
out the rabbis’ having read Second Temple texts. It is these ideas that con-
stitute the heritage of Second Temple literature and the Dead Sea Scrolls.
For the rabbis, however, these texts were vastly outnumbered and over-
powered by the Pharisaic heritage, transmitted as an unwritten tradition,
that served as the real basis of rabbinic Judaism.





MISHNAH ANDDEAD SEA SCROLLS:
ARE THEREMEANINGFUL PARALLELS AND

CONTINUITIES?

Günter Stemberger
University of Vienna

A central problem in our understanding of Palestinian Judaism in antiq-
uity is the amount of continuity between the time before the destruction
of the Temple and the rabbinic period. The assumption or negation of
such continuity influences our interpretation of the Mishnah and other
early rabbinic texts. Before the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls and,
above all, the legal texts among them very little was known about the
halakhah in the Second Temple period. Texts like the book of Jubilees,
Josephus or the Gospels were among the few sources dating from the
period; their reliability, especially with regard to the actual practice, was
much discussed. Mishnah and Tosefta were considered by many as the
main sources even for the time when the Temple still stood, based on
thewidely accepted hypothesis that the anonymous halakhah in the early
rabbinic texts has very ancient roots and continues the halakhic tradition
of the Pharisees. There was little possibility of controlling this hypothe-
sis. The situation has radically changed with the discovery of the Scrolls.
They offer much material that can be interpreted in favour of such con-
tinuity; thus, they have been used in order to attribute high antiquity to
certain Mishnaic halakhot and, by generalisation, to claim Second Tem-
ple, more specifically Pharisaic, origins for much of the Mishnaic sys-
tem.

Ever since the discovery of the Damascus Document in the Cairo
Genizah, the halakhic parallels in the Mishnah have been discussed. In
, Louis Ginzberg drew on rabbinic materials to identify the author
of the Damascus Document as a Pharisee.1 This position has long since

1 L. Ginzberg, Eine unbekannte jüdische Sekte (; repr. Hildesheim: Olms, );
posthumously published in a revised and updated English version: An Unknown Jewish
Sect (New York: JewishTheological Seminary, ); C. Rabin, Qumran Studies (Scripta
Judaica ; London: Oxford University Press, ), considered the authors of the text as
Proto-Pharisees.



 günter stemberger

been abandoned, but it remains an “eloquent testimony to the com-
mon elements between Qumran and Pharisaic law.”2 After the discov-
ery of the Dead Sea Scrolls, their halakhic aspects have long been rather
neglected in comparison with the doctrinal and organizational elements
of the people behind them. Early pioneers of research into the halakhah
in the Qumran texts were Joseph Baumgarten and Lawrence Schiffman,
whose work concentrated on the Qumran Sabbath Code.3 Both authors
have continued their research into Qumran halakhah over the decades
and everyone interested in the field stands in their debt. Among tal-
mudic scholars not specialized in Qumran, we must of course men-
tion the pioneering work of Yaakov Sussmann on the halakhic con-
text ofMiq.sat Ma#aśeh ha-Torah, first published in Hebrew and then in
an abridged English version in the official edition of QMMT.4 Israeli
scholars have ever since contributed substantial studies in practically all
halakhic aspects of the Scrolls.

Some might consider it problematic to speak of halakhah at Qumran,
since the term never occurs in the Scrolls. That the designation “seek-
ers of smooth things” (����� �����) is a pun on the halakhot of their
opponents, commonly considered as Pharisees or Proto-Pharisees, has
some probability, but cannot be proven. But the term remains most con-
venient for speaking of the halakhic rules in Qumran texts and its use
is justified as long as it does not presuppose a closed halakhic system as
that of the rabbis and allows for different halakhic approaches within the
texts.

. A Common Halakhic Basis

As is to be expected, the groups behind the Scrolls shared many, if
not most of their halakhot with other Jewish groups of their time. As
Schiffman noted long ago:

2 J.M. Baumgarten in DJD XVIII (): .
3 J.M. Baumgarten, Studies in Qumran Law (SJLA ; Leiden: Brill: ; a collection

of earlier papers); L.H. Schiffman, The Halakhah at Qumran (SJLA ; Leiden: Brill,
); idem, Sectarian Law in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Courts, Testimony and the Penal Code
(BJS ; Chico: Scholars Press, ).

4 J. Sussmann, “The History of the Halakha and the Dead Sea Scrolls: Preliminary
Talmudic Observations onMiq.sat Ma#aśeh ha-Torah (QMMT),” in DJD X (): –
 (Hebrew version with extensive annotation: Tarbiz  [–]: –, with an
English abstract on pp. I–II).
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Because the tannaim also used exegesis as a method for the derivation of
law, the sectarian and Rabbinic traditions often share the same midrash
halakhah. Also parallels to the sectarian halakhah can be found inminority
views or old halakhot mentioned by the tannaim.5

Many of the Sabbath laws studied by Schiffman are very close to what is
known from the Mishnah.6 The same holds true for most other fields
of halakhah. The importance of the Scrolls in this regard lies in the
confirmation of the antiquity of these laws which cannot be regarded as
post- rabbinic developments.

It would be uncritical to suppose such halakhic continuity wherever
not clearly contradicted by the texts.Many halakhot look similar, butmay
have quite different intentions. To give just one example: In y. Šabb. :,
d, we read in the name of R. Jeremiah: “Yose ben Yoezer of Seridah and
Yose ben Yohanan of Jerusalem decreed that the territory of the gentiles
should be unclean, and likewise that that is the case for glass utensils.”7
We find the same tradition quoted in b. Šabb. a and with the following
commentary on it:

Lo, it was the rabbis of the eighty years before who made that decree . . .
Eighty years prior to the destruction of the Temple the decree was made
that the lands of the gentiles and utensils made out of glass were subject to
uncleanness.

This has been paralleled with the passage from theDamascus Document
QDa (Q)  ii –, –:

 [ . . . ] his brethren, the priests, in the service, but he shall n[ot . . . Anyone]
 of the Sons of Aaron who was in captivity among the gentiles [ . . . ]
 to profane him with their uncleanliness. He may not approach the [holy]

service [ . . . ]
 Anyone of the Sons of Aaron who migrates to se[rve the gentiles, . . . ]
 〈to teach〉 his people the foundation of the nation, and also to betray (?)

[ . . .

Joseph Baumgarten understands this passage of “priests who were in
captivity among gentiles or who emigrated into foreign lands where they
were subject to gentile powers”; they “are disqualified for the Temple
service and as guides ‘for the foundation of the nation.’ ” But since their

5 Schiffman,Halakhah at Qumran, .
6 Cf. L. Doering, Schabbat: Sabbathalacha und -praxis im antiken Judentum und

Urchristentum (TSAJ ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ).
7 Translations of rabbinic texts follow those of J. Neusner; they are slightly adapted

wherever the context necessitates a more literal translation.
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interpretation of the Law actually originated in Damascus, Baumgarten
concluded

that two distinctions might have limited the application of the law. One
is the special status of Syria which . . . was regarded like the land of
Israel in some religious matters. The second is the likelihood that the law
was intended for priests living among gentiles, not those living in Jewish
communities in gentile lands.8

Baumgarten does not refer to the talmudic passage, but Eyal Regev does
so and sees a halakhic parallel between these two texts.9 He concludes
that the halakhic tradition attributed to Yose ben Yoezer is historically
reliable (as are three halakhic traditions connected with him in m. #Ed.
:) and go back to the second century b.c.e.; “the halakhic divergence
between the Pharisees and the Qumran sectarians had begun in the days
of Yose ben Yoezer.”10 He even considers identifying Yose ben Yoezer
with the “Man of Lies” mentioned in theDamascus Document and in the
pesharim.11 Such historical conclusions certainly go much too far; but I
even doubt the comparability of the halakhah:TheQumran text does not
speak of foreign lands as such, which disqualify for priestly service, but
of priests in captivity among the Gentiles or even willingly migrating to
serve them. Not the country of the Gentiles, but the close contact with
Gentiles disqualifies the priests. This is far from the general statement
attributed to Yose about the impurity of Gentile countries as such.

There are many other halakhot in Mishnah and Qumran which have
much in common but still have to be differentiated. Thus, for example,
Aharon Shemesh sees important parallels between some halakhot in the
field of agriculture in Qumran and in rabbinic texts.12 In this particular
case I doubt that the Mishnah can be used to such an extent as Shemesh
does to fill the lacunae of the Qumran texts.

8 Baumgarten in DJD XVIII (): –. I have quoted his translation (ibid., ).
9 E. Regev, “Yose ben Yoezer and the Qumran Sectarians on Purity Laws: Agreement

and Controversy,” in The Damascus Document: A Centennial of Discovery: Proceedings
of the Third International Symposium of the Orion Center for the Study of the Dead Sea
Scrolls and Associated Literature, – February,  (ed. J.M. Baumgarten, E.G. Chazon,
and A. Pinnick; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.

10 Ibid., .
11 Ibid., .
12 A. Shemesh, “The History of the Creation of Measurements: Between Qumran

and the Mishnah,” in Rabbinic Perspectives: Rabbinic Literature and the Dead Sea Scrolls:
Proceedings of the Eighth International Symposium of the Orion Center for the Study
of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature, – January,  (ed. S.D. Fraade,
A. Shemesh, and R.A. Clements; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.
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. Pharisees and Sadducees behind
the Laws Mentioned in the Scrolls

Before the discovery of the Scrolls, it was well-nigh impossible to control
the reliability of rabbinic texts regarding disputes between the Perushim,
or the sages, and the Sadducees, or Boethusians. The Dead Sea Scrolls
have changed the situation considerably, most dramatically since the
publication of QMMT, where several halakhic positions attributed to
the Sadducees, or Boethusians, in rabbinic texts seem to be defended
by the we-group of this text so crucial for the early history of Qumran.
Yaakov Sussman, in his alreadymentioned highly influential article, “The
History of the Halakha and the Dead Sea Scrolls,” stated that

comparison of the DS Scroll’s halakhic rulings with the halakhic traditions
preserved in rabbinic literature reveals that the halakha of QMMT is
clearly anti-Pharisaic and most probably Sadducean. This Halakha, in
contrast to Pharisaic Halakha, is stringent, uncompromising and harshly
formalistic.

He suggests that
the Essenes (whomaywell be Bet Sin [Boethusians] mentioned in rabbinic
literature) followed a Sadducean halakhic tradition. This sect was thus
engaged in a dual struggle: an ethical, social and theological conflict
with the Sadducees (“Manasse” in their writings), and a halakhic and
theological conflict with the Pharisees (“Ephraim”).13

This equation of the Qumran halakhah with that of the Sadducees and
the identification of their halakhic opponents with the Pharisees was
accepted with some nuances by many scholars. The Scrolls thus seemed
to offer incontrovertible evidence for the direct continuity between early
Pharisaic and rabbinic halakhah in essential points. But soon doubts
were voiced against a too-straight identification of the halakhic issues
involved. I shall briefly summarize the main issues.

a. Streams of Liquid

Themost hotly debated problem is the equation of the Qumranic mu.sa-
qot with the rabbinic ni.s.soq. Inm. Yad. : we read: “The Sadducees say,
We cry out against you, O ye Pharisees, for ye declare clean an unbroken

13 Sussmann, abstract of the article in Tarbiz, II.
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stream of liquid (ha-ni.s.soq).”M. Yad. : seems to correspond toMMT
B –:

���� ������� ��� ���[	] ��� ���� ��� [��]���� ����� ������� �� ��[�]
��� ��� ��� ���� ������ ������� ��� �� ���	[�] ��	� ��� �������

And concerning the streams [of a liquid poured from a clean vessel into an
unclean vessel]: we say that in them there is no [p]urity. And (concerning)
the streams: they do not separate between the impure and the pure. For
the liquid of the streams and that which receives them (are) alike, a single
liquid.

The equation of ni.s.soq and mu.saqot was most thoroughly discussed by
Yaakov Elman.14 As Elman states

that single equation of ni.s.soq = mu.saqot, when viewed systemically, yields
contradictory consequences in both the rabbinic/Pharisaic and Qumranic
systems of purities . . . When we look beyond the mesmerizing lexical
equation of mu.saqot and ni.s.soq, there appears in its place a wealth of
possibilities, of varying degrees of likelihood; some, I think, are more
probable than the one currently accepted.15

John Strugnell and Elisha Qimron, the editors of QMMT, suggest:

Since the word ��� is repeated in this passage, we must distinguish two
separate rulings concerning streams. . Streams poured into an unclean
vessel are unclean. . These streams are to be considered as connecting
a pure liquid and an impure liquid (so that if the receptacle contains
an impure liquid, then the liquid in the upper vessel is also rendered
unclean).16

If we compare this text withm. Yad. :, quoted above, QMMT contests
the Pharisaic position that a ni.s.soq does not connect the impure vessel
below with the pure vessel above. But even in the opinion of the rabbis
(and perhaps already of the Pharisees), at least in some cases ni.s.soq does
cause impurity, i.e. where a ni.s.soq is made up of a viscous liquid, such
as honey: “Any unbroken streak (ni.s.soq) is clean, except for the thick
honey and porridge. The House of Shammai say, Also: one of porridge
made from grits or beans, because it shrinks backwards” (m. Makš. :).

14 Y. Elman, “Some Remarks on QMMT and the Rabbinic Tradition, Or, When Is
a Parallel Not a Parallel?” in Reading QMMT: New Perspectives on Qumran Law and
History (ed. J. Kampen and M.J. Bernstein; SBLSymS ; Atlanta: Scholars Press, ),
–.

15 Elman, “Some Remarks,” .
16 J. Strugnell and E. Qimron in DJD X (): .
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In such cases at least someof the honey or other viscous liquid which was
already outside the upper vessel, returns into it once it is put again into an
upright position; thus, the liquid confers impurity to the contents of the
upper vessel. Elman rightly sees here a problem and doubts the equation
of rabbinic ni.s.soq with Qumranicmu.saqot.

The second part ofm. Yad. : “The Pharisees say, We cry out against
you, O ye Sadducees, for ye declare clean a channel of water ("ammat ha-
mayim) that flows from a burial ground” is frequently read in the light of
m. .Tehar. :: “A jet of liquid (ha-ni.s.soq), [water on] an incline, and drip-
ping moisture, do not serve as a connective ( .hibbur) for uncleanness and
for cleanness; but a pool of water serves as a connective for uncleanness
and for cleanness.”

The connection of these two texts with the second part of the statement
of QMMT that a ni.s.soq does not serve as a connective for uncleanness
and for cleanness is even more problematic. It is irrelevant for the con-
tinuation inm. .Tehar. :: “but a pool of water serves as a connective for
uncleanness and for cleanness.” The question of two connected pools or
ritual baths where the drawn water of the lower one is rendered ritually
valid by the pure water of the other is hardly on the mind of the author
of QMMT in this passage, unlessmu.saqot includes not only free-falling
streams of liquid, but encompasses all streams of liquid including water
in pipes and channels, something the rabbis would never consider as
ni.s.soq. Elman therefore proposes to abandon the tempting ni.s.soq-mu.saq
equation and offers a range of interpretive options without reaching a
final conclusion. But his whole discussionmakes it abundantly clear how
problematic a neat connection of Qumranic concepts with those of the
rabbis can be.17

b. Animal Bones

M. Yad. : quotes in the same context of the controversies between
Pharisees and Sadducees Rabban Johanan ben Zakkai speaking to the
Sadducees:

Havewe naught against the Pharisees save this!—for lo, they say,The bones
of an ass are clean, and the bones of Johanan the High Priest are unclean.
They said to him, As is our love for them so is their uncleanness—that no
man make spoons of the bones of his father or mother.

17 Elman, “Some Remarks,” –.
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This may be paralleled with MMT B –: “And concerning the
hide[s] and bones of the impure animal: one must not make [from their
bones] and from the h[i]de[s] handles of a v[essel]” (cf. QTa L:–);
the bones of unclean animals impart impurity. It is not quite clear who
the speakers in theMishnah passage (“they say”) are; thus the use of this
passage in the comparison between Qumran and the Mishnah is not as
clear as might be wished.

c. .Tevul Yom /Red Heifer

Another well known controversy between the .Sadduqim and the sages
(Pharisees?) concerns the degree of purity required of the priest who
was to burn the Red Heifer. According to rabbinic teaching the person
became pure for rituals outside the temple (but not for eating terumah)
immediately after the ritual bath, without waiting for sunset—what the
rabbis call .tevul yom.M. Parah : presents this as a controversial deci-
sion which had to be enforced against the convictions of the Sadducees:

The elders of Israel used to go forth before them (the priests and their
assistants) on foot to the Mount of Olives. There was a place of immersion
there (bet .tevilah), and they had [first] rendered unclean the priest that
should burn the Heifer, because of the Sadducees: that they should not be
able to say, It must be performed only by them on whom the sun has set
(bim#orave shemesh).

Priestly tradition required of a personwho had taken a ritual bath to wait
until sundown before being considered pure (Lev :–; Num :).
This also seems to be the teaching ofMMT B – on the Red Heifer:
 And concerning the purity of the bull of the purification offering:
 he who slaughters it and he who burns it and he who gathers its ashes and

he who sprinkles the [water of]
 the purification offering; all these at the set[tin]g of the sun (le-ha#arivut

ha-shemesh) become pure.
 so that he who is pure might sprinkle upon the (one who is) impure.

Lester Grabbe accepts that
the concept of the .těvûl yôm, if it existed, would indeed have been rejected
by both the Sadduqim and the authors of MMT and the Temple Scroll.
Nevertheless, neither of the two passages in MMTmentions the .těvûl yôm
concept explicitly.18

18 L.L. Grabbe, “QMMT and Second Temple Jewish Society,” in Legal Texts and Legal
Issues: Proceedings of the Second Meeting of the International Organization for Qumran
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Both the Mishnah andMMT refer to the purity of the one who slays
the Red Heifer, a point not in the biblical text. More essential is the
understanding of ���� �[��]�����:

this reading requires a partial textual reconstruction. Although the recon-
struction is not unreasonable, it is less than certain. It seems premature to
leap to the conclusion that the author must be attacking the rabbinic idea
of the .těvûl yôm.19

It is certainly still highly probable to read m. Parah  in the context of
QMMT, but this is far from certain.20

d. Calendar—Shavuot

Inm.Mena .h.  it is discussedwhether the details of reaping and offering
of the Omer, the first sheaf of barley from which the fifty days until
Shavuot are counted, differ depending on the day when it occurs, a
Sabbath or a weekday. R. Ishmael is for differentiation, but the sages
say that there was no difference whether it was a Sabbath or a weekday.
When reaping the sheaf on an evening which is the beginning of the
Sabbath, the person who is going to reap the sheaf explicitly asks the
bystanders:

“On this Sabbath?” They say, “Yes.” “On this Sabbath?” They say, “Yes.”
“Shall I reap?” They say, “Reap!” “Shall I reap?” They say, “Reap!”—three
times for each and every matter. And they say to him, “Yes, yes, yes.” All
of this for what purpose? Because of the Boethuseans, for they maintain:
“The reaping of the [barley for] the offering of the first sheaf of barley is
not [done] at the conclusion of the festival.” (m. Mena .h. :)

Studies, Cambridge,  (ed. M. Bernstein, F. García Martínez, and J. Kampen; STDJ ;
Leiden: Brill ), –, .

19 Ibid., .
20 J. Neusner has even argued that the concept of the .tevul yom (or at least most

halakhic rules connectedwith this concept) was developed in the period ofUsha, ca. –
 c.e.: A History of the Mishnaic Law of Purities, part :The Mishnaic System of Un-
cleanness (SJLA .; Leiden: Brill, ), –, –, –. AgainstNeusner’s
position see J.M. Baumgarten, “The Pharisaic-Sadducean Controversies about Purity and
the Qumran Texts,” JJS  (): –, –. See also H. Birenboim, “Tevul Yom
and the Red Heifer: Pharisaic and Sadducean Halakah,” DSD  (): –, who
argues that the Pharisees wanted to enable the common people in the preparation of the
ashes by not considering the red heifer as a sacrifice; they therefore required a minor
degree of purity of the priest officiating in the rite than the Sadducees or the Qumran
sectarians would have done.
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As is well known, the explicit reason for the difference is the inter-
pretation of Sabbath in Lev : (mi-mo .harat ha-shabbat). Does one
offer the first sheaf after the weekly Sabbath or after the first holy day of
Nisan? Does one count “Sabbaths” or “weeks”? Lester Grabbe has rightly
observed:

no suggestion is made in this or any other context that the differences
between the groups arose from using a different calendar. If this were the
case, not onlywould Šavu#ot be on a different day, but sowould all the other
festivals (cf. QpHab :–). Indeed, if they were supposed to be using
a different calendar, one would expect many other calendrical disputes
to have arisen and to be mentioned. Yet only Pentecost seems to be in
question.21

Not the calendar is the point of dispute between the Boethusians and
those people who defend the common procedure, but the question
whether the correct understanding of Lev : warrants doing work
(“reaping”) on the Sabbath or not.TheQumran calendar is a radical solu-
tion of the problem—it is simply impossible that the day when the Omer
is to be reaped, ever falls on a Sabbath. The Boethusians, as depicted in
theMishnah, seem to advocate a less radical procedure, namely, to post-
pone the reaping of the barley in this case to the next day. The Dead Sea
Scrolls in this case point to the same problem, but offer a different solu-
tion.

. Some Conclusions

Let us return to the question in the title ofmy article.TheDead Sea Scrolls
have certainly provided us with a wealth of material for the study of the
prehistory ofMishnaic law.Qumran texts which polemically oppose laws
identical with or very close to what we find in the Mishnah, sometimes
confirm the information we have from Mishnaic or other rabbinic texts
on halakhic controversies between the Pharisees and the Sadducees. It
is common to use such cases in order to confirm the direct continuity
between Pharisaic and rabbinic halakhah. But we should beware: Not
everything opposed by the people of Qumran and accepted by the Phar-
isees is eo ipso a specifically Pharisaic law. It may represent a wider con-
sensus opposed only by some priestly groups.

21 Grabbe, “QMMT,” –.
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More important are the many undisputed halakhot attested to in
Qumran texts that turn up again in rabbinic tradition. Here we do have
substantial evidence for a continuity of halakhic traditions from the
time before  to the rabbis, most of them not specifically Pharisaic,
but more representative of a “common” Judaism (although not neces-
sarily observed by everybody). At the same time we have to be careful
in the evaluation of this parallel material to put it into the right context
of halakhic systems; we certainly cannot indiscriminately fill in gaps in
one corpus of texts with information from the other: Further research
will have to evaluate as much the differences within seemingly parallel
halakhot as their common aspects. There are meaningful parallels and
continuities between the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Mishnah; but they
certainly cannot be used as an excuse to return to an a-historical concep-
tion of the halakhah. We have to look for continuity and change; the gap
between the Second Temple and the time afterwards has become much
smaller, but it remains.22

22 For a more general discussion of the problems dealt with in this paper see A.
Shemesh, Halakhah in the Making: The Development of Jewish Law from Qumran to the
Rabbis (The Taubman Lectures in Jewish Studies ; Berkeley: University of California
Press, ); idem, “Halakhah Between the Dead Sea Scrolls and Rabbinic Literature,” in
TheOxfordHandbook of theDead Sea Scrolls (ed. T.H. Lim and J.J. Collins; Oxford:Oxford
University Press, ), – (the article is based on the aforementioned book).





RABBINICMIDRASHEI HALAKHAH,
MIDRASHEI AGGADAH IN QUMRAN LITERATURE?

Paul Heger
University of Toronto

Introduction

In response to Steven Fraade’s articles about exegesis in rabbinic and
Qumran literature, this paper will attempt to demonstrate that Fraade’s
use of the term “midrash” is not appropriate for describing Qumran’s
mode of interpreting both legal and narrative topics.1

The Etymological Meaning of the Terms ���
and ���� in Scripture, Rabbinic, and Qumran Corpora

The term ��� has many meanings in Scripture and is thus difficult to
define. In rabbinic literature, too, the term can have multiple meanings,
although it is most often used to refer to the complex rabbinic exegesis,
in many instances really eisegesis, of Scripture, for both halakhic and
narrative issues. Similarly, in Qumran literature the term ��� has a
variety of meanings, and is generally defined according to the particular
context.2

1 Steven D. Fraade, “Looking for Legal Midrash at Qumran,” in Biblical Perspectives:
Early Use and Interpretation of the Bible in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Proceedings of
the First International Symposium of the Orion Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls
and Associated Literature, – May,  (ed. M.E. Stone and E.G. Chazon; STDJ ;
Leiden: Brill, ), – and idem, “Looking for Narrative Midrash at Qumran,” in
Rabbinic Perspectives: Rabbinic Literature and the Dead Sea Scrolls: Proceedings of the
Eighth International Symposium of the Orion Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls
and Associated Literature, – January,  (ed. idem, A. Shemesh, and R.A. Clements;
Leiden: Brill, ), –.

2 For example, in QS VI: the phrase ��� ����� �	��� is translated by F. García
Martínez and E.J.C. Tigchelaar, eds.,The Dead Sea Scroll Study Edition ( vols.; Leiden:
Brill, –), : as: “they shall judge in an examination of the Community” and
by G. Vermes,The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in English (New York: Allen Lane/Penguin,
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The term ���� appears only once in Scripture, in Chr :, bor-
dering the period of our inquiry. The term may have been coined to
refer to something added to the original text, and would correspond to
the rabbinic concept of ����, which refers to an interpretive method
that, according to Brewer, attempts “to find a hidden meaning, which
may completely ignore the plain meaning of the text.”3 Thus, ���� is the
antithesis of the simple meaning of the text,4 as we observe from its use
in rabbinic literature,5 and in Rashi’s writings.6

), : “the Court of Inquiry.” This is not merely translation but an interpretation
that corresponds to the translator’s particular understanding of the text.

3 D. Instone Brewer, Techniques and Assumptions in Jewish Exegesis before  ce
(TSAJ ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), .

4 Rabbi Ishmael’s and his school’s rejection of the Akiban complex exegesis does
not imply that he uses only simple sense interpretation. Rather, he, too, uses midrashic
modes of interpretation, albeit of a different sort. Rabbi Ishmael and Rabbi Akiba, along
with their respective schools, differ in their midrashic methods only in some instances.
In principle, both employ hermeneutic systems that are not evident from the text, and
that are, at times, blatantly opposed to it. We do not encounter any suggestion that
Rabbi Ishmael does not accept the Sabbath rules, and it would be absurd to assume
this about Rabbi Ishmael, although m. .Hag. : declares that “The halakhot of the
Sabbath, the offerings of the holidays and the unlawful use of sacred property are like
mountains suspended by a hair, since there are many halakhot supported by a limited
scriptural texts.” The thirteen middot (methods) of interpretation, which form the basis
of the rabbinic exegetical system, are attributed to Rabbi Ishmael, and some of them are
definitely used in ways incompatible with a simple sense interpretation. See a deliberation
about the method of gzerah shavah (one of the thirteen middot) on p.  n.  below.
See also n.  a complex midrashic interpretation attributed to Rabbi Ishmael. Unless
indicated otherwise, translations of theHebrewBible are from theNIV and translations of
the Dead Sea Scrolls are from E. Tov, ed.,The Dead Sea Scrolls Electronic Library (Leiden:
Brill, ). Translations of rabbinic literature are mine.

5 For example, it is written inm. Šeqal. :: ��� ���� �� ������ ������� ��� ���� �����
���
 ��� ������ “[the halakhah that] themeat of the holocaust offerings is dedicated toGod
[burnt on the altar] and their skins belong to the priests originates from aMidrash by the
High Priest Jehoiada.” It is then explained that in Lev : the term ��� is written three
times ��� ��� ��� ��� ���, once with the extension ��� meaning “to God,” an apparent
contradiction, since the denomination ��� implies an offering consumed by the priests,
and the term with the suffix “to God,” implies that it should be burnt for God upon the
altar. Jehoiada, the High Priest resolved this contradiction, as is written in Kgs ::
���� ������ �� ��� ���� �� ���	� �
�� ��� �
� “the money from the guilt offerings and
the sin offerings was not brought into the Temple of the Lord; it belongs to the priests.”
Through an additional convoluted conjecture, these ritualswere applied to the skins of the
holocaust offerings, despite the fact that all the cited verses refer to guilt and sin offerings.

6 Rashi employs two literary styles to distinguish between the two systems of interpre-
tation. For example, in his comments on Gen :: Rashi states: �	��� ��� ����� ��� �����
����� ������ ����� ��� �����
	��� �� �� ��� ����� ���� ������� ����� ���� ����� ������
�� ������ ���� “[It is written]: ‘He took him outside’ according to its simple-sense mean-
ing [it says]: he took him outside his tent to see the stars, and according to its Midrash [it
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The usual rabbinic interpretative literary style proceeds, according to
Brooke, in a manner “in which the extract of scripture is explicitly cited
and then given interpretation.”7 The thirteen techniques of exegesis, the
middot, are introduced with the term ���, demonstrating that ����
is an interpretation founded on these techniques, and is distinct from
����, the simple, literal interpretation of the Torah. The meaning of
���� in Qumran literature is entirely distinct from the terms �����
���� and ��
� ����� used in rabbinic literature. It is important to keep
in mind that contemporary uses of the term midrash is shaped by the
rabbinic perspective. For this reason, it is not appropriate to apply this
term to discussions of the style, structure, aim and outcome of Qumran’s
exegesis. It is important to maintain an awareness of such distinctions
when comparing the two systems of interpretation.

Philosophical/Theological Distinctions in the
Approach to Scriptural Interpretation of Legal Issues

Biblical texts include many lacunae, inconsistencies and indeterminate
ordinances. The challenge of interpreting these texts fell to Qumran, as
it did to the Rabbis, and later to the Karaites. The core of my thesis is
that there is a fundamental distinction between the rabbinic and Qum-
ranic applied methods of interpretation, notwithstanding several simi-
larities in the exegesis of the two corpora, which have been pointed to
by Fraade and others. The Tannaim, and plausibly the Pharisees too,
considered pragmatic issues in their halakhic decisions. Only at a later
stage did they attempt to find exegetical justifications for their deci-
sions. Often, these were far-fetched and removed from the simple mean-
ing of the text. At times, the justifications even contradicted the plain

says]: He [God] said to him [Abraham] get out from (ignore) your astrological divination
that you will not have a son.” This explanation provides first a simple interpretation fol-
lowed by amidrashic interpretation. But in his comments on the verse fragment: ���� ��
��� �
�� “they have killed a man [in singular mode] in their anger” (Gen :), Rashi
begins with the midrashic interpretation, as follows: ���� ������ ����� ��� ����� ���� ���
��� �� �
�� ���� ����� ��� �� ��� ���� ���� ����� �	���� ����� ��� . . . ��� ���� ���
���� �
��� “These are Hamor and the people of Shechem, [and Scripture uses the single
mode, because] they are all worth like one person; this is its midrashic interpretation, but
its simple meaning is: he calls many people in singular, each on his own, [intending to
say] they killed each person of whom they were furious.”

7 G.J. Brooke, “Q as Early Jewish Commentary,” RevQ  (): – at
.
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meaning of the text.The lex talionis serves as a good example of this prac-
tice, and demonstrates themeaning of the rabbinic concept of “midrash,”
which can be completely at odds with Scripture.8 In contrast, Qum-
ran scholars adhered, as much as possible, to the simple interpretation
of the biblical rules, without any consideration of the practical diffi-
culty posed by the law.9 Qumran could not envisage that God would
allow an interpretation of the Torah that overturns its plain meaning.
Thus, for example, Qumran did not accept that one is permitted to
desecrate the Sabbath in order to save a life or to defend oneself at
war.10

Each school of thought saw its own approach as true to the divine
intentions. The Qumranites believed that by interpreting the biblical
commands literally (or in a manner that seemed to them literal, at any
rate),11 they were adhering most closely to the divine commandments,
and that their opponents had falsified the divine intentions through
contorted interpretations. The instances in which Qumranic halakhot
do not seem to be closely aligned with a simple reading of the
text (as in the case, for example, of the additional first fruits holidays

8 Scripture (Lev :) decrees that the punishment for causing bodily harm to
another is an “eye for an eye,” and goes on to explain: �� ���� �� ���� ��� ��� ���� “as
he has injured the other, so he has to be injured” (Lev :). Nevertheless, the rabbis
(m. B. Qam. : and b. B. Qam. b) declare: ����� ���� ���� ���� ���� ����� �����
����� ���� ����� ���� ���� “If one injures his neighbour he is liable to pay five types of
compensation: damage, pain, healing, loss of working capability and shame.” See P.Heger,
Cult as the Catalyst for Division: Cult Disputes as the Motive for Schism in the Pre-
Pluralistic Environment (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, )  n. , for the method of the
rabbinic interpretation of this rule.

9 L. Doering, “Parallels without Parallelomania:Methodological Reflections onCom-
parative Analysis of Halakhah in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Rabbinic Perspectives, – at
, quotes K. Müller, “Anmerkungen zum Verhältniss von Tora und Halacha im Frühju-
dentum,” in Die Tora als Kanon für Juden und Christen (ed. E. Zenger; Herders biblis-
che Studien ; Freiburg: Herder, ), –, who deliberates about the impact of
the exigencies of life on halakhah. I fully agree that this concept was a primary, if not a
dominant factor in many rabbinic halakhic decisions, whereas its influence on Qumran
halakhahwasmarginal; such considerations were a factor in the creation of the particular
rules for the Yahad community.

10 In b. Yoma a it is asked: ���� �� ����� ��� ����� ����� “How do we know that
saving a life overrides the Sabbath [rules]?”The sevenweak answers offered by the rabbis
demonstrate a clear lack of biblical support for this ruling. See Heger, Cult,  nn. –
 and  n.  for details about this deliberation.

11 M.J. Bernstein, “Q: From Re-Written Bible to Biblical Commentary,” JJS 
(): – at –, writes in a similar circumstance: “The author of Q is of the
opinion that the sensus literalis of a prophetic blessing like that of Jacob is by definition
eschatological.”
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or the formand content of the phylacteries),12may denote earlier customs
that were practiced by the entire community and were thus outside the
realm of debate.13

Rabbinic Philosophy

The rabbinic interpretations were based on the rabbis’ understanding of
the texts and of the general principle of the Torah, the Grundnorm,14 as
well as an awareness of the necessity of adapting the traditional rules
and customs to actual circumstances. The rabbis believed that God had
granted them authority to interpret the Torah according to their under-
standing. In the renowned Akhnai narrative,15 God endorses the rabbis’
authority to interpret Scripture even when it conflicts with the actual
divine intention.16 To support their halakhic rulings, the sages alleged
that their exegesis of the biblical commands was in accordance with the

12 See Heger, Cult,  n.  for an extended deliberation about this issue.
13 See ibid., – n.  about the probability that a host of Sabbath rules, lacking

any scriptural support, were ingrained in ancient traditions. For example, there is no
biblical support for the prohibition against carrying anything outside one’s house, nor
against carrying inside (CD :–). See the relevant text ofm. .Hag. : in n. .

14 In modern language we would say that the “Law” consists of universally accepted
principles, which are applied by the judge in each case. The sages perceived themselves
as having the same liberty of decision with respect to the norms of the universal divine
“Law.” J. Roth,The Halakhic Process: A Systemic Analysis (New York: Jewish Theological
Seminary of America, ), , calls this divine law the Grundnorm (a term used by
the positivist Hans Kelsen), stating that the sages considered themselves to be its sole
legitimate interpreters.

15 The story in b. B. Me.si#a b recounts a miraculous divine intervention that sided
with Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion, which conflicted with that of the majority of sages. Rabbi
Joshua, in the name of the sages, stood up [in defiance] and declared: “[The Torah] is
no longer in heaven [cf. Deut :] . . . it was already given [to the people of Israel] on
Mount Sinai; we are not [obligated to listen to the voice from heaven, since you wrote
already in the Torah [given at] Sinai: ‘accept [the decision of] the majority’ (the rabbis
interpreted this most ambiguous biblical verse to serve their objective in this occurrence;
they interpreted it differently in other instances), [which decided against Rabbi Eliezer’s
opinion, and we have now the authority to decide the correct halakhah].” The story
reaches its climaxwhen Elijah tells a Rabbi that God smiled at that juncture and declared:
“My children were victorious over me,” acknowledging the rabbi’s exclusive authority to
interpret Scripture.

16 D.WeissHalivni,Peshat andDerash: Plain andAppliedMeaning in Rabbinic Exegesis
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), , in comparing Talmudwith anothermode of
study, writes that the interpretations of Talmud exegesis “frequently alter the substantive
meaning of the text.”
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middot, the statutory rules of interpretation. Thus, they were able to
present their halakhot as preserving the Scriptural commands and not
transgressing the law inDeut : that states: “do not add to it [theTorah]
or take away from it.”

The rabbinic halakhot were founded mainly on the rabbis’ reflections,
and the hermeneutics were used as a means of justification.17 Indeed, the
rabbis saw themidrash functioning not as a “creative interpretation ����
����,” but as an “integrative interpretation ����� ����” that supports the a
priori ideological decision.18 The rabbinic maxim (b. Ber. b) “And both
[sages, who dispute a halakhah] attained their [contended opinion] by
interpreting [differently] the identical biblical verse,” suggests that the
rabbis were not relying on the literal meaning of the texts,19 and instead
allowed for the legitimacy of more than one possible interpretation,
hence the axiom: “Both [conflicting halakhic utterances] are the words
of the living God” (b. Gi.t. b); the forsaken opinion was appreciated and
preserved, despite the adversities generated by the prohibition to record
them in writing.

17 D. Weiss Halivni, Midrash, Mishnah and Gemara: The Jewish Predilection for Jus-
tified Law (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, ), , perceives the Mishnah as
“apodictic, unjustified law” and the Gemara, which attempted to reveal biblical support,
as “justificatory law.”

18 This is the translation appearing in M. Elon, Jewish Law: History, Sources, Principles
(trans. B. Auerbach and M.J. Sykes;  vols.; Philadelphia: JPS, ), :. A. Yadin,
“Resistance to Midrash? Midrash andHalakhah in the Halakhic Midrashim,” in Current
Trends in the Study of Midrash (ed. C. Bakhos; JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), –,
uses alternative terminology to address this issue, stating that the midrash has priority
over halakhot or vice-versa.

19 The source of the quoted citation is a baraita in b. Šabb. b: ���� �����
 ���
��� ����� ���� ��� ���� ������ ����� ��� ��� ���� ���� ����� ��� ��� ���� ����� ���
������ ��� ���� ���� ��� ��
 ����� ��� ���� ������� �� ���� ��� ���� ��� �� ���� �����
������ ���� ���
 ����� “How many meals must a person eat on Sabbath? [A.] Three.
Rabbi Hidka says: four. Said Rabbi Johanan: and both deduced it by the interpretation
of the identical [biblical] verse; [it is written in Exod :] ‘Eat it today, Moses said,
because today is a Sabbath to the Lord. You will not find any on the ground today.’ Rabbi
Hidka thinks that since it is written three times ‘today’ it intends to say that one must
eat three meals during the day and one during the evening, and the Rabbis think that
the three meals include the one at the evening.”The Amora Rabbi Jo .hanan speculates on
the motives of the Tannaim, which are not divulged; we may assume that their opinions
were not founded on the exegesis of the biblical verse, but rather on actual fact, that is, on
how many meals were seen to represent an appropriate celebration of the Sabbath.Mek.
de Rabbi Shim#on b. Yo .hai  interprets Deut : (v.  in KJV): “Observe the Sabbath
day by keeping it holy,” that one fulfills this command by eating on Sabbath festive food
of better quality and distinct from the food consumed on weekdays, among other similar
symbolic acts, like wearing clean clothes, etc. See a similar rule inCD: regarding clean
clothes.
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Qumran Philosophy

Qumran scholars were antagonistic to this “midrashic” method,20 call-
ing those who practiced it ����� ����� “seeking flattery” and/or accus-
ing them of ���� “deceit.” They were aware of the system, and found
it to be misleading and wrong. Instead, they adhered, as much as pos-
sible, to the simple and straightforward meaning of the biblical rules,
without any consideration of practical consequences. When the vague-
ness or lacuna of the scriptural text required some compounded form
of exegesis, they relied on simple, logical considerations, very different
from the rabbinic complex exegetical method. For example, regarding
the prohibition against marrying one’s niece, the author demonstrates
first that Scripture equates man and woman with respect to incest pro-
hibitions,21 and then presents the consequence: “[Though] the law of
prohibited marriages is written for males, it applies equally to females”
(CD A :–). The prohibition against polygamy is explained in a
similar manner,22 as is the qumranic prohibition against intermarriage
between priests and lay Israelites.23 In contrast to the rabbi’smulti-layered
system of interpretation, founded on Scripture’s multi-vocal character,

20 Cf. G.J. Brooke, Exegesis at Qumran: Q Florilegium in its Jewish Context (JSOTSup
; Sheffield: JSOT Press, ), .

21 We read in CD A :: ��� ��� ��� ���� �� ��� ���� �� ��� ���� “But Moses said:
Do not approach your mother’s sister, she is a blood relation to your mother.” It refers to
the interconnectedverses Lev : and : ��� ���� ��� ��
� �� ���� ���� ���� and ����
��� ��� ��� �� ��
� �� ��� ���� “Do not have sexual relations with your father’s sister;
she is your father’s close relative” and “Do not have sexual relations with your mother’s
sister, because she is your mother’s close relative.” This simple and logical extension of a
rule is comparable to the rabbinic maxim ���� ����� ��� “The Torah cited what is the
most common,” a rational, legitimate rule, not included in the midrashic middot system.
SeeMek.Mishpatim  regarding the extension of the biblical prohibition against cooking
a kid in its mother’s milk, to apply to all animals.

22 CD A :–: refers first to the cosmological reality, as recorded in Scripture: ��
�
����� ��� ������ “the principle of creation is one man and one woman,” and confirmed
again by the divine instruction to save one male and one female of each species in
Gen :: ����� ��� ���� �� ��� ���� ���� “two by two went into the ark male and
female.”

23 Qumran scholars claimed first by logical comparison that the biblical prohibitions
of ����� and ��	��, against mixing wool and flax in garments, mating different species
of animals, and sowing different plant species together: ���� ���] [�����] ���� ������
����� ���] [����� ��]��� ��	�� [���� ���� ������ ��� ����� �]������ [��]�� ���� ��[��	
�[���� (QMMTd [Q] – –) relates equally to all types of mixed unions,
including those between humans of distinct genealogies: ����� ���� ������ ��]�� ��[
]�
������ ����� “But they [i.e. the Israelites] are holy, and the sons of Aaron are the holiest
of the holy.”
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Qumran believed in a single correct interpretation, and saw all others
as illegitimate and false. Indeed, we do not encounter internal halakhic
disputes in Qumran literature.

Rabbinic and Qumran Styles of Justifying Halakhot

In rabbinic literature, the explanation/justification is always associated
with the citation of the biblical text. Qumran literature does not typically
quote a biblical support for its halakhot, even when it uses thewords ����
or ���, to refer to the text.

Fraade finds this odd, but I see this as a logical consequence of Qum-
ran’s interpretive method. Since Qumran adhered to the simple meaning
of familiar texts, which seemed evident to the authors and the intended
readership24 (and which they probably assumed was similarly clear to
their contenders),25 citationwas seen as superfluous, even in their polem-
ic QMMT writing.26 On the other hand, when the halakhah is not evi-
dent from the biblical text, the phrases ������/������ ��� “we think/say”
are used to indicate that the halakhah is, in their opinion, what Scripture
intends.What some scholars assume to be an incorrect biblical citation in
Qumran is actually just an element of their halakhic writing style, which

24 Fraade, “Looking for Narrative Midrash,”  suggests that the different forms of
Qumran and rabbinic writings may be due to the differences between the intended
audiences. R.A. Kugler, “Hearing Q: A Case Study in Reconstructing the Religious
Imagination of theQumranCommunity,”DSD  (): – at  and , writes that
we can determine the community’s response to the “Parabiblical scrolls,” “because they
were built from literature the group knewbetter than any other . . . , the Jewish Scriptures.”
This affirmation is equally valid for the subject of our assertion, as he states: “even when
echoes of Scripture are barely whispered, the full scope of a story’s testimony is evoked as
well in the recipient’s imagination.” As said above, I challenge the pertinence of the label
“Parabiblical Scrolls.”

25 M. Bernstein, “The Employment and Interpretation of Scripture in QMMT: Pre-
liminary Observations,” in Reading QMMT: New Perspectives on Qumran Law and His-
tory (ed. J. Kampen and M. Bernstein; SBLSymS ; Atlanta: Scholars Press, ), –
at , writes: “The author of MMT believes that the correct interpretation of the biblical
text” corresponds to their halakhah regarding the rules of the leper in MMT, in which
the expression ���� appears.

26 M. Bernstein, “Pentateuchal Interpretation atQumran,” inTheDead Sea Scrolls after
Fifty Years: A Comprehensive Assessment (ed. P.W. Flint and J.C. VanderKam;  vols.;
Leiden: Brill, –), :– at , writes regarding some rules inMMT: “it is
clear that these laws are based on Lev : and : respectively.” Bernstein perceives,
as do I, that Qumran does not see it as necessary to offer a citation when the source of
a law is obvious. However, unlike me, Bernstein does not see this approach as generally
true of Qumran.
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incorporated “biblicized” vocabulary and phrasing that became part of
the spoken language of the community.27

The Gemara never asks howwe know that one must not work on Sab-
bath or that one is obligated to dwell in a booth on Sukkoth.The relevant
biblical verses for these principles are well known and do not require cita-
tion. However, the specific types of work prohibited on the Sabbath and
the detailed rules regarding the building of the booths, warrant the dis-
closure of a biblical source and an appropriate interpretation. Both the
Tannaim and the Qumranites had complete confidence in their under-
standing of the Torah’s ultimate intention, and therefore did not consider
it essential to divulge justifications for their decisions.28 The absence of
these verses from Qumran literature suggests that they were assumed to
be well-known. That is, the connection between the biblical verse and
its interpretation seemed evident to them. Only in those instances in
which their halakhah does not seem perfectly clear from the biblical text,
do they add an explanation, or an explicit exegesis, as G. Brooke points
out.29 On the other hand, the rabbinic midrashic system, with its com-
plex rules and methods of interpretation, must be explicitly associated
with the biblical verses, since without this one would be unable to con-
nect the halakhah with the relevant verses.

27 T.H. Lim, “The Chronology of the Flood Story in a Qumran Text (Q),” JJS 
(): – at writes: “There is no straightforwardwayof distinguishing between
a quotation and a rewriting of the biblical verse.” M. Bernstein, “Q i  ���� ���� ��
����� ����: Biblical Text or Biblical Interpretation?” RevQ  (–): – at
, defines the question differently: “when is the reflection of a biblical text which does
not conform toMT, and which appears in a ‘non-textual’ source, to be viewed as a variant
text, and when may treat it as a paraphrastic interpretation of an underlying text which
may have resembled MT?” See also n.  above.

28 J. Neusner, A History of the Mishnaic Law of Purities, part : The Redaction and
Formulation of the Order of Purities in Mishnah and Tosefta (SJLA .; Leiden: Brill,
), , writes: “Our order [i.e. of theMishna] is remarkably uninterested in Scriptural
proofs for its propositions.” He asserts that the mishnaic writings were used for “the
transmission of teachings on behalf of which is claimed divine revelation” (ibid., ).
I perceive them rather as reflecting the sages’ understanding of the Torah’s ultimate
intention, and not as the transmission of a particular revelation.

29 Brooke, “Q as Early Jewish Commentary,” , perceives implicit and explicit
exegesis in Qumran literature. He explains these differences in application by saying that
the implicit exegesis “is likely to have been intended or to reflect what may have been
morewidely acceptable or accepted than themore particularist explicit exegesis” (). In
fact, this is quite similar tomy own hypothesis in this respect, since he, too, distinguishes
betweenwhatwasmore acceptable and whatwas less so. I disagree with Brooke, however,
regarding his notion of a shift from implicit to explicit exegesis. I perceive both methods
as co-existent, with each applied according to functional suitability.
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The Particular Pesher Style

Only the pesher writings, the esoteric nistar, transmitted through revela-
tion and impossible to deduce from the simple understanding of the text,
consistently cites the relevant biblical text.30 Pesher is not concernedwith
the literary, etymological or halakhic interpretation of the text.31 Instead,
it is concerned with the particulars of the period, event, circumstances
or personality referred to by the text. Thus, it is an entirely distinct genre
as suggested by many scholars.32
Pesher Habakkuk, the model pesher, actualizes the entire book of

Habakkuk,33 thus rendering it pertinent to their period.34 Pesher is an

30 Lim, “Chronology,” : “Inferential exegesis of the kind that is described above
[regarding the chronology of the Flood in Q] is not paralleled in either the con-
tinuous or thematic pesher,” and he indicates the difference: “prophecies are revelatory
whereas the flood story is conducive to chronological enumeration.”

31 Bernstein, “Q: From Re-Written Bible,” , writes about the pesharim: “their
exegesis does not strive at all to achieve a contextual and literal understanding of the
biblical text, but rather its historical or eschatological actualization.”

32 S.D. Fraade, “Rewritten Bible and Rabbinic Midrash as Commentary,” in Current
Trends in the Study of Midrash, – at , states that the midrash and the Dead Sea
Scrolls have in common the practice of a boundary line between received scripture
and its interpretive retelling by a dialogical shuttle between them. According to my
understanding, he refers in this instance to the pesherwritings in his expression “Dead Sea
Scrolls,” since in his study “Looking for Narrative Midrash,” – he perceives a minor
engagement with Scripture in Qumran writings. For example, referring to a parallel
interpretation of a midrash and Qumran writing, he observes the midrash’s engagement
with the words of the Torah, distinguishing this approach fromQumran’s rule, according
towhich “the dialogical engagementwith the scriptural text of Exodus  does not appear
to have occupied the same performative place as it did among the early rabbinic sages.”
He also writes specifically at  that such Qumran texts as the Community Rule,MMT,
the Temple Scroll and theWar Scroll “never directly and exegetically engage the texts of
Scripture.” There seems to be an inconsistency between his two statements, unless we
assume that in his assertions regarding the common character of the Dead Sea Scrolls
and rabbinic midrash, with respect to the engagement with Scripture, he indeed refers to
the pesher genre. He does not consider, however, that this class of writing is sui generis,
and is not a conventional interpretation.Thus, one cannot draw conclusions about other
types of writings from this text, which Fraade attempts to do.

33 The question of whether the author of the Pesher Habakkuk believed that the
prophecy refers exclusively to his period, as L.H. Schiffman states in “Contemporizing
Halakhic Exegesis in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Reading the Present in the Qumran Library:
The Perception of the Contemporary by Means of Scriptural Interpretations (ed. K. De
Troyer and A. Lange; SBLSymS ; Atlanta: SBL, ), – at  or, as J. Jokiranta
writes in “Pesharim: A Mirror of Self Understanding,” in ibid., –, that the prophet
Habakkuk was referring to his period, but that his universal prophecy remained relevant
is open to debate. Jokiranta’s perception of the “actualization” of the pesharim seems to
me more reasonable, since it does not limit the applicability of Scripture to a particular
period, and preserves the idea of Scripture’s eternal significance.
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ex-cathedra direct utterance that has a particular meaning, and while it
does not require any justification, the citation of the source is essential
for its association with Scripture. The nigleh halakhic texts, whose bibli-
cal source is well known, do not require thorough citations but only an
occasional justification. This explains the genre’s distinct style and struc-
ture. Qumran’s halakhot were also seen as presenting an absolute truth,
which left little room for debate.

Both pesher’s and Qumran’s halakhot require little or no justification,
since thesewere believed to be derived from revelation, or are considered
self-evident. In contrast, rabbinicmidrash is usually structured as a direct
or indirect answer to a particular question, and includes supporting evi-
dence, allowing for a wide range of possible interpretations (as substan-
tiated above on p. ).This openness to multiple ways of understanding
a text is why halakhic disputes are so common, and why in rabbinic lit-
erature justifications are required.

Intermediate Summary

As I demonstrated, the two methods of interpretation—Qumran and
rabbinic—are extremely different from one another.This becomesmani-
fest, ultimately, in the differences between the rulings offered by each. For
example, Qumran requires a distance of three days’ walk from Jerusalem
to permit profane slaughter of animals suitable for offering,35 while
the Rabbis limit this prohibition to the Temple precinct.36 Instead of

34 For example, the ��� in QpHab V: is identified as the renowned ���� ����� in
QpHab IX: and the ���� as the ���� ���� in QpHab V:.

35 We read in QTa (Q) LII:–: ���� ������ ���� �����	 ��� ��� ��� ���� ��
������ ����� ��� �� ���� ���� ����� ������ ����� ���� �� �� ���� ����� ��� ������
���� ��� ���� ���� ��� ����� ���� ������ “You shall not slaughter an ox, or sheep or
he-goat which are pure in any of your gates which are nearer than three day’s walk from
my Temple, but instead you shall slaughter it inside my Temple, making it into a burnt-
offering or peace offering; and you shall eat and rejoice before me in the place where I
shall choose to put my name upon it.”

36 We read in Sipra, Dibura de Nedaba : ���� ����� �� ���� 	��� ���� 	��� �	���
	�� ���� ����� ���� ��� ��� ���� ��� ���� ����� ����� ����� ��� ���� ��� ����� ���
����� �	��� ��� ������ “[The term] slaughter [is written] three times [at the commands
of the fellowship offering (Lev :,  and )], what does it teach? Since it is written ‘if the
place [the Lord chooses] is too far away from you . . . you may slaughter (Deut :)’ [it
teaches us] you may slaughter [profanely] at a distant place, and you must not slaughter
[profanely] at a close place, [and that means] that except of the Temple’s precinct [you
may slaughter] unconsecrated [animals/birds suitable for offerings].”
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deliberating about the precise measure of distance that is considered far
from Jerusalem, as implied in Scripture,37 the rabbis, driven by a prag-
matic consideration, sought to define the range in terms of that which is
not close, which they determine refers to anything outside the Temple’s
precinct.The samepragmatic approach underlies the rabbinic interpreta-
tion of the biblical dictum of an eye for an eye, which imposes pecuniary
compensation for the injuries despite Scripture’s explicit instruction.38

A rule often used by the rabbis is gzerah shavah, one of the thirteen
middot, which derives the meaning of a word or term based on the use
of the same or a similar word or term in a different, unrelated text.39
Qumranic interpretations, such as the prohibition againstmarrying one’s
niece are logical and self evident, founded on the same reasoning as the
rabbinic maxim (not included in the middot) which states that “The
Torah cited what is the most common.”40 In some instances, Qumran
may have utilized more elaborate exegesis, but we have no indication
of their character. Thus, our assumptions must be based on Qumran’s
general adherence to the simple meaning of the text, which represents
the antithesis of the rabbinic midrashic system. The name “midrash” is,
therefore, inappropriate for describingQumran’s halakhic interpretation.

Discussion of Fraade’s Examples

Fraade cites the rule of reproof as evidence for his theory of legal midrash
in Qumran literature.41 The example cited by Fraade correlates, in my
opinion, to the Qumranic mode of interpretation. The two relevant bib-
lical verses are difficult to interpret,42 and the traditional commentators

37 A three days walk is a typical distance unit as we encounter in Exod :; :, Num
:; :, Josh :; Jonah :.

38 See the relevant biblical text above in n. .
39 In a complex deliberation in b. Ber. a about the meaning of the undefined term

����� in Lev : regarding the use of the fruits of a tree on the fifth year, a gzerah shavah
is used: ��� ��� �� ��� ���� �� ���� ������ ���� ����� ������ ��� ��
��� ��� ���� “It is
written here, at the fruit of the fifth year (Lev :) “your harvest will be increased” and
it is written there, at the prohibition to plant two kinds of seed (Deut :) “the fruit of
the vineyard,” like there it refers to a vineyard, so it is here too.” Though the two verses
relate to two distinct, unrelated topics, a gzerah shavah is applied.

40 See the explanation of this concept above in n. .
41 Fraade, “Legal Midrash,” .
42 We read in Lev :–: ��� ��� ����� �� ����� ���� ����� ���� �� ���� ��

�	� ���� “Do not hate your brother in your heart; Rebuke your neighbour frankly so
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and the Talmud offer a great variety of interpretations.43 The Damascus
Document elegantly integrated the two verses into one law, to be inter-
preted as follows: “do not hate your brother in your heart [when you
see him sinning, as you should hate a sinner], but rebuke him so that
you should not incur in the sin” (Lev :) [of having failed to rebuke
him] “and of seeking revenge or bearing a grudge” (Lev :, para-
phrased).44

The second example cited by Fraade refers to the time addition to
the Sabbath. CD :– quotes the rule,45 and justifies it with the
scriptural dictum: ����� ���� ��� �� ���� ��� ��� ��� �� “because this
is what is meant by the passage, ‘Observe the Sabbath day to keep it
holy’ ” (Deut :). However, the Damascus Document does not discuss
the hermeneutics of how this conclusion was derived from the text.
This example offers a simple, logical interpretation of the biblical verse:

you will not share in his guilt”; and ���� ���� ����� ��� ��� �� �	� ��� ��� �� “Do
not seek revenge or bear a grudge against one of your people, but love your neighbor
as yourself.” The command “do not hate your brother in your heart,” seems to have no
logical connection to the succeeding decree “Rebuke your neighbour frankly so you
will not share in his guilt,” which, it would seem, should have followed v. : “Love
your neighbour as yourself.” The association of rebuking with avoiding sin is equally
perplexing. The sin’s essence is not defined, nor is the identity of the sinner. Both the
rabbis and Qumran may have been uncomfortable with the contradiction posed by
the juxtaposition of this verse with the obligation to hate the sinners, as is stated in
Ps :: “Do I not hate those who hate you, O Lord, and abhor those who rise against
you?”

43 For example, Ibn Ezra understands the text in a similar way to the Damascus
Document: You should rebuke your neighbour, and thus give him the possibility of
denying his sin, because to make a wrongful accusation is also a sin. For Ramban the sin
consists of not preventing the future sinning of your neighbour; he might have improved
his ways, if you had rebuked him, and therefore you are partly responsible for his sin.
Rambanoffers an additional explanation: if youdo not reprove your friend, thereby giving
him a chance to remedy his offense against you and reconcile with him, you will continue
to hate him, and thus transgress the law that forbids one to “hate your brother in your
heart” (Lev :). Modern scholars have also recognized the nebulous nature of this
phrase.

44 We read in CD :–: ��� �� ��� ��� ��� �� ��� �� ��� ������ ���� ���� �� ����� ��
�	� ���� ��� ��� ���� �� ����� ���� �� ��� ��� �� ���� �� ���� �� ��� “If he kept silent
day by day and then in anger against his fellow spoke against him in a capital case, this
testifies against him that he did not fulfill the commandment of God which says to him,
‘You shall reprove your fellow and not bear the sin yourself.’ ”

45 ���� �
�
 ���� ��� ��� �� ����� ����� {�.�} ���� ��� ��� �� �	���� ����� �[�]�� ��
����� ���� ��� �� ���� ��� ��� ��� �� ����� ���� �� ���� “About the Sa[bb]ath, how to
keep it properly. vacAmanmay not work on the { } sixth day from the time that the solar
orb is above the horizon by its diameter, because this is what is meant by the passage
. . .”
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the term ���� implies to “guard” something precious, and one must
be similarly careful in guarding against the desecration of the Sabbath.
Qumran’s rolemodel,46 the returnees fromBabylon, introduced a spirit of
awe to the fulfillment of the divine commands.47 Qumran incorporated a
similar attitude of awe and fear in its approach to ritual observance, and
the time added to the Sabbath derived from this attitude, meant as an
extra caution against potential transgressions.This approach is similar to
the one adapted by the rabbis in theirmethod of creating “a hedge for the
Torah” (m. "Abot :).

In contrast to Qumran’s simple understanding of the scriptural term
����, the corresponding rabbinic midrashic method cited by Fraade is
construed on an extremely complex system.48 The rule can be deduced
from different biblical verses, and different rules can be derived from the
same verse. The midrashic interpretation is not inherent to the biblical
command; it is an eisegesis rather than an exegesis; one can understand
Qumran’s opposition to halakhot reached by such methods.

46 See S. Talmon, The World of Qumran from Within: Collected Studies (Jerusalem:
Magnes, ), –. He writes, for example: “this compilation (i.e. CD IV:–) was in
fact a Qumran parallel of the biblical reports to the returned exiles” (). He denotes the
Covenanters’ “conceptual proclivity to identify with and present themselves as biblical
Israel” (). And states that the term ��� “serves as a socioreligious term that defines
solely the community of the erstwhile exiles” ().

47 We read in Ezra :: ���� ������ ������ ����� ������� “those who fear the com-
mands of our God. Let it be done according to the Law.” See an extensive deliberation
about the meaning of the concept ��� in the context in Heger, Cult,  and n. .

48 We read in Mek., Jethro : “[It is written in Exod :]: ���� “Remember [the
Sabbath” and in Deut :]: ���� “Guard [the Sabbath”]; remember it before it comes
and guard it after it is gone; from that we deduce that one adds from the profane to the
holy,” without any logical explanation for this deduction. Other midrashim add to this
one, but have no clear connection to the extension of the Sabbath’s duration. B. Roš. Haš.
a quotes another convoluted midrash that attempts justifying the same rule. We read
there: “Wherefrom does Rabbi Ishmael deduce the rule to add from the profane to the
holy? [A.] he deduces it from Lev :: ‘you shall afflict your souls in the ninth day of
the month.’ Could it be that it applies to the ninth [day of the month [since it is written
in v.  that the holiday is on the tenth day?] No, it is written in the evening. If on the
evening, could it intend after dark? No. It is written on the ninth day [and after dark, it
is already the tenth]. How do you reconcile it? He starts to deny himself [from food/fast]
on the early evening, when it still day, and from this we learn that one adds from the
profane to the holy. From that we know that one has to add at its start, but how do we
know that you have to add also at its end? We deduce it from the phrase ‘from evening
to evening.’ From that we know that the rule refers to the Day of Atonement (the subject
of Lev :), but how do we know that it is valid equally for the Sabbaths? Because it
is written ‘abstain from work’. How do we know that it is valid equally for the holidays?
Because it is written your Sabbath. What does it mean? Whenever there is an abstention
from work, one must add from the profane to the holy.”



rabbinic midrashei halakhah 

Fraade’s third example, Qumran’s prohibition, according to his inter-
pretation, to offer on Sabbath other than the particular Sabbath offer-
ings,49 includes the specific holiday offerings. I have written an extended
study in which I discuss this complex issue. I argue there that Qumran’s
rule is based on a simple logical interpretation of Num :–, whereas
the rabbinic concept of �
��, the key for the rabbinic interpretation of
this biblical verse, conflictingwithQumran’s rule, does not exist in Scrip-
ture.50

Style and Structure of Narratives
in Qumran and Rabbinic Literatures

The structural and stylistic distinctions between rabbinic and Qumran
narrative writings are reflective of the differences in the legal/halakhic
lemmas of the two. A comparison of Qumran narratives with the rab-
binic midrashic parallels substantiates this hypothesis.51 In QpsJuba
(Q),52 there is no connection to a biblical verse, andno specific infor-
mation regardingwhatMastema said toGod. Jubilees offers amore elabo-
rate narrative,53 again without a connection to a biblical verse or a biblical
support.The identical tale appears in b. Sanh. b,54 this time as part of a

49 We read in CD A :–: ���� ���� �� �� ���� ���� �� �� ����
.

����� ��� ��
.
� ��

�������� “No one should offer any sacrifice on the Sabbath except the Sabbath whole-
burnt-offering, for so it is written, ‘besides your Sabbaths’ (Lev :).” In fact, Scripture
reads: �� ���� ����, probably to avoid writing the divine name.

50 “Sabbath Offerings According to the DamascusDocument-ScholarlyOpinions and
a New Hypothesis,” ZAW  (): –.

51 It seems tome that the reservations regarding comparisons, advancedbyL.Doering,
“Parallels,” – on the congruence of rabbinic and Qumran writings and by Y. Elman,
“Some Remarks on QMMT and Rabbinic Tradition: Or, When is a Parallel not a
Parallell?” in Reading QMMT, –, do not affect our particular narrative.

52 We read in Q  i –: ����� ����� �� ��	��� ������ �� ��	��� �� ����� “and
the Prince of Mastema (Animosity) came to God and accused Abraham with regard to
Isaac.”

53 We read in Jub. :: “And the princeMastema came and said before God, ‘Behold,
Abraham loves Isaac his son, and he delights in him above all things else; bid him offer
him as a burnt-offering on the altar, and Thou wilt see if he will do this command, and
Thou wilt know if he is faithful in everything whereinThou dost try him.’ ”

54 We read in b. Sanh. b: “[It is written in Gen :] And it came to pass after these
things (In Hebrew the term ��� means both word and thing). [Q] After which things?
Said Rabbi Jo .hanan in the name of Rabbi Jose ben Zimra: After the words of Satan, as it
is written (Gen :) and the child grew and was weaned etc., Satan charged before the
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full-fledged narrative in its final phase (this gradual development is
typical of rabbinic folktales and narratives, which is similar to the general
accretion process of folktales).55 In contrast to the narratives in Q
and in Jubilees, the rabbinic Midrash, a creative interpretation, opens and
concludes with supporting biblical verses.56

The parallel narrative in rabbinic and Qumran literature about Ca-
naan’s curse demonstrates the same distinction. The smooth integration
of biblical and non-biblical57 language in QCommGen A (Q)58
denotes that the biblical sections became elements of a discourse, rather
than a new rewrite of the Bible. Indeed, Q demonstrates the char-
acteristics of an oral tradition,59 with its narration and elucidation of a
biblical story. Unlike the succinct style of Qumran, the rabbinic midrash
reveals a particular structure60 that includes a) the citation of the bibli-
cal verse and then its exegesis, and b) the justification of the exegesis by
way of citing another biblical verse. We observe the explicit association

Holy, be He blessed: Master of the world, you graced with favour this old man, granting
him a fruit of the womb at the age of hundred years, [but] from the feast he celebrated,
he did not deem it proper to offer you one dove or one chick. God answered him: though
he has done everything for his son, if I tell him to slaughter his son before me, he would
do it immediately, [and that what is written] and God tempted Abraham and said: ‘Take
your son (Gen :).’ ”

55 The renowned story of the Akhnai hearth that started with a vague indication of
a dispute between the sages, grew by accretion in the Tosefta, Jerusalem Talmud, and
became an extraordinary ideologically significant, fully developed literary narrative, in
its latest stage, in b. B. Me.si#a b. See the story in Heger, Cult,  and the process
of accretion in P. Heger,The Pluralistic Halakhah: Legal Innovations in the Late Second
Commonwealth and Rabbinic Periods (SJ ; Berlin: de Gruyter, ), , , and
.

56 Gen : at the beginning, which has no connection or hint to the proposed
interpretation, and : at its conclusion.

57 See above n.  on this issue.
58 We read in Q II:–:��� ���� ���� ����� �	�� ��� �� ��� ��� �� ���� ����� ��� ����

��� ��� �� �� ��� �� ��� �� �� �� �� ��� ���� ����� ����� ����� “And Noah awoke from the
wine and he knew what his youngest son had done. And he said: ‘cursed be Canaan; he
will be for his brothers, a slave of slaves.’ But he did not curse Ham, but only his son, for
God has blessed the sons of Noah.”

59 See Kugler, “Hearing Q,” .
60 We read in Gen. Rab. :: ��� �� ��� ��� �� ���� ����� ���� ����� ����� �� ����

����� �	� ������ ���� �� ����� ��� ��� ��
�� ��� �	�� “[It is written in Gen :] ‘And
Noah awoke from the wine,’ [the somewhat awkward biblical sentence is explained as
meaning]: he freed himself from the wine’s impact ‘and he knew what his youngest
son had done’; [the phrase his youngest son means] his unfit/blemished son, [and this
meaning of the term �	� corresponds] to what is written: ‘because the bronze altar was
too small to hold’ [the many offerings (Kgs :), understood as: it was unfit for its
function].”
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of the midrash with the biblical verses and the clear distinction between
the biblical text and the exegesis, all of which is in contrast to the unin-
terrupted flow of Qumran’s narrative structure.

Qumran does not attempt to reveal illusory biblical support for the
supplementary details, because such support cannot be deduced through
simple interpretation61 or logical considerations.62 Qumran vehemently
opposed this method with regard to halakhic issues, seeing this mode of
interpretation as a falsification of the divine command. However, Qum-
ran does accept this approach, albeit unenthusiastically, with regards to
the innocuous haggadot. The scarce number of such narratives and the
almost exclusive use ofAramaic language63 (the vernacular of themasses)

61 Bernstein, “Q: From Re-Written Bible,” , writes regarding Qumran’s simple
exegesis that “the author of Q iswilling to explain the [biblical] text straightforwardly
on the principle that events in the Torah are not always narrated chronologically.”

62 I do not agree with Bernstein, “Pentateuchal Interpretation,” , who perceives
Jubilees and the Genesis Apocryphon as “works which interpret substantial segments of
the Pentateuch.”These writings do not interpret or explain the text; they add details that
are outside of the text. On the other hand, for example, the addition of the days of theweek
in Q, can be deduced through logical considerations regarding their calendar, and
may be perceived as interpretation or commentary. See Lim’s similar assertion in n. 
(“Chronology,” ). In “Q: From Re-Written Bible,” , Bernstein seems to be more
cautious in this regard; he writes that “works as Jubilees or the Genesis Apocryphon often
present inferential simple sense interpretation to their reader.” I agree with Bernstein
that this statement concurs with the character of these writings in some instances, but
in others they present details that must be considered as eisegesis that have no integral
association with the relevant biblical texts.

63 Most scholars agree that Enoch was originally written in Aramaic, in contrast to
Qumran’s philosophic/theological writings, which were written exclusively in Hebrew.
D. Dimant, “Q: An Unknown Jewish Apocryphal Work?” in Pomegranates and
Golden Bells: Studies in Biblical, Jewish, and Near Eastern Ritual, Law, and Literature in
Honor of Jacob Milgrom (ed. D.P. Wright, D.N. Freedman, and A. Hurvitz; Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, ), – at –, writes that the Qumran writings in Aramaic
“contain mostly narratives and pseudepigraphic visions, lacking the specific features
attributable to the literature of the community,” and concludes: “these facts strongly
emphasize the importance of Hebrew as a vehicle of religious expression at Qumran.” In a
more recent article, “TheQumranAramaic Texts and theQumranCommunity,” in Flores
Florentino: Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Early Jewish Studies in Honour of Florentino García
Martínez (ed. A. Hilhorst, É. Puech, and E. Tigchelaar; JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ),
–, she writes: “the Aramaic texts contain nothing of the specifically sectarian
terminology or ideology” (), that no Aramaic texts deals with issues after the flood
and the patriarchs () and that one should “consider these (Aramaic) texts [found at
Qumran] as a specific group” (). P.E. Lapide,Hebrew in the Church:The Foundations of
Jewish-Christian Dialogue (trans. E.F. Rhodes; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), , writes:
“In the days of Jesus the common language of most Palestinian Jews was Aramaic . . . But
Hebrew remained the language of worship, of the Bible, and of religious discourse; in a
word, it remained the sacred language well into the period of the early church.”
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for this type of literature, in contrast with the exclusive use of Hebrew for
Qumran’s literature, may explain the atypically neutral attitude toward
the haggadic writings.

Discussion of Fraade’s Examples of Narrative Midrash

Example : Blessings and Curses Renewed

I am doubtful of whether the Qumranic custom of blessings and curses
in QS I:–II: is at all related to or derived from the scriptural lemma
in Deut ,64 regarding blessings and curses. The Qumran custom was
devised for a specific, limited period, as explicitly stated in the con-
cluding verse II:, “They shall do as follows annually, all the days of
Belial’s dominion: the priests shall pass in review.” The substance of the
curses is distinct from that of those listed in Deuteronomy (the bless-
ings are not mentioned at all in Deuteronomy). The assumption that
the ordinance regarding the recitation of the blessings by priests, and
that of curses the Levites, is derived from a biblical command is possi-
ble, but the source is not necessarily Deuteronomy. Indeed, many duties
listed in Qumran literature are meant to be carried out by the priests
and Levites, who are given priority status over the Israelites, in con-
formity with the biblical rules. Even according to Fraade’s assumption
that there is an association with the Deuteronomic command, the addi-
tion of the priests for the blessings, absent in Scripture, can easily be
explained according to a simple logical consideration: “if the Levites
recite the curses, the priests must recite the blessings,” as Fraade himself
suggests, again, in compliance with the biblical order of things. Qum-
ran followed the model of Chronicles, which added details missing in
Kings.

64 Fraadementions both chapters. However, the public ceremony on the Gerizim and
Ebalmountains does not cite the list of the blessings, nor does itmentionwho recites these
(although verse  does indicate which tribes stand onMount Gerizim for the blessings.)
The blessings and curses in chap.  do not relate to a ceremonial event and certainly have
no connection the annual Qumran ceremony.
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Example : Revelation Retold:
Three Days Abstention from Sexual Intercourse

Qumran’s argumentations: ���, ����, ������/������ ��� present a direct
exegetical engagement with biblical passages, contrary to Fraade’s asser-
tion. However, this is done in a manner different to that of the rabbis.
Expressions cited above, and ���� ��
� ���� ���, ���� ��
� ����� and the
accusation ������� ����� ���� ���� ��� ��� affirm that interpretation, not
revelation, was the foundation of their halakhot.65The required period of
three days abstention from sexual intercourse before entering theTemple
demonstrates the straightforward logical approach of Qumran versus the
rabbinic midrashic complex method. Leviticus :– does not indi-
cate the degree of purity one attains the day after intercourse. Deuteron-
omy :– allows entering the undefined camp (����) the next day.66
Because the Temple is considered the most holy camp,67 however, it is
logical to assume that more than one day’s abstention is required prior
to entering this holy space. Rabbinic literature reveals inconsistencies in
scriptural texts and offers complex solutions.68 Of course, these specula-
tions regarding Qumran’s exegesis are not absolute, and one cannot rule
out the fact that Qumranmay have understood these biblical commands
differently.

65 See P. Heger, “The Development of Qumran Law—Nistarot, Niglot and the Issue of
‘Contemporization,’ ” RevQ  (–): – at –.

66 We read in Lev :: ���� �� ��	� ���� �� �� ���� ���� ��� ���� ���� ��� �� ����
“When a man has an emission of semen, he must bathe his whole body with water, and
he will be unclean till evening.” And in Deut :: ���� ���� ���� ���� ��� ����� ����
����� ��� �� ��� “But as evening approaches he is to wash himself, and at sunset he may
return to the camp.”

67 We read in QMMTa (Q) – ii –: ��� �������� ��� ���� ���� ���� ������
�������� ���� ��� ����� ����� ���� “The Temple is the place of the Tent of Meeting, and
Jerusalem is the camp; and outside the camp is outside Jerusalem.”

68 In fact, we read in Exod :–: “And the Lord said to Moses, Go to the people
and consecrate them today and tomorrow. Have them wash their clothes and be ready
by the third day, because on that day the Lord will come down on Mount Sinai in the
sight of all the people.” In v. , however, we read: “Then he [i.e. Moses] said to the
people, “Prepare yourselves for the third day. Abstain from sexual relations.”Mek., Jethro
 poses the question: “We have not heard thatGod said to abstain from sexual relations,” a
question, which theMek. resolves through the use of a gzerah shavah: the phrase ������ ���
“be ready” appears in Exod :, at the divine utterance to Moses and in v.  at Moses’
command to the Israelites. Since there it refers to abstention from intercourse, one may
assume a similar meaning here. The weakness of this argument is clear; the abstention
appears atMoses’ command and is not part of the divine command.There are additional,
unconvincing attempts at resolving this issue as well.
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Conclusion

Fraade’s classification of Qumran writings is based on his familiarity
with the rabbinic midrashic interpretive system which he perceives as
normative. Thus, he sees the Qumranic style as divergent, and requiring
explanation/justification. In analyzing Qumran literature and ideology,
however, it is important to remove oneself from any predisposition, and
to judge Qumran writings on their own merit.

I eliminated the problematic designation “Rewritten or Paraphrased
Bible” through my proposition that we perceive these writings as com-
posed in a “biblicized” language or asmnemonic drafts, prepared by indi-
viduals, where the biblical verses became elements of the composition.69
Pesher writings, originating from the same period, are composed in a

style similar to that of the rabbis. But these do not constitute midrash.
Instead, these writings are sui generis and exclude the speculation of
progression, as proposed by Fraade.70

As opposed to Fraade’s conjecture that the relationship between author
and audience is a possible crucial motive for the differences between
rabbinic and Qumranic literary style,71 my proposition perceives the
relationship between the interpretation and the original biblical text as
the essence of the distinction.

69 See Heger, Cult, –.
70 Fraade, “Looking for Narrative Midrash,” .
71 Ibid., .



THE GENESIS APOCRYPHON
AND THE ARAMAIC TARGUMIM REVISITED:

A VIEW FROM BOTH PERSPECTIVES1

Moshe J. Bernstein
Yeshiva University

I. Introduction

Some of the questions that arise from any attempt to juxtapose the
Genesis Apocryphon and the Aramaic versions of the Pentateuch are
fairly obvious, and many of those have been discussed since the first
publication of the Apocryphon in . Others, however, could only be
asked after the Apocryphon and works related or similar to it from the
Second Temple era had been studied, as they have been now, for many
years. I shall take the opportunity offered by this presentation to address
both types of questions.

When the Apocryphon was first presented to the scholarly world by
Avigad and Yadin, it appeared to be a very peculiar text: an Aramaic pre-
and non-rabbinic document which retold stories fromGenesis in a fash-
ion at times similar to the way in which later rabbinic literature would
in the genres usually labeled as targum and midrash. Those initial edi-
tors of the Apocryphon, however, in their introduction to the text and its
translation did not focus on its relationship with the later rabbinic targu-
mim.They appropriately, if not always accurately, saw fit to contextualize
it within the Second Temple literature to which we are now certain that it
belongs, describing it “as a sort of apocryphal version of stories fromGe-
nesis, faithful, for the most part, to the order of the chapters in Scripture.
. . . The work is evidently a literary unit in style and structure, though . . .
it may be perhaps be divisible into books—a Book of Lamech, a Book

1 I amgrateful to participants in theVienna conferencewho responded to the original
presentation of this paper and impelledme to rethink and reformulate certain of its details
and to Professor Edward M. Cook, Dr. Aaron Koller, andDr. Shani Tzoref whowere kind
enough to read and comment on the penultimate draft.
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of Enoch, a Book of Noah, a Book of Abraham.”2 The fact, however,
that it was a Bible-oriented work written in Aramaic drew other schol-
ars to search for points of contact with the later targumim, and several
articles, beginning at the earliest stages of Apocryphon scholarship, have
addressed the possible relationship between it and the targumim.3 To
begin this discussion I should like to review some of those early forays
into the comparative analysis of the targumim and Apocryphon and to
show how some of the paths which were followed were not only ulti-
mately unproductive, but also misleading to our proper understanding
of this Second Temple era work.

II. The Early Years

The observations that were made of the Apocryphon vis-à-vis the later
targumim were usually superficial, ranging from the unsurprising fact
that certain portions of the Apocryphon were closer to the Hebrew text
than others, and therefore were more similar in those places to the
Aramaic versions, to similarities or differences in the ways that each of
them translated the underlying biblical Hebrew text. Thus in what was
probably the first article to approach this issue in the very first year

2 N. Avigad and Y. Yadin, A Genesis Apocryphon: A Scroll from the Wilderness of
Judaea: Description and Contents of the Scroll, Facsimiles, Transcription and Translation
of Columns II, XIX–XXII (Jerusalem: Magnes, ), .

3 M.R. Lehmann, “Q Genesis Apocryphon in the Light of the Targumim and
Midrashim,” RevQ  (–): –; G.J. Kuiper, “A Study of the Relationship
between ‘A Genesis Apocryphon’ and the Pentateuchal Targumim in Genesis 1–12,” in
In Memoriam Paul Kahle (ed. M. Black and G. Fohrer; BZAW ; Berlin: Töpelmann,
), –; P. Grelot, “De l’ ‘Apocryphe de la Genèse’ aux ‘Targoums’: sur Genèse
,–,” in Intertestamental Essays in Honour of Józef Tadeusz Milik (ed. Z.J. Kapera;
QumranicaMogilanensia ; Cracow: Enigma Press, ), –. I have discussed some
of the treatments of the assignment of the Apocryphon to the targumic genre in “The
Genre(s) of the Genesis Apocryphon,” at the International Conference on the Ara-
maic Texts from Qumran, Maison Méditerranéenne des Sciences de l’Homme, Aix-en-
Provence, France, June –July , .That essay, together with responses to it, has been
published in the proceedings of the conference, Aramaica Qumranica: Proceedings of the
Conference on the Aramaic Texts from Qumran in Aix-en-Provence  June– July 
(ed. K. Berthelot and D. Stökl Ben Ezra; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –. Some of
my formulations in the early portion of this paper will resemble my remarks in that one.
At the same conference, I was the respondent to Thierry Legrand’s paper “Exégèses tar-
gumiques et techniques de réécriture dans l’Apocryphe de la Genèse (QapGenar),” and
his paper andmy response to it have also appeared in that volume (–). Inmy view,
much of Legrand’s discussion can be said to belong to the area of midrash as much as of
targum, and this is the focal point of the divergence in our analyses.
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of Revue de Qumran, Manfred Lehmann observed that even outside of
cols. XXI:–XXII:, which “are easily recognized for keeping fairly
close to the Massoretic text [sic] . . . we find shorter or longer passages
of literal translations of the Biblical text interwoven in the midrashic
portions.”4 This is doubtless true, and Lehmann’s observation that at
times the Aramaic phraseology differs from the Hebrew only by virtue
of its having been shifted from the third person biblical narrative to the
first person version in the Apocryphon was certainly correct. Note, on
the other hand, the instinctive dichotomizing of the Apocryphon into
“targumic” and “midrashic” segments; the generic sophistication and
hyper-sophisticationwhichwehave developed in discussing theQumran
scrolls and other Second Temple literature over the last half century is of
course lacking, so the convenient reference points of those two rabbinic
genres, targum and midrash, are taken as the touchstones.5

Lehmann, like others after him,moves from this assertion about literal
translations in the Apocryphon to a claim that the Genesis Apocryphon
was somehow an ancestor of the later targumim, particularly the Pales-
tinian ones, which are not as strictly limited to rendering the biblical text
as is Onqelos and which intersperse their translations of the text with
midrashic material. A half century ago, in the very childhood of Qum-
ran scholarship, some analogies were too strong to resist and some of the
flaws in this analysis may not have been as obvious as they appear to be
to us today.

Shortly after Lehmann’s article appeared, Matthew Black explicitly
questioned Avigad and Yadin’s characterization, wondering “whether, in
fact, this is an adequate or even correct description of the character of this
oldAramaic text,” and suggesting that “toomuch stress on the apocryphal

4 Lehmann, “Q Genesis Apocryphon,” .
5 This view was not limited to the literature in scholarly journals. André Dupont-

Sommer, in one of the standard early translations of the Scrolls, in the edition that
appeared after theApocryphon had been published (and after Lehmann’s article), remarks
on the material in the Apocryphon parallel to Gen  (The Essene Writings from Qumran
[trans. G. Vermes; Oxford: Blackwell, ],  n. ):

[T]he story in the Genesis Apocryphon is even told in the third person as in the
Bible, and no longer in the first person singular as in the preceding sections. In
fact the additions and modifications are so relatively insignificant that it may almost
be regarded as a simple paraphrase of the biblical text in the targumic manner [my
emphasis, M.J.B.]. Chapter xiv of Genesis is generally thought to be an interpo-
lation of fairly recent date and already midrashic in style; the author of the Ge-
nesis Apocryphon saw no need to add new midrashic development to this ancient
midrash.
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character of the scroll may have the effect of obscuring or evenmisrepre-
senting its essential nature.”6 Black suggests that this Aramaic document
might be “an early specimen of a written Aramaic Pentateuch Targum
fromPalestine, perhaps a prototype and forerunner of the old Palestinian
Targum . . . and of the so-called Fragment Targum.”7 But within a few
pages, the tentative hypothesis becomes an assertion that “like any other
Targum text, the Aramaic translation is simply following the sections of
Scripture in their canonical order.”8 Black’s surprising (to us) conclusion
is “The new scroll is almost certainly our oldest written Palestinian Pen-
tateuch Targum.”9

The next decade did not bring major progress in this area, as not
only were the views expressed by Lehmann not corrected, but they were
taken even further and sometimes with a greater sense of certitude.
Gerald Kuiper, in his “A study of the relationship between ‘A Genesis
Apocryphon’ and the Pentateuchal Targumim in Genesis 1–12,” sets
out to test Black’s conclusion.10 After comparing the targumim of the
first portion of Gen  with each other, and establishing some “working
hypotheses” regarding their interrelationships (hypotheses, incidentally,
which would probably not be acceptable in current targumic scholarship
either), he turns to the Apocryphon and writes,

In G[enesis] A[pocryphon], as in the tgg, the Aram. paraphrase follows
the Hebr. verse by verse, though this is most marked in columns XXI and
XXII, and contains verses-proper and free midrashic additions. . . . In the
verses-proper there is agreement in GA with all the Pal. tgg as well as with
the Hebrew text. The agreement with one tg is particularly marked with
N[eofiti], but is also found with P[seudo-]J[onathan].11

These so-called “agreements” are, on thewhole, extremely superficial and
are of the sort that might be expected among any group of translations or

6 M. Black,The Scrolls and Christian Origins: Studies in the Jewish Background of the
New Testament (New York: Scribner, ), .

7 Ibid., attributing this idea to Paul Kahle.
8 Ibid., . We should note that the evidence for the targumic nature of the scroll

derives almost entirely from the Abram material, especially col. XXII, which is much
closer to the biblical text than the material in col. II, the only other one published at that
time.

9 Ibid., . Some years later, Black changed hismind about the generic identification,
writing of the Apocryphon, “The new Aramaic document is a kind of midrash on Gen.
xii and xiv” (An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts [rd ed.; Oxford: Clarendon,
], ).

10 Kuiper, . On p. , he quotes Black as calling attention to the agreement of the
Apocryphon “with the pre-Onkelos Palestinian Pentateuchal Targum.”

11 Ibid., .
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paraphrases of the sameHebrewmaterial into Aramaic. Kuiper’s remark,
“As is the case in all tgg, GA occasionally follows literally theHebrew text.
Thus there is every indication of accord between GA and the Pal. tgg in
the verses-proper,”12 demonstrates quite overtly his presumption that the
Genesis Apocryphon is a targum.The same observation, however, regard-
ing such accord between the Apocryphon and the later Aramaic versions
may enable us to understand how theApocryphon is operating if wemake
the opposite assumption, namely that it is not a targum.Theunique read-
ings in the Apocryphon that do not coincide with any of the known Ara-
maic versions of Genesis are explained by Kuiper as being “characteristic
of independently and freely developing tgg.”13 In other words, the identi-
cal passages indicate theApocryphon’s dependence on earlier versions, or
at least traditions, while the divergent ones are also a feature of targumic
composition. Somehow this just does not seem right.

Kuiper describes the Genesis Apocryphon further, once again in terms
that highlight its asserted identification as a targum in non-specific gen-
eralities:

In GA, as in the Pal. tgg, we find midrashic additions. Among the shorter
additions some agree with the tgg, and others have affinities to Palestinian
traditions as has been noted in the discussion of the unique renderings. GA
also includes unique, longer additions, another characteristic of the Pal.
tgg. In the presentation of midrashic additions, some of which coincide
with those in the Pal. tgg, while others are unique and often reflect likeness
to Palestinian traditions, the nature of GA is revealed as the same as that
of the Pal. Pent. Tg tradition.14

In this characterization, the attempt to encompass all of the Genesis
Apocryphon under the rubric of “targum” requires that the very lengthy,
non-biblical narratives that it contains be forcibly squeezed into the
same category as the occasionally substantial, but never very lengthy,
midrashic pluses which are found in the Palestinian targumim.They are
simply not of the same order of magnitude.

It is perhaps unfair to reach back forty and fifty years to set up a straw
man just to knock it down. I am doing it, however, not to denigrate the
scholarship of that era, but rather to establish a framework formy ensuing
analysis. And I therefore conclude this opening portion ofmy paper with
Kuiper’s conclusion, one which is far from proven in my view:

12 Ibid., –.
13 Ibid., –.
14 Ibid., .
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It is clear that GA is a targumic text. Following the Hebr. text, the Aram.
translation inserts midrashic material. It parallels the free translation of
the Pal. tgg and is unlike the literal translation of O[nqelos]. . . . Our con-
clusion is the tentative thesis that GA is a unique recension of the Pal. Pent.
Tg tradition, to be placed next to those of PJ, N, C[airo] G[eniza], Pa[ris],
and Vat[ican]-L[e]ips[ig]-Nor[emberg]-Bom[berg]; that this recension is
related to N; and that it, as well as the other Pal. Pent. tgg, lies behind the
authoritative translation of O.15

We are now told that the Apocryphon is actually a recension, a witness
to the targumic translation and interpretive traditions which should be
juxtaposed to those of the later surviving targumim, and, even beyond
that, that it is related to Targum Neofiti, whose manuscript, we should
recall, dates to the early sixteenth century! We observe that the flaws in
themethodologies of both Lehmann and Kuiper have to do not just with
their inaccurate preconceptions of theGenesis Apocryphon, but probably
their misevaluations of the Aramaic versions as well. In the s and
s there were many prevalent theories regarding the history and
interrelationships of the targumim that we have had to unlearn since then
as well.

III. The Current State of the Question

Suffice it to say that these early exaggerated conclusions regarding the
Genesis Apocryphon and its potential connection to the Aramaic ver-
sions have, on the whole, fallen by the wayside. But the ways in which
we think about that theoretical link have not. If we examine, for exam-
ple, the currently regnant edition of the Apocryphon, the third edition of
the outstanding commentary by Joseph A. Fitzmyer, there are two fea-
tures which attempt to present the data relevant to studying that connec-
tion. First, Fitzmyer presents a far more sober discussion of “The Gene-
sis Apocryphon and the Classical Targums” in the introduction to the
edition,16 and second, in his translation he italicizes all text which he
deems to be Aramaic translation of the biblical Hebrew text of Genesis.
Although these techniques are both fundamentallymechanical in nature,
and the second is occasionally debatable, they present the student of the
Apocryphon with raw data for analysis.

15 Ibid., –.
16 J.A. Fitzmyer,The Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave  (Q): A Commentary

(rd ed.; BibOr /B; Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, ), –.



the genesis apocryphon 

Fitzmyer presents a detailed list of passages “where one findswhatmay
be regarded as an Aramaic translation of the Hebrew text of Genesis, or
at least parts of it,”17 being careful to distinguish between translation and
what he calls “allusion.” In any retelling of the biblical story, language is
likely to be used that can be seen as “alluding to” or reflecting the biblical
version. He then follows with an even more elaborate comparative chart
of the language of all the Aramaic versions and the Apocryphon in those
passages.18 Fitzmyer moves directly from this chart to his conclusion:

When one surveys the above data, it is evident that the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon, though a literal translation of the Hebrew text in places or in
isolated phrases, is more frequently a paraphrase of the biblical text. The
phrases that are literally translated are incorporated into its own expanded
account. Therefore it cannot be regarded simply as a targum. In its use of
Genesis, it is farthest removed from the literal character of Tg. Onqelos,
and its paraphrase resembles some of the midrashic insertions in Tg.Ps.-
Jonathan. . . . [S]ome of the translations and interpretations of the Genesis
text found in it are at the root of interpretations given in the later targums.
Nevertheless, there is no way to prove this, since no direct literal depen-
dence of the targums on the Genesis Apocryphon can be shown.19

Although in his care and unwillingness to go beyond where the data take
him, Fitzmyer is light-years beyond the somewhat careless methodology
of Lehmann and Kuiper, we may ask whether on a certain level his
technique and the questions that he is asking of the text in this area
have progressed very far beyond those of the earlier generation.20 We
are still lining up Aramaic words against Aramaic words and trying to
discern whether there are any patterns of replication or imitation which
could lead us to the conclusions that were asserted, although unproven,
by scholars such as Lehmann andKuiper.We are asking the questions and
giving the answers from the perspective of the Aramaic targumim, and
not from the perspective of theApocryphon. For example, “its paraphrase
resembles some of themidrashic insertions in Tg.Ps.-Jonathan.”Why not

17 Ibid., .
18 Ibid., –.
19 Ibid., .
20 To be sure, Fitzmyer (ibid., –) follows his above-cited remarks with brief

observationsmeant to show that theApocryphon belongs to an earlier stage of translation
style than do the rabbinic targumim, noting such features in the Apocryphon as greater
literality in certain instances; the absence of �� to render Hebrew ��; the use of construct
chains rather than -�; and the absence of “buffer” terms like �����when referring toGod.
But all of these are comparatively unsurprising and do not advance our understanding of
the fundamental ways in which the Apocryphon and the targumim are, or are not, alike.
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“some of the midrashic insertions in Targum Pseudo-Jonathan resemble
those in the Apocryphon”?

And it should be noted that, despite thework of Fitzmyer and others in
clarifying the nature of the Apocryphon’s genre as non-targumic, Grelot
could still write in , admittedly far more cautiously than Lehmann
andKuiper, “Onpourrait donc soutenir qu’à partir de cet endroit, l’ auteur
final a collecté de véritables passages targoumiques, du moins pendant
un certain temps (on a le début de Gen ).”21 His notion of a “final
author” for the Apocryphon is one with which, as will be seen, I am
in agreement. But I am less certain about the collection of targumic
passages. He concludes, having focused in his discussion on a few verses
from Genesis whose version is found in col. XXII of the Apocryphon:

Dans les versets examinés ici, l’Apocryphe de la Genèse se présente comme
unvéritableTargoum: il ne transpose pas les récits en faisant d’ eux des doc-
uments autobiographiques. Mais on remarque au passage que les variants
introduites dans le texte primitif et les minimes additions qu’on y relève
ne dépassent pas [] la manière d’ agir du T[argoum] J[onathan], dans
toutes ses variantes. On peut en induire que la pratique du Targoum, en
marge de la lecture synagogale de l’Écriture, existait déjà au temps où le
texte araméen de Gen – a été collationné pour prendre place dans
l’ ensemble du livre.22

Although arguing more subtly than his predecessors, Grelot fundamen-
tally asserts on the basis of the presence of the translation of the Hebrew
verses into the Aramaic of theApocryphon that there were already targu-
mim in existencewhen theApocryphonwas put into its final form.23Why
need the presence of Hebrew verses rendered into Aramaic demonstrate
the existence of whole targumim?24 Why should we not rather allow for

21 Grelot, “De l’ ‘Apocryphe de la Genèse’ aux ‘Targoums,’ ” .
22 Ibid., –.
23 J.E. Miller, “The Redaction of Tobit and the Genesis Apocryphon,” JSP  ():

– (), makes a similar claim, asserting, “The only non-pseudepigraphic section on
[sic] the scroll is the later part of the Abram section, which may be thought of as targum,
and probably derived from a targum available to the redactor” [emphasis mine, M.J.B.].
He observes further, ibid. n. , that only Dupont-Sommer (above n. ) “recognizes the
third person narrative as targumic.”

24 I amnot asserting that therewere no complete or partial targumimof the Pentateuch
in circulation prior to the periodwhen theApocryphonwaswritten, only that the contents
of the Apocryphon cannot prove their existence or non-existence one way or the other.
The overall evidence of the Qumran corpus for the existence of such targumim is also
negligible in my view, despite the substantial remains of QtgJob. Furthermore, while
it is quite reasonable to presume that oral traditions of interpretation and translation
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the possibility that the author of the Apocryphon translated Hebrew into
Aramaic wherever he chose to employ the language of the biblical text in
his Aramaic narrative?

IV. Reformulating the Issue
in Light of Recent Scholarship

I think that if we accept Fitzmyer’s broad conclusions, as I believe we
should, any meaningful discussion of the Genesis Apocryphon and the
Aramaic targumim must begin with a different set of questions and
operate from a very different vantage point from the one taken in the
past if we are going to be able to learn anything new. In the remainder of
this paper, I shall lay out some methodological reflections, preliminary
observations, and suggestions for further investigation. The first one is
that we should begin with the Apocryphon; I believe that one of the
initial flaws in Lehmann’s original study is manifest in the title—“The
Genesis Apocryphon in the Light of the Targumim and Midrashim”—
rather than targumim andmidrashim in light of theGenesis Apocryphon.
The historical sequence must be a significant factor in our analysis.

It is also clear that when we examine the Apocryphon for passages
that translate, rather than paraphrase or summarize, the text of the
Hebrew Bible, we find far more in the second, Abram segment (Part II),
cols. XIX–XXII, than we do in the Lamech-Noah segment, cols. –XVII
(what I shall refer to as Part I).25 Even if we include passages where the
biblical narrative has been changed from third person to first in keeping
with the narrative style of most of the Apocryphon, there are far fewer
examples of translated biblical text in Part I of the Apocryphon than in
Part II. This is one of several ways in which Part I and Part II differ, and
which demonstrate, in my view, that they derive from different sources, a
position that I have addressed in a recent article.26They are probably also

in Aramaic existed in this era, to think of them as “targumim” would probably be an
historically misleading methodological error.

25 The rather unusual designation col.  is employed for the fragments of the first
extant column of the Apocryphon based on the arrangement of the pieces of Q which
extend to the right of what had been referred to as col. I since the initial publication.The
term, which has been adopted by all current students of the Apocryphon, was suggested
by Michael Wise and Bruce Zuckerman when they presented this data at the  SBL
Annual Meeting in Kansas City.

26 “Divine Titles and Epithets and the Sources of the Genesis Apocryphon,” JBL 
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of somewhat different genres, a fact that raises further generic questions
about theApocryphon as a whole which I dealt with at the conference on
Aramaic texts from Qumran at Aix-en-Provence in July .27

Furthermore, Part I of the Apocryphon can be characterized, on the
whole, as very loosely attached to the biblical text, beyond the presence
or absence of literally translated stories. If we align the biblical narrative
with that of the Apocryphon, there is very little in the surviving, very
fragmentary material of cols. –XVII that can be matched closely with
the biblical text: virtually none of cols. –V, for example, where the
story, as far as we can tell, involves the Watchers, the birth of Noah, and
predictions of the future destruction of the earth that are made to Enoch
and, through him, to Methuselah and Lamech, can be said to match the
biblical text.28 It is thus not very “targumic.”There are a fewpassing points
of contact with the biblical text in Noah’s self-introduction in col. VI,
but nothing really recognizable as translation other than perhaps VI:
	���� ��� �� ��� ��� ���[���], which is obviously modeled on Gen : ���
�� ����� �� ��� transformed into first person speech.29 Only after the story
of the flood are there a few close parallels to what we might call targumic
versions of the Hebrew.30 The absence of the systematic employment of
translated biblical material makes it less likely that what seems at first
glance to be biblical text should be treated as such.

Part II of the Apocryphon is, as a narrative, more tightly bound to the
biblical text than Part I, and this is true even for Abram’s first person
narrative, cols. XIX–XXI:, before the story begins to be told in the
third person. It is very clear that Part II is not of the same nature as
Part I in this regard and that it is the fact that Part II is closer to the

(): –. I endeavor to show there that the two parts of the Apocryphon refer to
God by two almost completely discrete sets of epithets, a feature that I believe points in
the same direction as the observations about closeness to the biblical text and translations
of biblical passages.

27 “The Genre(s) of the Genesis Apocryphon,” (above, n. ).
28 My own preferred terminology is to refer to this type of material as “parabiblical,”

and not to use the overworked term “rewritten Bible” for it. Some of the remarks that
I made in “ ‘Rewritten Bible’: A Generic Category Which Has Outlived Its Usefulness?”
Text  (): – regarding “rewritten Bible,” as well as on theGenesis Apocryphon
as belonging to that category, will have to be reworked in light of my recent work on the
Apocryphon, including the paper on its genre(s) referred to in n. .

29 Fitzmyer, Genesis Apocryphon, , calls this a “reflection,” while the echoes of Gen
: in VI: he refers to as an “allusion.”

30 Language in that segment of Part I of the Apocryphon that clearly reflects the
underlying biblical text is virtually limited to the following: X: (Gen :), XI: (Gen
:–), XII: (Gen :), XII:– (Gen :, , ).
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biblical text than Part I that gives the impression that there is something
“targumic” about it. Since I am in agreement with Fitzmyer that there is
no evidence for formal Aramaic translations prior to the Apocryphon, I
should like to offer an hypothesis to explain the targum-like features of
Part IIwithout resorting to the presumptions that the author or composer
of that material had targumim in front of him, in oral or written form,
from which he drew the “translations” in the text.

I believe that the answer to the questions posed by this “pseudo-
targumic” material lies indirectly in the issue of the genre of the Gen-
esis Apocryphon. Vermes included in his narrow definition of “rewrit-
ten Bible,” one with which I happen to be in strong sympathy, works
in which “the midrashist inserts haggadic development into the biblical
narrative—an exegetical process which is probably as ancient as scrip-
tural interpretation itself.” His list includes “the Palestinian Targum and
Jewish Antiquities, Ps.-Philo and Jubilees, and the . . . Genesis Apoc-
ryphon.”31 Putting aside the ones for which we do not have any Semitic
original extant, we are left with the Palestinian targumim, Jubilees and
theApocryphon. Generically, it must be admitted that the Palestinian tar-
gumim differ radically from Jubilees and the Apocryphon, to the degree
that I believe virtually all scholars in subsequent discussionsof “rewritten
Bible” omit those Aramaic versions from the list, because of the radical
divergence between the formal shape of the targumim from that of all
other works which are called “rewritten Bible.”32

The targumim, like the other ancient versions, are translations of
the Hebrew text, in almost all circumstances bound to the shape and
language of the Hebrew text regardless of whatever other material they
may add to it. That is why it is clear to me that the Genesis Apocryphon
cannot be a targum. And if we did not have the Aramaic targumim as a
later model with which to confuse the translation material found in the
Apocryphon, we should have understood the role of those “translation
passages” in it much more readily because we might then have compared
it to the other “rewritten Bible” of which we have some Hebrew remains,
Jubilees. And we might have succeeded in doing so even without the

31 G. Vermes, Scripture and Tradition in Judaism: Haggadic Studies (nd ed.; StPB ;
Leiden: Brill, ), .

32 The one exception of which I am aware (although there may be others) is
G.J. Brooke, who, in the last sentence of the entry “Rewritten Bible” in the Encyclopedia
of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L.H. Schiffman and J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Oxford: Oxford
University Press, ), :– (b), writes “Once both the form and the content of
the biblical books were fixed in Hebrew, ‘rewritten Bible’ continued only in the Targums.”
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Hebrew fragments of Jubilees. I suggest that as an experiment you go
through your text of Jubilees, in whatever language you prefer to read it,
andmark off the passages that are more or less the equivalents of biblical
verses.33 I do not believe that it matters whether they are precise citations
or close paraphrases. Their presence is indubitable. You will see that one
of the techniques of the author of Jubilees is to use texts from the Hebrew
Bible as part of his narrative and often to expand them or interrupt them
with non-biblical material.

In a similar fashion, the introduction of biblical texts into a rewritten
Bible like theApocryphon probably has nothing to do with its being writ-
ten in Aramaic or with the targumim, but is likely to be a consequence
of the way the authors of rewritten Bible composed. If the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon had been composed in Hebrew, I suspect, we should not have
been surprised by the presence in its retelling of Part II (which, inci-
dentally, shares more of certain features with Jubilees than does Part I)
of biblical texts which have been integrated into the narrative. When
we read the Apocryphon in Aramaic and come across biblical verses,
we need to concentrate on the fact that they are biblical verses and
not be misled by the fact that they are biblical verses in Aramaic into
thinking that we are reading an Aramaic translation of the Bible, a tar-
gum.34

V. The Employment of Biblical Texts
in the Composition of the Apocryphon

There is one further issue about the use of biblical texts in theApocryphon
that I should like to address, and that is the compositional use of biblical
material that does not derive from the immediate context of the narrative,

33 The same kind of experiment can also be done with the Latin text of Pseudo-
Philo’s Liber antiquitatum biblicarum in which biblical texts are occasionally employed
as part of the narrative. To the best of my knowledge, no one has suggested that it
ought to be characterized as a “targum.” And in fact, H. Jacobson, the editor of the most
recent comprehensive text and commentary of pseudo-Philo, A Commentary on Pseudo-
Philo’s Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum: With Latin Text and English Translation ( vols.;
AGAJU ; Leiden: Brill, ) approached the issue “biblical quotations” in the work in
just such a fashion in “Biblical Quotation and Editorial Function in Pseudo-Philo’s Liber
Antiquitatum Biblicarum,” JSP  (): –.

34 See “Appendix: Further Reflections Beyond Vienna,” at the end of this essay for
further ramifications of this point.
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but material that we might describe as “targumic” nonetheless.35 How
has the style or idiom of the author been affected by his knowledge
of the Hebrew Bible? I should like to make it clear that I am not the
discoverer of this phenomenon, but I do not believe that there has been
any previous significant discussion of it. Fitzmyer alludes to some of the
passages that I shall mention in his commentary, but does not italicize
them in his translation because they do not derive from the Genesis
material that is the fundamental framework of the Apocryphon. I am not
certain that broad conclusions can be drawn from them, but preliminary
observations should be made.

InNoah’s description of the offerings which hemade before leaving the
ark in QapGen X, the language of line  “I poured their blood on the
base of the altar” reflects the language of Lev : and elsewhere (although
it pertains in Leviticus to sin-offerings and Noah’s sacrifices here are
completely immolated). His words “I placed on it fine wheat flour mixed
with oil together with incense for a meal-offering” are a close echo of Lev
:. Either the author is consciously resorting to the legal language of
Leviticus to describe Noah’s actions or, permeated with knowledge of
the Bible, he is citing those texts unconsciously. Likewise, at XI:–
where God permits Noah to eat flesh as well as the produce of the earth,
the Apocryphon “renders” Gen : ����� ���� ��� �� ��� ��� ��� ��
�� �� ��� ���� ��	 ����, with ����� �

.
���� ���� ������ �� ��[�] ��� ��

���� �� ��	�.36 But then instead of proceeding to translate Gen : ��
����� �� ��� ����� ��� (“You must not eat flesh with its life-blood in
it”), it appears to introduce instead the Aramaic equivalent of Lev :
����� �� �� ���, “You may not eat any blood,” since the Apocryphon’s
formulation has the word “all” but no reference to flesh or life. It is not
clear what might have impelled him to draw material from a legislative
passage in Leviticus rather than a virtually identical one immediately at
hand.

In QapGen XI:, Noah declares that he went out (presumably from
the ark) and “walked upon the earth, by its length and by its breadth,”
perhaps in response to a divine command for him to do so that does not

35 Jacobson, “Biblical Quotation and Editorial Function,” discusses the same phe-
nomenon in Pseudo-Philo.

36 Because of the biblical language underlying theAramaic, I should strongly prefer the
reading �����, rather than ����� that is usually read, but Daniel Machiela, who reviewed
the photographs carefully in response to my query, has insisted that ����� must be read.
I still find the sentence difficult to translate with that reading.
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survive in the remains of the manuscript. A few lines later, in XI:, God
appears to Noah and says ����� ���� �� ���� ��� ��� ��� ��� �� ���� ��
������ (“Do not fear, O Noah, I am with you and with your sons who
will be like you forever”). Both of these passages are virtual replications
of material referring to Abram later in Genesis, : “Arise and walk
through the land by its length and by its breadth”37 and : “Do not fear,
O Abram; I am your shield.”The latter passage, indeed, actually appears,
with an expansion that we might label as targumic, in the Aramaic of the
Apocryphon at XXII:– ��� ��� ���� ��, “Do not fear; I am with you
and I shall be for you support and strength, and I am a shield over you
and your buckler against anyone stronger than you.” As I have suggested
elsewhere, in both of these cases, the employment of the language of the
Abram material in a Noah context is part of an effort to include Noah as
another “patriarch” in the chain of tradition.38

These first examples derive from Part I of the Apocryphon which is
less closely linked to the biblical text than is Part II. But in Part II
as well, for all its closeness to the Hebrew Bible of Gen –, the
narrator employs biblical language borrowed from other passages in the
Pentateuch.Where theHebrewofGen :���� ��� ����has no definite
article on the word for “famine,” and lacks the word “all,” theApocryphon
at XIX: ���� �� �	��� ��
� ���� has “the famine was in this whole
land,” and is likely to be based onGen :���� ��� �	�� ��� ��, “for the
famine was severe in the whole land,” which has both of those features.
The fact that the continuation of that line in theApocryphon employs the
idiom of the Joseph narrative, Gen : ������ ��� �� �� ����� ���, in
its rewriting, ������ ��� ������ �����, “I heard that there was grain in
Egypt,” makes the first association a bit more plausible. These could very
well be the sorts of “unconscious harmonization” of which I have written

37 In theNoah passage, ���� probably means “earth,” while in theAbram one it means
“land.”

38 “From the Watchers to the Flood: Story and Exegesis in the Early Columns of the
Genesis Apocryphon,” in Reworking the Bible: Apocryphal and Related Texts at Qumran:
Proceedings of a Joint Symposium by the Orion Center for the Study of the Dead Sea
Scrolls and Associated Literature and the Hebrew University Institute for Advanced Studies
Research Group on Qumran, – January,  (ed. E.G. Chazon, D. Dimant, and
R.A. Clements; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), – (–). For other allusions to
Noah in patriarchal contexts, cf. my “Noah and the Flood at Qumran,” in The Provo
International Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls: Technological Innovations, New Texts,
and Reformulated Issues (ed. D.W. Parry and E. Ulrich; STDJ : Leiden: Brill, ),
– (–).
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elsewhere rather than conscious efforts at analogizing the sections, but,
whatever we call them, they occur because the author of the Apocryphon
knew his Hebrew Bible very well.39

The scene between Sarai andPharaoh contains several instances of lan-
guage deriving fromother pentateuchal passages.When theApocryphon,
XX:, adds to Gen  the very significant remark ��� ����� ��� ���
(“[Pharaoh] was unable to touch her”), it is using the language of Gen
: ���� ��� �� �������, “Abimelech did not approach her,”40 whereas
the words ����� �� ��� (“and he knew her not”) are just the sort of sup-
plement that we should have called targumic if we were looking at the
Apocryphon from the vantage point of the targumim. The purpose of its
introduction is very likely to fill the gap in the biblical narrative which
does not furnish the information, crucial to the later Jewish reader, that
Sarai remained untouched by Pharaoh, and the language perhaps under-
scores a connection between the two stories of her abduction.The author
of the Apocryphon likewise creates a further point of contact between
those stories when Lot’s command to Hirqanosh to tell the king to send
Sarai back to her husband, “and he will pray for him and he will live”
(XX:) is modeled on the Abimelech narrative, Gen : “and let him
pray for you and live.”

Pharaoh’s summons to his various wise men and magicians to cure
him (XX:–) has “he sent and called all the Egyptian wise men and
all the magicians with all the doctors of Egypt” and is thus probably not
modeled only on Exod : “Pharaoh called the wise men and magi-
cians,” but on Gen : as well, “He sent and called all the magicians of
Egypt and all its wise men.” And the inability of those practitioners to
help is formulated in language that is very close to that of Exod :
���� ���	��� ����� ��� �� ����� ���� ��� ���� ����� ���	��� ���� ���
����� (“The magicians were unable to stand before Moses because of
the boils, for the boils were upon the magicians and all Egypt”). The
Apocryphon writes, XX: “The doctors and magicians and all the wise
men were unable to stand to cure him because the spirit was plaguing
all of them and they fled.” Here I suspect a more conscious modeling or

39 “Re-Arrangement, Anticipation and Harmonization as Exegetical Features in the
Genesis Apocryphon,” DSD  (): –.

40 Professor Cook pointed out correctly that -� ��� in Aramaic must be translated
“touch,” rather than “approach.” It is thus very interesting that the Apocryphon has
successfully “conflated” in its rewriting both Gen : ���� ��� �� ������� and Gen :
���� �
�� ����� ��, the former in root, and the latter in meaning.
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employment of the later verses, with the language drawn from the stories
of the two later Pharaohs, in the time of Joseph and the time of the Exo-
dus, being employed consciously by the composer of theApocryphon. It is
a linguistically subtle way to make the theologically sophisticated obser-
vation that the behavior and fates of the three Egyptian kings are linked
in some fashion.

Finally, Abram’s prayer of thanks in XXI:– ����� ���� ��� �����
��� �	 ��� ��� ��� �� ��� �� ���	� ��
�� ��� �� ���� ���� ��� ������ ����
���� �� ����� ������ recalls Jacob’s vow in Gen  and its fulfillment.
Fitzmyer notes correctly that �� ����, “this land,” derives from God’s
promise to Jacob inGen : ���� ����� �� �������, but fails to observe
that the addition of ����, “in peace,” is borrowed from Jacob’s words
Gen : ��� ��� �� ����� �����, “I shall return in peace to my father’s
home.”41 It is interesting that Jub. :– “he blessed the Lord his God
who had brought him back in peace,” also seems to have been influenced
in part by Gen :, although not by Gen :, and the samemodeling,
or borrowing, technique is taking place in both examples of rewritten
Bible.

VI. A Further Hypothesis

While I am confident that these suggestions regarding the apparent
presence of biblical verses in Aramaic in the Genesis Apocryphon are
plausible and worthy of consideration as an hypothesis, I should like to
propose a more speculative theory regarding the possible relationship of
theAramaic targumim to theApocryphon. Whereas the early discussions
about their possible connection were often very specific and binary, e.g.,
was theGenesis Apocryphon a “targum” or was it a “midrash,” I think that
asking the question about their relationship in a more nuanced fashion
might generate different sorts of answers. Although I believe that they
belong to different genres, and I do not suggest including the targumim
under the rubric of rewritten Bible (as Vermes and Brooke do), we can
still ask whether there is a link between the two genres, rewritten Bible
andPalestinian targum, andwhether one contributed to the development
of the other in some fashion. And this question, too, can perhaps be
answered in more than one way.

41 Fitzmyer, Genesis Apocryphon, .
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Let me begin with a description of Pseudo-Jonathan by one of its fore-
most students, Avigdor Shinan. In the conclusion of his  book on
that targum, he suggests that “its base is undoubtedly a targumic text,
but in its present form it is already a different composition.”42 Denying
that Pseudo-Jonathan should be classified as a midrash, he sees Pseudo-
Jonathan as resembling, in its literary form, Pirqe deRabbi Eliezer, and
would assign both of them to the initial stages of the revival of the genre
“rewritten Bible” after the decline of classical haggadah.43 He classifies
Pseudo-Jonathan as “a former targum that is striving to become an Ara-
maic composition of ‘rewritten Bible’ ”; whose authormade “a pioneering
and incomplete attempt at writing” such a composition “based on a text
of a targum.”44 The movement, according to Shinan, is therefore from a
targumic text to somethingmore akin to “rewritten Bible.” In this histor-
ical scenario, we should not realistically think of a connection between
the Genesis Apocryphon and the Palestinian targumim since the move-
ment of the latter toward the rewritten Bible genre takes place long after
the Apocryphon and similar works from the Second Temple era are gone
and forgotten.

My own suggestion, offered somewhat hesitantly, is that we should
think about the possible relationship between a targum like Pseudo-
Jonathan and the rewritten Bible form of the Second Temple period in
an almost inverted fashion. Might the appearance of rewritten Bible in
targumic form be explained, in part, by a connection between some
Second Temple rewritten Bible texts and theAramaic versions at an early
stage of the Palestinian targumim? Might not the authors of some of the
Palestinian targumim in the formative stages of their development, have
modified the approach of the rewritten Bibles and adapted and shaped
them to the targumic form, bound more tightly to the biblical verse than
any of the earlier representatives of the rewrittenBible genrewere? Rather
than including the Palestinian targumim, especially the late Pseudo-
Jonathan, among the other examples of rewritten Bible as Vermes did,45

42 A. Shinan,The Embroidered Targum: The Aggadah in Targum Pseudo-Jonathan of
the Pentateuch (Jerusalem: Magnes, ),  (Hebrew).

43 Ibid., –. Shinan thinks that both of theseworks are struggling to become full-
fledged “rewritten Bible,” with Pirqe R. El. still maintaining midrashic style somewhat,
while Tg. Ps.-J. obviously has the constraints of the targumic form.

44 Ibid., .
45 For the dating of Tg. Ps.-J., cf. any of the standard accounts, e.g., P.S. Alexander,

“Targum, Targumim,”ABD :– (–); idem, “JewishAramaic Translations of
Scripture,” inMikra: Text, Translation, Reading and Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in
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or suggesting that Pseudo-Jonathan marks an effort to return to the
“rewritten Bible” form, as Shinan did, can we consider them, rather, as
descendants of those Second Temple texts, albeit modified by the con-
straints of the targumic form, the shape of the biblical verse? This hypo-
thetical construct would demand that the Pseudo-Jonathan or one of its
ancestors had somenow lost antecedent thatwas itself linked somehow to
the SecondTemple era. In suggesting such an approach, I have thus, iron-
ically, returned to a position asserted by Lehmann regarding a genetic
relationship between the Apocryphon and the targumim, but one that
resembles his only in a formal sense. As indicated above, I offer this sug-
gestion to scholars of both Second Temple literature and targum for fur-
ther consideration with a good deal of hesitation.

VII. Conclusion

In conclusion, then, what have we shown in this discussion of theGenesis
Apocryphon and the Aramaic targumim?

. We have suggested that the way in which questions have been for-
mulated regarding the potential relationship of the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon and the targumim has not been the most productive;

. confirming Fitzmyer’s verdict that the Apocryphon is certainly not
a targum, we have suggested an alternative way of approaching
the question of why there are biblical verses in Aramaic in the
Apocryphon;

. we have shown that the narrative technique of the composer(s)
of the Apocryphon involved the employment of citations or para-
phrases of biblical texts not deriving from his immediate context,
and that sometimes the employment of those texts may be con-
sidered merely stylistic, while at other times they function to draw
attention to the analogous circumstances of the various biblical sto-
ries;

. we have suggested, very tentatively, that if we examine the material
in historical perspective, the Apocryphon (or other Second Temple
works of the same genre) might be said to have served as a model
for certain features of the Palestinian Aramaic targumim.

Ancient Judaism andEarly Christianity (ed.M.J.Mulder; CRINT.; Assen: VanGorcum,
), – (–, –).
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VIII. Appendix: Further Reflections Beyond Vienna

During the more than a year and a half since the presentation of the oral
version of this paper, my ongoing research into theApocryphon has taken
me in a direction that I believe has ramifications, perhaps supplementary
and perhaps contradictory, for some of the conclusions that I reached in
this paper when I delivered it in Vienna. I have suggested that in addition
to theways that theGenesis Apocryphon has been approached in the past,
it is also productive to analyze it as a literary entity (almost) independent
of its relationship to the Hebrew Bible. Although my work along those
lines is still in its incipient stages,46 I should like to sketch some of the
implications that such an approach to theApocryphonmight have for the
questions discussed above regarding its possible relationship to Aramaic
targumim.

Two things have become clear tome in the course of this analysis: first,
our predisposition to the assignments of generic rubrics is intimately tied
upwith the goals of our study in any particular case; and second, and per-
hapsmore paradoxical, wemay be able to assign the sameworks produc-
tively to different genres without violating literary and academic canons.
Thus my earlier work on the Genesis Apocryphon, including the body
of this essay, always studied it from the perspective of its connection to
the Hebrew Bible, engaging such issues as whether the more appropriate
term to employ in discussing its genre is “rewritten Bible” or “parabibli-
cal,” and discovering that the attempt to assign a definitive generic des-
ignation to it could be stymied, as I was in my Aix-en-Provence paper.47
My studies of its interpretive techniques and the ways in which theApoc-
ryphon responds to exegetical stimuli in the biblical text likewise grew
from treating the Apocryphon as one of Vermes’s paradigmatic examples
of “rewritten Bible.” There is little doubt in my mind that this approach
to the Apocryphon is both valid and valuable, and to ignore it is to turn
a blind eye to some of the most prominent aspects, and perhaps even
goals, of the text. It should furthermore also be clear that those some-
what primitive early generic discussions of “is theApocryphon targum or

46 I made my initial foray in a paper entitled “Narrator and Narrative in the Gene-
sis Apocryphon” at the FifteenthWorld Congress of Jewish Studies in Jerusalem, Israel in
August , and continuedwith “Genre Just Gets in theWayAnyway: Reading the Gen-
esisApocryphonMultigenerically,” at the SBLAnnualMeeting, Atlanta, –November
, and “The Narrative of the Genesis Apocryphon: Between Exegesis and Story,” at the
Association for Jewish Studies Annual Conference, Boston, – December .

47 Above, n. .
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midrash?,” although they have been less productive than the search for
the exegetical methodology of the Apocryphon, belong to the same basic
way of thinking about the text as well, emphasizing the ways in which its
relationship to the Hebrew Bible resembles one or the other of the two
later rabbinic genres of biblical interpretation.

If, however, we adopt a generic analysis that views the Apocryphon as
an independent work that happens to stand on a biblical foundation, but
without focusing on how close its connection is to the Bible, then the
question of the snippets of “biblical text” employed by the author cannot
have the same impact on our discussion that they have had when we
read theApocryphon as “rewritten Bible,” and our analysis must be more
judicious as a result. From the standpoint of the storyteller, sometimes
the employment of “biblical” language may be important to the way he
tells the story, but at other times there may be much less significance in
the fact that he borrows the language of the Bible in telling his tale. In the
latter instances it is thewriter’s intimate knowledge of the biblical text that
enables him to employ it in the presentation of the narrative without any
particular goal in mind. In such instances, the scriptural language is thus
not necessarily privileged in any way by the narrator; its scriptural nature
is often a coincidental, rather than a meaning-laden, phenomenon. Such
a perspective on the Apocryphonmoves it even further away from being
considered as something related to the Aramaic targumim. And we can
now make this assertion not only for texts which derive from other
locations in the Pentateuch, as I suggested earlier, but even for the biblical
text that underlies the story that the Apocryphon tells.

From this perspective, focusing on the story rather than its biblical
connection, we have to be careful in the way that we characterize the
seeming intertextualities created by the language used by the author of
theApocryphon, because they derive their significance primarily from the
relationship of the Apocryphon to the Hebrew Bible. I am not suggesting
that if the Apocryphon is an “independent” literary work then it cannot
contain any significant intertextualities, but that we have to be wary of
claiming that all of the echoes of biblical language must be intentional
and significant. If one of the primary goals of the final author was to
present a narrative that edified, engaged, or entertained, then even some
of the apparent exegesis reflected in theApocryphonmay be coincidental.
On the other hand, since theApocryphon is clearly composed of sources,
it is possible, and even likely, that some of the intertextualities that we
notice may be the responsibility of the authors of those sources and not
of the final hand of the work. And finally, it also appears that the original
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composers of different parts of the workmay have had different attitudes
to their presentation in terms ofmodeling on the biblical text (and, hence,
employing biblical language), complicating our analysis in yet another
fashion. In the final result, then, the way in which we respond to the
presence or absence of a relationship of some sort between the Genesis
Apocryphon and the Aramaic versions of the Bible may depend on the
generic presuppositions with which we begin our analysis.





THE GENIZAH AND THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS:
HOW IMPORTANT AND DIRECT IS THE CONNECTION?

Stefan C. Reif
University of Cambridge

Introduction

In the course of the past thirty-five years I have given literally hundreds
of lectures about the Genizah (henceforth: G) manuscripts, not only to
fellow scholars around the world but also to many thousands of non-
specialists with interests in the history of Jewish religion and culture.1
Especially among the latter kind of audience, as well as when I have
dealt with the media, the question has often been raised about the rel-
ative importance of the G vis-à-vis the Dead Sea Scrolls (henceforth:
DSS). How do they compare and is there any connection between them?
Which is the more impressive collection and why? Has each had a revo-
lutionary impact on broad areas of Hebrew and Jewish studies? I have at
times answered somewhat flippantly and pointed out that the G texts are
far more important not only because I was devoting virtually my whole
career to curating and studying them but also because they were less the-
ologically obsessed and therefore less dull. I have alsomade the point that
the DSS have attracted wider attention because they are so closely linked
in location and chronology with the world of Jesus and the emergence of
early Christianity. But whilemaking such comments, I have often had the
thought that I really ought to applymyselfmore seriously to the topic and
try to compare the two collections in an academically sound and histor-
ically balanced manner. I therefore greatly welcome the opportunity of
undertaking precisely such a task in the current context ands hope that
the results may prove to be of some value for DSS as well as G schol-
ars.

1 As is well known, almost three-quarters of all Genizah material is today to be found
at Cambridge University Library and such material is fully discussed in S.C. Reif, A
Jewish Archive from Old Cairo: The History of Cambridge University’s Genizah Collection
(Richmond, Surrey: Curzon, ).
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Is such a comparison of any real value or is it an entirely artificial
exercise? In explaining why the prayer marking the end of the Sab-
bath and the beginning of the new week is inserted in the benediction
for knowledge that follows the first three standard benedictions of the
daily Amidah recited on Saturday evening, an early talmudic passage
deriving from the land of Israel records the categorical but insightful
statement ���� ����� ���� ��� �� “without the intelligence here being
requested of God the human being has no capacity for making distinc-
tions” (y. Ber. . [b]). All comparisons sharpen our minds about the
items being compared and provide us with a clearer idea of their con-
tent and meaning. It therefore seems to me that a close examination of
both collections and their relationship might assist our scholarly efforts
in one manner or another, if not in a variety of ways. I could of course
begin by delineating their similarities and differences with regard to
Hebrew Bible texts and their literal and more fanciful interpretations,
halakhah and liturgy. The truth is, however, that I briefly, and others in
the context of broader studies, have already dealt seriously with such
topics.2 What I consequently prefer to do is something a little more
unusual. I intend to concentrate here on other topics more related to
the special nature of the two collections qua collections in order to see
what lessons, if any, and of which sort, may be derived from such an
analysis. I intend to pay particular attention to some inter-testamental
items that are common to both collections. My treatment will be sub-
sumed under the headings of disposal; survival; palaeography and cod-
icology; contents and dating; languages and function; discovery, acces-
sibility and location; description and exploitation; special finds; conclu-
sions.

Disposal

How did these two collections come to be collected and stored?The con-
tents of the G in Cairo had been stored for many centuries within one
or more of the synagogues, usually in a room beside the special cabi-
net containing the Torah scrolls. They were apparently deposited there

2 S.C. Reif, “Cairo Genizah,” and the bibliography attached to it, Encyclopedia of
the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L.H. Schiffman and J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Oxford: Oxford
University Press, ) :–.
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without much concern for order or survival. On the contrary, the whole
purpose was for them to rot away with the possible intention that they
might then be removed to a cemetery for more permanent interment.
Such a historical reconstructionmatches archaeological finds that testify
to a small room beside the synagogue that may well have been used for
such a purpose. Originally scrolls appear to have been kept outside the
main room of the synagogue and fetched from storage when needed and
that same storage room perhaps also functioned as a bet genizah.3 The
whole historical issue is complicated by a failure to move the material to
a cemetery, by its removal (onmore than one occasion) during rebuilding
works, and the interchange of material between synagogues of different
rites and ideologies.

With regard to the DSS, some caves contain evidence of storage facili-
ties, thus indicating an organized system for housing the scrolls, while in
other cases there would seem to have been an emergency that required
swift consignment to a special and possibly temporary home.4The scrolls
from the JudeanDesert were actually located not only in the areas around
Khirbet Qumran but also in Wadi Daliyeh ( kilometres north of Jeri-
cho), Masada, Wadi Murabba#at, Na .hal .Hever, Wadi Seiyal, with some
other items found in Na .hal Mishmar and Khirbet Mird. Here the com-
plicating factors include the question of where they came from before-
hand, whether they are one sect’s library or a corpus of texts from variant
sources, or whether they did at any stage constitute a genizah of some
sort.5

In neither case was there any obvious order, any clear evidence of prior
context, or any indication of future plans. We should not therefore think
in terms of a systematic archive but of a somewhat haphazard collection
and disposal.

3 M. Bar-Ilan, “The Ark of the Scrolls in Ancient Synagogues,” in Libraries and
Book Collections (ed. M. Sluhovsky and Y. Kaplan; Jerusalem: Shazar, ), –
(Hebrew), and I. Hamitovsky “From Chest to Ark: The Evolving Character of the Ark
of the Scrolls in the Periods of the Mishnah and the Talmud,” in Kenishta: Studies of the
Synagogue World, vol.  (ed. J. Tabory; Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, ), –
 (Hebrew).

4 L.H. Schiffman, Reclaiming the Dead Sea Scrolls: The History of Judaism, the Back-
ground of Christianity, the Lost Library of Qumran (Philadelphia: JPS, ), xxi.

5 F. García Martínez,The Dead Sea Scrolls Translated: The Qumran Texts in English
(trans. W.G.E. Watson; Leiden: Brill, ), xxxii–xxxv.
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Survival

Obviously there is a distinct element of serendipity about what survives
from among any collection of writings in the ancient or medieval world.
It is therefore a questionable exercise to assume that what have become
available to scholars are the most important collections of what once
existed, since what is lost may well have presented a different picture. We
can, however, reconstruct history and literature on the basis of a com-
parative study of the various pieces of evidence that we have, includ-
ing, on the one hand, those works that were consistently transmitted
through the ages, and, on the other, those that were for some time lost but
have through archaeological and epigraphical discoveries been restored
to us. While doing so, we must always acknowledge that the picture may
be more complicated than can be painted at present. Interestingly, with
regard to both the G and the DSS the climatic factor has played a major
role. Both in Cairo and in the Dead Sea area the lack of rain and the
low humidity have conspired to preserve items that would undoubtedly
have perished in damper conditions.What ismore, in both cases it would
appear that those who abandoned their literary treasures were deliber-
ately doing so, or were forced to do so, without any immediate prospect
of their retrieval in any form or context. At the same time, the poor con-
dition in which they have survived presents a major challenge to con-
servators, as well as to scholars attempting to reconstruct original sets of
manuscripts and discrete works.6

In both cases, then, what has survived has done so by historical acci-
dent and may not be wholly representative of the total situation in which
it originated. On the other hand, the two collections are so extensive,
compared to what was known before their discovery, that they may jus-
tifiably be used to paint a more nuanced picture of the two respective
backgrounds.

Palaeography and Codicology

Now that we have had the G for  years and the DSS for six decades
we tend to forget the degree to which they filled enormous lacunae
that existed in the history of Hebrew and Jewish manuscripts before

6 Schiffman, Reclaiming, xx–xxi; Reif, Jewish Archive, –.
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their respective discoveries and exploitation. With regard to the Jewish
world of the post-exilic period and talmudic periods—a total of about a
thousand years—there was virtually nothing other than inscriptions to
attest to the writing used for texts.7 The Nash Papyrus stood in almost
splendid isolation, accompanied by only a very few other texts.8 As
A. Cowley put it in an article published in  that dealt with what he
regarded as a papyrus that lacked “any great interest”: “Hebrew papyri
are so few that perhaps no apology is needed for printing them.”9 The
many texts found in theDead Sea area revolutionized the historical study
of Hebrew writing and, indeed, the Nash Papyrus came to be dated a
century or two earlier than had been customary. Such textswere of course
written mostly in scroll format on animal skin, with only some papyrus
material, and the famous Copper Scroll as a singular rarity.10

As far as the Middle Ages are concerned, the pre-G situation was
that the vast majority of the manuscripts that provided the primary
sources on which Jewish history—particularly Jewish literary history—
was being built were dated no earlier than the fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries. The G material brought major innovations with regard to the
earlier form of Hebrew texts, whether on animal skin, cloth or papyrus,
but also in the matter of the emergence of the Hebrew codex and the
adoption of the new medium of paper. It has even been suggested that
such material testifies to a revolution in Jewish literacy in and around
the Jewish communities of the EasternMediterranean in about the tenth
century.11 Is one perhaps entitled to say something similar about the
situation in Judea in the first pre-Christian century?

Both collections demonstrate a considerable degree of literacy among
the communities that produced them, provide data for periods that were
previously very ill-served by primary sources, and make major contri-
butions to the history of Hebrew script and the physical transmission of
what was written.

7 B. Richler, Hebrew Manuscripts: A Treasured Legacy (Cleveland: Ofeq Institute,
), –; C. Sirat, Hebrew Manuscripts of the Middle Ages (trans. N. de Lange;
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ), –.

8 S.C. Reif, Hebrew Manuscripts at Cambridge University Library: A Description and
Introduction (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ), .

9 A. Cowley, “Hebrew and Aramaic Papyri,” JQR  (): –, with the quotation
on the first page.

10 García Martínez, Dead Sea Scrolls Translated, xlvii–xlviii.
11 R. Brody, “The Cairo Genizah,” in Richler,HebrewManuscripts, –; S.C. Reif,

Problems with Prayers: Studies in the Textual History of Early Rabbinic Liturgy (SJ ;
Berlin: de Gruyter, ), –.
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Content and Dating

The contents of the DSS may be divided into the three topics of bibli-
cal texts, apocryphal literature, and what, for want of a more accurate
term, might be called “sectarian” books. The biblical books (all repre-
sented with the exception of Esther) match the later Masoretic texts, or
the Septuagint or Samaritan versions, or the local Hebrew dialect pre-
sumably used by the Qumran sect.The apocryphal and pseudepigraphi-
cal items are the earliest testimony to the works later preserved primarily
by the Church but with some occurrence in rabbinic literature. They do
however include many items not previously known. The so-called “sec-
tarian” items refer to the special interests of the group or groups that
apparently preserved thesemanuscripts.They cover theology, communal
behaviour, halakhah, eschatology, notions of the temple (purity, sacrifice,
dimensions and defence), biblical interpretation, liturgy, poetry and cal-
endar. If we move beyond the area near Khirbet Qumran, the finds in
other caves contain, in addition, legal documents, letters and personal
archival material. Dating of all DSS texts gives a wide range of about the
fourth century b.c.e. to the eighth century c.e. but that is to include those
fewer items at the furthest points of the chronological graph. Most of
the manuscripts date from the second century b.c.e. to the second cen-
tury c.e.12

The contents of the G touch on almost every area of activity on which
writingmight have impinged within the Jewish communities of the East-
ern Mediterranean of the “high” Middle Ages. They cover, on the liter-
ary side, Hebrew Bible, masoretic and grammatical treatises, synagogal
lectionaries and biblical interpretation, as well as talmudic, midrashic,
halakhic, liturgical and poetic texts. Most importantly for our purposes
here, there are also “sectarian,” apocryphal and pseudepigraphical works.
Karaism as well as Rabbanism is well represented. The more documen-
tary material relates to historical events and to mundane matters and
daily activities. Dating of the G manuscripts gives a wide range of about
the sixth century c.e. to the nineteenth century c.e. but that is to include
those fewer items at the furthest points of the chronological graph. The
great majority of items are to be dated from the early tenth to the late
thirteenth centuries.13

12 García Martínez, Dead Sea Scrolls Translated, xxxii–xxxv and xlix–li; Schiffman,
Reclaiming, –.

13 Reif, Jewish Archive, –; Brody, “Cairo Genizah,” –.
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Somewhat remarkably, the active period in both cases is about 
years and the broader spectrum about eight or nine centuries in excess
of that period.The common subject content is wholly as expected but the
mundanematters of life aremuchmore extensively covered in theG than
in the DSS.

Languages and Function

Almost  of the DSS texts are in Hebrew, whether that used in the
Hebrew Bible or that which may be called the post-biblical style that
straddles the period between the latest biblical books and the earliest rab-
binic formulations. Most of the remaining items are in the Aramaic that
again represents the transitional period between biblical and late forms of
the language, with both western (Palestinian) and eastern elements rep-
resented.TheDSS recordunique dialectical characteristics of importance
for better understanding of the historical evolution of both languages, as
well as a few Greek and Latin items. Since the DSS were found in differ-
ent locations and were obviously not all part of the literary detritus of the
same group at an identical period, their functions are varied. There are
the religious texts relating to the life, practice, study and thought of Jews,
or groups of Jews, of the Second Temple period, as well as documents
relating to more mundane matters.14

The primary languages of theG texts areHebrew, Aramaic andArabic.
The first two are represented in their biblical and post-biblical forms,
with Aramaic texts in both Eastern andWestern forms, while the Arabic
language does occur in its classical form and script but is much more
commonly represented in what has come to be known as Judeo-Arabic.
Although Hebrew accounts for a large majority of the G fragments,
Judeo-Arabic may be represented (sometimes only briefly) in anything
between  and  of them and is the primary language in at least
 of them. More fascinatingly, the G material contains substantial
evidence of those other special Jewish vernaculars that used Hebrew
vocabulary and script to Judaize their own versions of another language,
such as Judeo-Spanish, Judeo-Greek, Judeo-Persian and Judeo-German,
and even someFrench glosseswritten inHebrew script.TheG texts relate
to thewhole way of life of the Jewish communities of themedieval Islamic

14 García Martínez, Dead Sea Scrolls Translated, xxxii–xxxv; Schiffman, Reclaiming,
–.
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world and also contribute significantly to scholarly understanding of
their relationships with the Muslims and Christians of the time.15

While Hebrew and Aramaic remain at the centre of Jewish literary
activity, theGreek and Latin of the Classical empire have effectively given
way to theArabic of the Islamic world. Dialectal variation withinHebrew
and Aramaic are represented in the DSS but this has been extended into
Jewish vernaculars in the G communities.

Discovery, Accessibility and Location

The period of some sixty years since the first discoveries of what are
now known as the DSS has seen the involvement of Bedu tribesmen,
dealers in antiquities, clergymen, scholars, journalists,museums, learned
societies and governments in a process that was originally motivated as
much by greed, sensation and conceit as it was by academic research
and the pursuit of knowledge. The searches for the material in the areas
around the Dead Sea went on from  or  until the early s
and, because of the break-up of Jerusalem and the area from there
down to the Dead Sea into two political entities, belonging to Israel and
Jordan, the material came to be located in two separate and virtually
watertight compartments. The political situation dictated that access to
the manuscripts was limited, especially to Jewish and Israeli scholars.
After the Six-Day War of , most of the manuscripts were relocated
to the Shrine of the Book attached to the Israel Museum in the west part
of Jerusalem. In response to widespread frustration with the failure to
publish and make accessible all the manuscripts, new arrangements had
been made by the Israel Antiquities Authority to rectify this situation
and were already under way in . Two American institutions, the
Biblical Archaeological Society and the Huntington Library, pre-empted
such plans by publishing photographs of all the material and effectively
ensured that all the discoveries, amounting to approximately  items
and many thousands of folios (the number depending on the system of
counting), were quickly made available to all with an interest.16

On the matter of the Cairo G, Adolf Neubauer reported in  to the
Vice-Chancellor of the University of Oxford on the (second) Firkovich

15 Reif, Jewish Archive, –, with full bibliography on pp. –.
16 García Martínez, Dead Sea Scrolls Translated, xxvi–xliv; Schiffman, Reclaiming, –

.
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Collection in St Petersburg and argued its special value for geonic history,
the evolution of Hebrew grammatical study, and the biblical exegesis of
Karaites andRabbanites. He concludedwith a remarkably prescient piece
of advice for manuscript explorers and researchers. “May I be allowed,”
he asked, “to draw the attention of the University to the treasures which
Rabbanite synagogues might offer from their numerous ‘Genizoth’ in
the East? While searching for such MSS. a competent person might also
reap a rich harvest of Mohametan and Syriac manuscripts.”17 From that
statement alone it would appear that moves were already then afoot to
acquire individual items for interested parties and, in the course of the
subsequent decades until the end of the nineteenth century, a host of
synagogue officials, communal personalities, dealers in antiquities, trav-
ellers, archaeologists, rabbis and scholars all played their parts in ensur-
ing that such moves were successfully completed. The result was that
some  of the contents of the Cairo G made its way to Cambridge
(including theMosseri andWestminster College collections), major col-
lections found homes at the Jewish Theological Seminary in New York,
the RussianNational Library in St Petersburg, the British Library in Lon-
don, the JohnRylandsUniversity Library at theUniversity ofManchester,
the Bodleian Library in Oxford, and the Alliance Israélite Universelle in
Paris, and smaller collections were housed in Budapest, the University
of Pennsylvania in Philadelphia, Jerusalem, Cincinnati, Vienna, Wash-
ington D.C., Geneva, Strasbourg, Birmingham (U.K.), Kiev, and Frank-
furt/Main. Initial efforts were made early in the twentieth century to
conserve (in the contemporary fashion) and make available such mate-
rial but this process then slowed down considerably until after the Sec-
ond World War and the establishment of the State of Israel. The work
of the Institute of Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts, the researches of
S.D. Goitein, the establishment of the Genizah Research Unit at Cam-
bridge University Library, as well as the foundation of the Friedberg
Genizah Project, then led to comprehensive projects, now reaching com-
pletion, to make available all the collections, which total over ,
items.18

17 A. Neubauer, “Report on Hebrew-Arabic Manuscripts at St. Petersburg,” Oxford
University Gazette , no.  (): .

18 B. Richler, Guide to Hebrew Manuscript Collections (Jerusalem: Israel Academy of
Science and Humanities, ), –; Reif, Jewish Archive, –; idem, “A Fresh Set
of Genizah Texts,” SBL Forum, n.p. [cited  February ]. Online: http://www.sbl-
site.org/Article.aspx?ArticleId=; and the website of the Friedberg Genizah Project,
to be found at http://www.genizah-project.org.
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The building of manuscript collections is not exclusively motivated by
purely scholarly considerations but may also be subject to political devel-
opments and theological concerns. Libraries and museums with many
important such sourcesmay have to be inspired by special circumstances
or determined personalities in order to devote their attention, staff and
funding to some rather than to others.

Description and Exploitation

Many of the more major and lengthier items were published within the
first few years of their discovery as a result of scholarly efforts on both
sides of the armistice lines. “By June ,” in the words of Larry Schiff-
man, “ manuscripts of Cave  had been identified, arranged on 
museum plates;  plates of material remained unidentified.”19 The work
on the Israeli side had been virtually completed by  but the team
appointed in Jordanian East Jerusalem was making only slow progress
by the time that the Six-Day War of  overtook events. Some of the
exclusively Christian team that had been working on the scrolls had to
a degree tended to see the corpus in the light of Christian theological
history rather than Jewish literary development.This situation did, how-
ever, change with the appointment by the Israel Antiquities Authority of
a whole new international team led by Emanuel Tov of the Hebrew Uni-
versity of Jerusalem.The pace of research heated up considerably and the
changing nature of the findings led to important new conclusions about
Jewish religious history at the end of the Second Temple period. Fresh
knowledge about the newly available material was applied to a growing
sphere of topics and was incorporated into overall descriptions of Jew-
ish life, language and ideology as they had evolved from early post-Exilic
times until after the Bar Kokhba Revolt. To date, some  manuscripts
have been listed.20

The initial explosion of G research matched the availability of the
early discoveries and the interest found in them and therefore covered
the period from the s until the First World War. Work on individ-
ual items then continued in a less intensive fashion until the research of
Goitein and his students began to make its published appearance in the

19 Schiffman, Reclaiming, .
20 García Martínez, Dead Sea Scrolls Translated, xxvi–xliv; Schiffman, Reclaiming, –

.
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s and s.21 Even then, the vastmajority of theG fragments, wher-
ever they were located, remained unpublished, and what was published
rarely appeared as a fully transcribed, translated and annotated item. For
the reasons already explained in connectionwith conservation and avail-
ability, there then occurred themassive increase in publication of G texts
that marked the three decades until the present. The statistics that apply
to Cambridge are perhaps best illustrative of the situation. The bibliog-
raphy of published items in the Cambridge Genizah Collections relating
to the years  to  contains , entries, an average of just over
 per year. The next volume of bibliography, relating to the years 
to , contains , entries, this time averaging almost , annu-
ally, an increase of a thousand items per year.22 Topics that were literary
and historical (such as commentaries and chronicles) had given way to
those that were more documentary (for instance, letters) while conven-
tional literature had to a considerable extent moved over in favour of the
more eccentric areas of, say, medicine and magic.23

In planning and conducting their research, scholars may often be
guilty of forgetting that, as Voltaire put it so well some  years ago,
“le mieux est l’ ennemi du bien.”24 In the history of these two collections,
progress for the good of the majority, in the form of briefer but more
numerous descriptions, was often hindered by the selfish concerns of
the individual who concentrated on detailed and fewer treatments. They
were also adversely affected by political and theological considerations.

21 S.D. Goitein,AMediterranean Society:The Jewish Communities of the ArabWorld as
Portrayed in the Documents of the Cairo Geniza ( vols.; Berkeley: University of California
Press, –); S. Shaked, A Tentative Bibliography of Geniza Documents Prepared
under the Direction of D.H. Baneth and S.D. Goitein (Paris: Mouton, ); “Genizah,
Cairo,” EncJud :–.

22 S.C. Reif, ed., Published Material from the Cambridge Genizah Collections: A Bib-
liography, – (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ); R.J.W. Jefferson
and E.C.D. Hunter, eds., Published Material from the Cambridge Genizah Collections: A
Bibliography, – (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ).

23 On medicine, see especially H.D. Isaacs,Medical and Para-Medical Manuscripts in
the Cambridge Genizah Collections (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ) and
the ongoing work of E. Lev, as exemplified in his recent publication, with Z. Amar,Practi-
calMateriaMedica of theMedieval EasternMediterraneanAccording to the Cairo Genizah
(Sir Henry Wellcome Asian Series ; Leiden: Brill, ). In the field of magic, the pio-
neering work of S. Shaked is now being completed by G. Bohak; see also L.H. Schiffman
and M.D. Swartz, eds., Hebrew and Aramaic Incantation Texts from the Cairo Genizah:
Selected Texts from Taylor-Schechter Box K (Semitic Texts and Studies ; Sheffield:
Sheffield University Press, ).

24 La Bégueule: Conte moral ().
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Another important lesson is that what we today consider of marginal
significance to current scholarship may come to be regarded by our
successors as of indispensable centrality to their academic analysis.

Special Finds

Having made these general comparisons concerning the DSS and the G,
we now come to the what are often regarded as themost remarkable con-
nections between the two collections.When, in , Solomon Schechter
discovered among the Cambridge G texts two manuscripts (of the tenth
and twelfth centuries) emanating from a sect that was clearly not phari-
saic or rabbinic, he thought at first that they were Samaritan, then made
a link with the Karaites, and only about a decade later finally opted for
a view that identified them as “Zadokites,” with origins among the Sad-
ducees. He subsequently published them, thirteen years later, as Frag-
ments of a Zadokite Work.25 The degree to which other scholars differed
demonstrates how difficult it was, and indeed is, to identify with any pre-
cision the nature of Jewish sects and their ideologies fromSecondTemple
period times until, and including, the development of Karaism. Ginzberg
saw the writers of Schechter’s fragments as proto-Pharisees; Kohler as
non-pharisaic Jews whose ideas had been transmitted by Dositheans;
Büchler as proto-Karaites in Damascus in the seventh or eighth cen-
tury; and George Margoliouth as “Sadducean Christians.”26 For his part,
D.S. Margoliouth regarded them, as indeed he viewed all the G mate-
rial, as valueless, no more than “the contents of a huge waste-paper bas-
ket.”27With the discovery, almost exactly a century later, of the samework
among the DSS, represented in a number of manuscripts that comple-
ment and expand the G versions in numerous ways (doubling the size
of the work now available to researchers), it has become clear that the

25 S. Schechter, ed.,Documents of Jewish Sectaries, vol. : Fragments of a ZadokiteWork
Edited from Hebrew Manuscripts in the Cairo Genizah Collection now in the Possession of
the University Library, Cambridge, and Provided with an English Translation, Introduction
and Notes (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ).

26 S.C. Reif, “The Damascus Document from the Cairo Genizah: Its Discovery, Early
Study and Historical Significance,” inThe Damascus Document: A Centennial of Discov-
ery: Proceedings of the Third International Symposium of the Orion Center for the Study of
the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature, – February,  (ed. J.M. Baumgarten,
E.G. Chazon, and A. Pinnick; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.

27 D.S. Margoliouth, “The Zadokites,”The Expositor  (): –, esp. , 
and .
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DamascusDocument, as it came later to be called, was a popular religious
tract in Second Temple times with Samaritan, Sadducean, Zadokite and
apocryphal connections, which in many respects matched the religious
ideas and practices reflected in many of the other Qumran texts. An
authentic version then re-appears in tenth-century Cairo.28

The second example of the remarkable connections to which reference
was just made concerns the apocryphal book of Ben Sira in its Hebrew
version and, once again, the name of D.S. Margoliouth figures in the per-
sonal and scholastic aspects of the tale. Schechter in Cambridge andMar-
goliouth in Oxford had for a number of years disputed the value to be
assigned to the rabbinic quotations of passages from Ben Sira. Margo-
liouth regarded them as no more than part of the “whole Rabbinic far-
rago”29 while Schechter thought them part of an authentic transmission
but, to his great chagrin, without, as yet, the kind of early medieval evi-
dence that might substantiate his hypothesis. Any scholar with even the
vaguest interest in Ben Sira is now wholly familiar with the story of the
find made by Mrs Margaret Gibson and Mrs Agnes Lewis, Schechter’s
excited identification of it as Ben Sira, and his discovery, and publication
with Charles Taylor, Master of St John’s College and eminent Christian
hebraist, of a number of folios of three discrete manuscripts in the haul
that he brought from Cairo in .30 Other fragments, also emanating
from the Cairo G, were located in various collections around the world,
including those in Oxford, London and Paris, and it proved possible, on
the basis of these nine early medieval manuscripts from Cairo, to recon-
struct most of the Hebrew of a work that had been written some ,
years earlier in Hellenistic Judea.31 If Bacher’s rejection of D.S. Margo-
liouth’s persistently negative theories (“which rose, like a soap bubble,

28 M. Broshi, ed., The Damascus Document Reconsidered (Jerusalem: Israel Explo-
ration Society, ); H. Stegemann, “Towards Physical Reconstructions of the Qumran
Damascus Document Scrolls,” in The Damascus Document (ed. Baumgarten, Chazon,
and Pinnick), –.

29 D.S. Margoliouth, An Essay on the Place of Ecclesiasticus in Semitic Literature (Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press, ), esp. .

30 S.C. Reif, “The Discovery of the Cambridge Genizah Fragments of Ben Sira: Schol-
ars and Texts,” inThe Book of Ben Sira in Modern Research: Proceedings of the First Inter-
national Ben Sira Conference – July , Soesterberg, Netherlands (ed. P.C. Beentjes;
BZAW ; Berlin: de Gruyter, ), –.

31 M.H. Segal, Sefer Ben Sira Ha-Shalem (nd ed.; Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, ),
– and –; P.C. Beentjes,The Book of Ben Sira in Hebrew: A Text Edition of all
Extant Hebrew Manuscripts and a Synopsis of all Parallel Hebrew Ben Sira Texts (VTSup
; Leiden: Brill, ).
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from the Sirach enquiry, only to burst after a short brilliancy”)32 was not
enough to establish the authenticity of the Cairo G fragments of Ben Sira,
then Yadin’s discovery during the excavation of Masada in – of
a version that matched most closely MS B from Cairo put paid to any
serious negation of the reasons for Schechter’s great excitement.33 With
regard to the transmission between the Second Temple period and the
Middle Ages, P.C. Beentjes has offered the important assessment that the
“Hebrew text of Ben Sira was sometimes treated as reasonably authorita-
tive, so that a reasonable text was preserved throughout the ages.”34

The Aramaic Levi is a third work that is represented both in G and
DSS. Again, there is a Cambridge-Oxford connection since G texts were
located in both Cambridge University Library and the Bodleian Library
and published in  and  respectively.35 It was Hermann Leonard
Pass who was employed by Schechter, soon after the G’s arrival in Cam-
bridge, to describe the biblical items, and who thenwent on to sort, iden-
tify and describe the apocryphal and pseudepigraphical items, includ-
ing the Aramaic Levi.36 Pass had been an Orthodox Jew who studied at
Jews’ College in London and then converted to Anglican Christianity.
Perhaps his personal religious predilections gave him a special interest
in the inter-testamental period and in books such as the Aramaic Levi.
Dating from the third or second century b.c.e., the Aramaic Levi takes a
different attitude to priesthood from that of Ben Sira by linking Noah to
Levi via Abraham and provides an image of the perfect ruler and priest.
It was later used later as a source by Jubilees and the Greek Testament of
Levi. Seven copies were found among the DSS, and a number of these
reveal a textual overlap with the G fragments.The first of these DSS ver-
sions was published by J.T. Milik in .37 It is particularly important
for the purposes of this study that the content of Aramaic Levi is not typ-
ical of many of the other Qumranic works but appears to be earlier and

32 W. Bacher, “An Hypothesis about the Hebrew Fragments of Sirach,” JQR  ():
–, , publishing a communication sent from Budapest in June .

33 Y. Yadin, The Ben Sira Scroll from Masada: With Introduction, Emendations and
Commentary (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, ).

34 Beentjes, Ben Sira in Hebrew, .
35 H.L. Pass and J. Arendzen, “Fragment of an Aramaic Text of the Testament of Levi,”

JQR  (): – on T-S .; R.H. Charles and A. Cowley, “An Early Source of
the Testaments of the Patriarchs,” JQR  (): –.

36 Cambridge University Reporter no.  ( June ):  and –; Reif,
Jewish Archive, .

37 J.T. Milik, “Le Testament de Lévi en araméen: Fragment de la grotte  de Qumrân,”
RB  (): –, –.
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to have circulated more broadly, perhaps even to have been regarded as
more authoritative. As Michael Stone succinctly puts it, “[Aramaic Levi]
should be attributed to a third-century wing of Judaism from which the
Qumran sectarians are but one group of descendants.”38 Interestingly,
it has only been fairly recently that two thorough studies and complete
text editions have been published, one of them by Israeli scholars, Jonas
Greenfield, Michael Stone and Esther Eshel, and the other by Henryk
Drawnel, who teaches at the Catholic University of Lublin.39 The textual
overlaps between the Qumran and G fragments appear to point to some
form of continuous transmission.

When Pass was sorting the apocryphal and pseudepigraphical items
in the Taylor-Schechter Genizah Collection, ultimately to be placed in
box (now binder) T-S A, he also identified three Hebrew fragments of
the book of Tobit. Between  and , no further scholarly note was
taken of these, other than in briefmentionsmade in articles byAlexander
Scheiber.40 In , Simon Hopkins, then a research assistant in the
Genizah Research Unit at Cambridge University Library, included brief
descriptions and photographs in his published hand-list of T-S A.41
On the Qumranic side, Tobit was found in Cave , in four Aramaic texts
and in a Hebrew version. About a fifth of the book is represented and the
fragments have been dated between the first century b.c.e. and the first
century c.e.42 Unlike what has been described above with regard to the
other three works stored in Cairo and at Qumran, the textual situation
in the case of Tobit does not permit us to conclude that there was a
direct recensional link between the two sets of fragments.There are three
Cambridge G texts.The first of them (T-SA.) is written on vellum in

38 M.E. Stone, “Levi, Aramaic,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls :–. See
also Schiffman, Reclaiming, .

39 J.C. Greenfield, M.E. Stone and E. Eshel, The Aramaic Levi Document: Edition,
Translation, Commentary (SVTP ; Leiden: Brill, ); H. Drawnel, An Aramaic Wis-
dom Text from Qumran: A New Interpretation of the Levi Document (JSJSup ; Leiden:
Brill, ).

40 A. Scheiber, “Materialien zur Wirksamkeit des Joseph b. Jakob Habavli als Schrift-
steller und Kopist aus der Kaufmann-Genisa,” AcOr  (): –,  and ;
repr. in his collected essays Geniza Studies (Collectanea ; Hildesheim: Olms, ),
–,  and ; idem, “Qe.ta mi-Nusa .h #Ivri shel Sefer .Tuviyah mi-Ginzey Kauf-
mann,” Sinai  (): –, .

41 S. Hopkins, AMiscellany of Literary Pieces from the Cambridge Genizah Collections:
A Catalogue and Selection of Texts in the Taylor-Schechter Collection, Old Series, Box A
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Library, ), – and –.

42 J.A. Fitzmyer, “The Aramaic and Hebrew Fragments of Tobit from Qumran Cave
,” CBQ  (): –; idem in DJD XIX (): –.
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a semi-cursive Sephardi hand no later than the fourteenth century and
has been identified by Hopkins as following the same recension as the
printed editions of Constantinople , republished in Basle  by
S.Münster.Most specialists trace these to an earliermanuscript tradition,
that may go back to a period between the fourth and seventh centuries
and have been translated into Aramaic from the Hebrew or the Greek.43
The second fragment (T-S A.) may confidently be dated about 
since the semi-cursive handwriting on paper is well known in the G texts
as that of Joseph ben JacobHa-Bavli.The third (T-SA.)—the latest—
is also on paper and written in a cursive Sephardi hand of the fifteenth
century and both these latter texts follow the same recension as that
published by P. Fagius in Isny, , and based on that of Constantinople,
. That recension is characterized by F. Zimmermann as a medieval
recasting, in the biblical idiom, for popular story-telling and it has been
suggested by L. Stuckenbruck that it may have originated in the shorter
Greek version of Codex Vaticanus.44 According to J.A. Fitzmyer, none of
thesemedieval versions have any direct links with the Qumranic forms45
but Stuckenbruck has wisely added the assessment that “none are simply
direct translations of the texts known to us in Latin and Greek.”46 We
may therefore conclude that theywere copied from later versions or from
original forms that are no longer preserved. Either way, there appears to
have been an ongoing, or recurring, tradition to transmit and utilize the
book of Tobit in Jewish circles.

43 F. Zimmermann,The Book of Tobit: An English Translation with Introduction and
Commentary (New York: Harper, ), –; R.A. Spencer, “The Book of Tobit in
Recent Research,” CurBS  (): –; S. Weeks, S. Gathercole, and L. Stucken-
bruck, eds.,The Book of Tobit: Texts from the Principal Ancient and Medieval Traditions:
With Synopsis, Concordances, and Annotated Texts in Aramaic, Hebrew, Greek, Latin, and
Syriac (Fontes et Subsidia ad Bibliam pertinentes ; Berlin: de Gruyter, ), .

44 Zimmermann,Tobit, –; Weeks, Gathercole and Stuckenbruck,Tobit, ; and
L.T. Stuckenbruck, “The ‘Fagius’ Hebrew Version of Tobit: An English Translation Based
on theConstantinople Text of ,” inTheBook of Tobit: Text, Tradition,Theology: Papers
of the First International Conference on the Deuterocanonical Books, Pápa, Hungary, –
 May,  (ed. G.G. Xeravits and J. Zsengellér; JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), –
. It will be noted that, having now closely examined the manuscript handwriting,
I prefer slightly later dates for T-S A. and T-S A. than those suggested by
Stuckenbruck.

45 J.A Fitzmyer, “Tobit, Book of,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls :–, .
46 L.T. Stuckenbruck and S. Weeks, “The Medieval Hebrew and Aramaic Texts of

Tobit,” in Intertextual Studies in Ben Sira and Tobit: Essays in Honor of Alexander di Lella
(ed. J. Corley and V. Skemp; CBQMS ; Washington: Catholic Biblical Association of
America, ), –, esp. .
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Conclusions

In assessing the evidence provided by these two collections, it must be
borne in mind that they constitute what they do merely by the accident
of history and they have been housed and researched in great centres of
learning by virtue of the special interests of those have made decisions
about what to preserve and what to study. It should be recalled that one
Cambridge librarian expressed the view in  that a substantial part of
theG collection should long before have been committed to the flames, if
it had not been for the inherent conservatism of the scholar in charge of
theUniversity Library.47 All this raises the question of how representative
the two collectionsmay be. In response to such caution, one should recall
that all the literary material that we have inherited through standard,
more continuous channels has survived because it suited themotivations
of particular religious traditions to preserve it. In addition, the uniquely
extensive nature, and lengthy period of coverage, of both collections
supports the supposition that they do represent at least an important
part of the Jewish and related literature of their day. They also testify to
a considerable degree of literacy, usually in at least two languages, and a
tendency to create Jewish linguistic dialects. It is perhaps fair to say that
there is a gap in the DSS with regard to the many mundane areas so well
represented by the G. On the other hand, the G does not testify to such a
powerful rejection of establishment figures, notions and practices as that
which is recorded at Qumran. What is more, what is today considered
fascinating may be dull fare to tomorrow’s specialist. This should also
alert us to the fact that we can interpret only as well as current sources
and academic fashions permit and that there is no shame in admitting
that the situation may change drastically within a decade or two.

On the basis of all these considerations, it is tempting to conclude
that the four so-called “sectarian” items that are found in both collec-
tions indicate that such literature was familiar, maybe even well-known,
to the Jews of both periods and performed some sort of literary and reli-
gious function for them. Itmaynot have been valued by the Pharisees and
proto-Rabbis of the earlier period or by the talmudic authorities of the
later one—it may indeed have been suppressed by them—but it did nev-
ertheless attract some if notmany groups of Jews.The languages in which
it was preserved may have been altered in accordance with changing

47 Reif, Jewish Archive,  and .
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environments and there is every likelihood that what has been found
represents only the tip of the iceberg. What we have to ask is whether
there was a continuous stream of such non-establishment literature and
whether it ever existed within a broader Jewish framework or only within
groups who stood outside it. Some have argued that it was only when
Karaism discovered sectarian scrolls in caves of the Judean desert, as
reported byTimotheus, theNestorianCatholicos of Baghdad, in , that
they took over such earlier writings and their ideas, and that the Karaite
over-arching desire to trace an historical link with the Jewish sects of the
past was what motivated them. They contend that such links have not
been convincingly established and the reports in theMuslim sources are
confused, inconsistent and unreliable.48

In response to such objections, itmay be countered that the recognized
Jewish obsession with tradition, among Karaites no less, perhaps even
more, than among Rabbanites, makes it unlikely that any group could
simply pick up some manuscripts and adopt their contents forthwith.
Furthermore, it seems that there were so many Jewish, Christian and
Muslim sects that were not approved by those religious traditions that
did ultimately become dominant in each of the threemonotheistic faiths,
that there is every chance that ideas that had been recorded in and
around Qumran had the opportunity of finding friendly surroundings
in which to hibernate, or perhaps simply to exist in low key, before being
incorporated into the powerfulKaraite movement between the ninth and
twelfth centuries. There are so many laws relating to Sabbath, calendar,
diet and priesthood, so much content with parallels in apocryphal and
pseudepigraphical literature, and such a welter of ideas and terminology
that Karaism shares with earlier groups that the argument for some sort
of continuity seems a powerful one. My late, revered teacher, Naphtali
Wieder, was indeed a pioneer in demonstrating the massive debt that
Karaism owed to the literature preserved at Qumran. In addition, in
the pre-Karaite period and in the early days of Karaism there was not
always a clear demarcation between rabbinic and non-rabbinic ideas and
practice andKaraism itself did not emerge suddenly as the creation of one
individual or a few rebels as its enemies liked to claim.49

48 A useful summarymay be found inH. Ben-Shammai, “SomeMethodological Notes
concerning the Relationship between the Karaites and Ancient Jewish Sects,”Cathedra 
(): – (Hebrew).

49 An equally useful summary is provided by Y. Erder, “When did the Karaites first
EncounterApocryphic [sic] Literature akin to the Dead Sea Scrolls?” Cathedra  ():
– and – (Hebrew).This is expanded in his monographThe Karaite Mourners of
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F. Astren has described its emergence in a clear and convincing fash-
ion:

The new Karaite movement emerged at the end of the ninth and tenth
centuries as a nonhybrid alternative to both Islam and rabbinic Judaism.
As a revitalization movement within Judaism it offeredmeaning in a world
fractured by the political dissolution of the caliphate, by the economic
decline of Iraq and the East, and by the demographic decline of Jewry as a
consequence of Islamicization. By locating itself in opposition to rabbinic
institutionalization and halakhic particularity, Karaism was able to attract
remnants from Jewish and other sectarian movements as well as Judeo-
Muslim hybrids who were unwilling to make the final commitment to
Islam.50

If that is a correct historical assessment, it follows that the overall picture
is what is important for our purposes and not whether this or that source
has got its facts slightly tangled or its theological connections partly awry.
Many non-establishment groups existed and they may well have pre-
served such literature as the four items under discussion. Somemedieval
manuscripts of those items have recensional parallels in Qumran while
others have no recensional link, suggesting that they derive from alter-
native, live manuscript traditions. Whether, once they had fulfilled their
purpose and been absorbed into theKaraite religious conglomerate, such
pieces of literature were to be found only in that context is anothermatter.
Perhaps they were, or is there not also a likelihood that rabbinic Judaism
had, from time to time, its more ecumenical periods, as well as its bursts
of increased literacy, and was able on occasion to encourage, or at least
not to discourage too strongly, the reading and writing of such items in
its midst or on its edges? Is it not equally plausible that there were other
times within the history of a rabbinic community when such literature
was angrily assessed as heretical and, as such, rapidly consigned to a bet
genizah?

Zion and the Qumran Scrolls: On the History of an Alternative to Rabbinic Judaism (Tel
Aviv: Hakibbutz Hameuchad, ) (Hebrew). Wieder’s outstanding study of the simi-
larities between Qumran and Karaite sources—The Judean Scrolls and Karaism (London:
East and West Library, )—appeared much earlier and has recently been reprinted,
with the author’s additions and corrections (Jerusalem: Ben-Zvi Institute, ).

50 F. Astren, Karaite Judaism and Historical Understanding (Columbia: University of
South Carolina Press, ), –.





NON-CANONICAL PSALMS FROM THE GENIZAH
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The aim of this paper is to discuss a text comprised of non-canonical
psalms that was published as early as . Some  years later the text
was “rediscovered” and a connection to Qumran posited, but subsequent
scholarly debate and the speculative nature of the discussions make it
clear that the historical circumstances and contexts of the entire issue
from its very beginnings require further clarification.Themain objective
of this paper is to describe the document in relation to the background
history of the Jews in Antiquity, as well as to discuss its relationship to
Qumran and various liturgical and theological elements of Judaism.

A. State of the Art

Archimandrite Antonin (–) was the head of the Russian mis-
sion in the Holy Land during – and he was a collector of real-
estate as well as manuscripts.1 After Antonin’s death, his collection went
to the Oriental Institute at the University of St Petersburg. The Antonin
collection contains about  Hebrew manuscripts. It has been estab-
lished that this collection is derived from the Cairo Genizah, though it
also contains documents thatAntonin collected fromother sources.2This
paper focuses on the analysis of a small text found in the Antonin col-
lection at the Library in St Petersburg, Russia, that is assumed to have
come from the Genizah, tentatively dated between the tenth to twelfth
centuries.3

1 A. Carmel, “Russian Activity in Palestine in the Nineteenth Century,” inVision and
Conflict in the Holy Land (ed. R.I. Cohen: Jerusalem: Yad Ben-Zvi, ), –.

2 A.I. Katsh,The AntoninGenizah in the Saltykov-Schedrin Public Library in Lenin-
grad (New York: Institute of Hebrew Studies, ).

3 In the Antonin collection the siglum is B . At the Institute of Hebrew Manu-
scripts in Jerusalem the old siglum is  while the modern one is Antonin B 
(and Photostat ). My thanks are due to Mr. B. Richler who helped me to trace these
sigla.
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Before analyzing this “new” text it is important to be aware of the
conclusions of former studies, albeit of necessity presented here only
briefly.The document was first discovered by Abraham Eliyahu Harkavy
(–), who published it in .4 His main contribution was
to draw initial attention to the text, but his very short introduction,
which includes only minimal commentary, reveals his inability to trace
its historical and cultural contexts. Harkavy, who was an expert in his
own field, gaonic literature written in Arabic, did not have the academic
background or knowledge to research this text comprehensively, and so
his paper reads more like a puzzle than a piece of scholarship. Few have
subsequently read or studied HaGoren, in which it was published, and it
is no wonder that the text soon was forgotten.

After several decades, in  David Flusser and Shmuel Safrai “redis-
covered” thedocument (having been informedof its existence by others),
andwrote a substantial study of it.5Once again, the primary text itself was
published with few correctionsmade with regard to the original publica-
tion; photocopies of the original were provided, but with no accompany-
ing sigla. Though the breadth of knowledge and professional reputation
of these scholars cannot be refuted, nor the value of their contributions
to their fields, the academic rigor of this specific study may indeed be
questioned.

As is evident from the title of their paper, Flusser and Safrai asserted
premature conclusions that were deduced on the basis of assumptions
concerning the authority and the provenance of the text. Instead of
positing an objective investigative query, they presented their conjecture
as fact at the outset of their paper. These researchers were ready to link
theories together in a manner confusing to an experienced scholar, not
sufficiently differentiating between fact and hypothesis. It appears that
had they had written their paper prior to the discovery of Qumran,
like Harkavy, they would not have been able to make any significant
statements about the text.

4 A.E. Harkavy, “A Prayer by an Anonymous Writer in the Style of the Psalms,”
HaGoren  (): – (Hebrew).

5 D. Flusser and S. Safrai, “A Fragment of the Songs of David and Qumran,” Bible
Studies: Y.M. Grintz in Memoriam (ed. B. Uffenheimer; Te#uda ; Tel Aviv: Hakibbutz
Hameuchad, ), – (Hebrew; English abstract: p. XV); repr. inD. Flusser, Judaism
of the Second Temple Period: Qumran and Apocalypticism (Jerusalem: Magnes, ),
–; English translation in idem, Judaism of the Second Temple Period, vol. :
Qumran and Apocalypticism (trans. A. Yadin; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –.
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Though the text appeared many centuries after (disappearance of)
Qumran and its provenance is unknown (except for the fact that it is
Egyptian), these scholars discuss its affinities with Qumranic, rabbinic,
and Christian sources in a parallel fashion. While they state that the text
refers to David as amessiah, the reader is not explicitly informed that the
word “messiah” does not, in fact, appear in the text.

Flusser and Safrai’s paper regrettably relays no systematic study of the
text itself, though it containsmany insights and is replete with “intuitive”
thinking. Not only does the paper reveal a lack of rigorous preparation,
but a number of significant aspects of the text uponwhich it is basedwere
ignored. One must therefore approach this research with caution.

None other than the late Ezra Fleischer censured this study, adding his
own comments and assessments to the existing critique.6 Though Fleis-
cher applauds Flusser and Safrai openly for their discovery, he criticizes
almost every aspect of their scholarship, and in a long footnote condemns
them for making a priori assumptions. Fleischer provides evidence that
his colleagues copied the text inaccurately, and consequently some of
their hypotheses are built on an erroneous reading. As one of the most
renowned scholars of his day, Fleischer’s work and achievements com-
pel us to read his arguments with respect; indeed, it is not easy to refute
him. While acknowledging that Fleischer was more aware of the linguis-
tic aspects of this text than were earlier scholars, however, it is difficult
to determine whether or not Fleischer was predisposed to date the text
from the Middle Ages primarily because he specialized in that period.
In any event, Flusser wrote a partial response to Fleischer,7 although one
must admit that most of Fleischer’s claims remain unrefuted. This schol-
arly debate can be summarized as follows: Flusser and Safrai were of the
opinion that the text under discussion is to some extentQumranite, while
Fleischer alleges that the text “definitely” originated during a later period,
after the Arab conquest of the Land of Israel—that is, from the seventh
century onward.

An additional scholar, Menahem Haran, has written about this text,8
but the contributions of his research are minor, and his confidence in the

6 E. Fleischer, “Medieval Hebrew Poems in Biblical Style,” Te#uda  (): –
(esp. –) (Hebrew).

7 Flusser, Judaism of the Second Temple Period: Qumran and Apocalypticism, –
 (Hebrew).

8 M. Haran, The Biblical Collection: Its Consolidation to the End of the Second
Temple Times and Changes of Form to the End of the Middle Ages, vol.  (Jerusalem:
Bialik Institute, ), – (Hebrew).
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assumed “Karaite” origin of the text seems speculative in a manner anal-
ogous to the insufficiently substantiated claims of his predecessors. Sur-
prisingly enough, Haran, whose specialty is closely related to the biblical
Quellen theory, discussed a number of texts from different manuscripts
in the same study without differentiating between the unique history of
each of the documents; one of them is the text from the Genizah that is
the subject of this paper.

Summing up the present state of scholarship concerning this text is
not easy, but the bottom line is that there is no agreement either on the
provenance or the date of this text from the Genizah. The affiliation of
the document with Qumran is debatable, and it is encircled by a cloud
of hypotheses. In order to clarify the significance of this text, the entire
subject must be reconsidered from the very beginning by examining
the concrete textual evidence and determining what assumptions and
conclusions can bemade after the primary text itself is critically analyzed.
Hereafter, therefore, follows a concise systematic examination of the text
that will draw attention to its implications on the study of Qumran and
of Judaism in Antiquity.

B. Features of the Text

. Technical: General

The manuscript in hand is a complete document in itself, but it is clear
from its structure, which lacks a beginning and an end, that it is a remnant
of a longer piece. It consists of two pages, with writing on both sides of
each page, resulting in a total of four pages of text. On each page there are
two columns, or stanzas, in a layout that may be seen as typical of biblical
psalms as they are written in modern typography. This way of writing
is not typical of ancient documents, however, and there are additional
characteristics of the text that make it unique in several aspects.

a. Length

The text is divided into four chapters according the four first days of
the month of Iyar, but as mentioned, the beginning and the end of the
manuscript are missing. The entire text that we possess is  words in
length.
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b.The Name of the Lord

The scribewrote the name of the Lord as if this were a biblical text, not in
an abbreviation such as ��, but rather ����. This way of writing the name
of the Lord is very unusual in the rabbinic tradition, though there are a
few parallels.9

. Liturgy: Four Hymns or Psalms

When the text’s structure is examined, it is clearly identifiable that por-
tions of themanuscript were cut at the beginning as well as at its end.The
intermediate selections are complete; they contain two full liturgies, so it
can be reasonably surmised that the original text was composed of four
liturgies (at least). At first glance the text appears to be a biblical psalm,
but after only one line it becomes palpable that the author had neither the
intention nor the skill to compose a biblical psalm. The author, rather,
wrote poetry in his own personal style, idiosyncratic and unusual, and
not biblical in any aspect.

The text is a liturgical piece, hence it should be analyzed according to
its adherence to the accepted structure of liturgy as well as in relation to
its content.

a. A Different Prayer for Every Day

In the heading of three liturgies, the date when the text should be recited
is mentioned, as it is in Ps . In these selections the dates are sequential,
however, so it is clear that the psalm recorded before those dated the
fourth, third, and second of Iyar must have had the missing heading
denoting it as intended for the first day in the month of Iyar.

The literary style of the liturgy for the first day of the month is slightly
more elaborate and elevated than the other liturgies, as is evident from
the prayer’s alphabetic structure. This is unlike the other psalms, which
indicates that this literary piece received special treatment and intellec-
tual investment. Considering the enhanced ritual status of the first of the
month in comparison to the other days in the month, it is apparent why
the former is accorded special treatment; this phenomenon is demon-
strated in the prayer-book, where on Rosh- .hodesh the liturgy is much

9 Ibid.,  n. .
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more complex.This state of affairs makes the singularity of the liturgy of
the first day of Iyar easy to explain. However, when we come to discuss
the designation of a different prayer for each day, this is a different subject
that requires further critical attention.

The assignment of a special prayer for each and every day is a non-
rabbinic feature of liturgy.Though it is possible to claim that this practice
is derived from the Mishnah (Ber. :), it is known that this idea did
not spread among the rabbis. In rabbinic liturgy, as is evidenced in
the daily prayer service, each and every weekday has the same liturgy
(excluding the readings from the Torah), while only the psalm, Shir shel
Yom, is different for each day of the week. This liturgy, though derived
from temple rituals like the Ma#amadot,10 was actually established in a
post-Talmudic era. Another instance of this tradition is the Hosha#anot,
where one is instructed to recite a different Hosha#ana poem every day
during Sukkot. As far as can be determined, this custom comes from the
days of the Gaonim (seventh to tenth centuries). It seems, in turn, that
the practice of reciting a different Hosha#ana each day has its origin in
the different sacrifices that were offered in the Temple each day during
Sukkot. In any event, this provides further evidence that the idea of
having a different liturgy for each day is non-rabbinic.

On the other hand, the practice of having a different liturgy for each
day of themonth is typical of the Qumran tradition.Themost important
text demonstrating this phenomenon is QpapPrQuot (Q), where it
is stated: “and on the sixth of the mo[nth in the evening they shall bless
and answer and s]ay, Ble[ssed be the God of] Israel” (III:) etc.11 In this
fragmentary text we have evidence for a special prayer for the fifth, sixth,
seventh, twelfth, fifteenth, sixteenth, seventeenth, eighteenth, twentieth,
twenty-first, twenty-second, twenty-third, twenty-fifth, and twenty-sixth
days of the month; this is not the sole text attesting to such a custom
(another is QDibHama [Q]  recto). It should be noted that this
practice is augmented by the fact that for every Sabbath, or at least in
a number of them, there was a special liturgy for that specific Sabbath,

10 Y. Ta#an. :, b; b. Ta#an. b; J. Tabory, “Ma#amadot: A Second-Temple Non-
Temple Liturgy,” in Liturgical Perspectives: Prayer and Poetry in the Light of the Dead
Sea Scrolls: Proceedings of the Fifth International Symposium of the Orion Center for
the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature, – January,  (ed.
E.G Chazon; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.

11 B.Nitzan,Qumran Prayer and Poetry (Biblical Encyclopaedia Library ; Jerusalem:
Bialik Institute, ), – (Hebrew); J.R. Davila, Liturgical Works (Eerdmans Com-
mentaries on the Dead Sea Scrolls ; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –.
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as is revealed in QShirShabb (Q), QShirShabba (Q), and
QShirShabbd (Q); additional documents confirm the existence of
the same custom.12

Thus, it is clear that the concept behind these non-canonical “new”
psalms, as well as behind the liturgy of Qumran, is that of having a
different prayer for every day; this idea is not found in the rabbinic
tradition until a comparatively late period.

b.The Benedictions

There are three benedictions, or doxologies, in the text. Each is at the end
of a chapter. This feature is only absent from the fourth chapter, where
the end of the manuscript is missing. Making a benediction the literary
closure of a piece is already present in the book of Psalms, but only at a
later period did it become standard in rabbinic liturgical pieces such as
the Shemoneh Esre. This practice is also attested to in Hekhalot literature
(ca. fourth to fifth centuries), though its presence is not systematic. The
structure and content of each of the benedictions, however, is different
from any formerly known benedictions.

The first psalm ends as follows: ������ �� ��� ����� �� ���� ��� ����
which is unusual, not only in its Hebrew format but because of the unique
repetition of God’s name using different appellations. The second psalm
ends with a doxology; there is no clear benediction, but the word ���� is
repeated not less than seven times.The third psalm ends with this bene-
diction: ���� ���� ���� �� ������ ���� �� �� ���� ��� ����; once again
we note a previously unknown benediction that has no parallel and just
as with the ending of the first psalm, the name of the Lord is repeated
in different forms. In the Jewish liturgical heritage from Qumranic, rab-
binic, and Karaite sources, there are altogether about  benedictions.
However, the benedictions under discussion are an example of a unique
style that is unparalleled elsewhere.13

. Content

There are at least three themes that are expressed in different forms in
these psalms. These themes reveal the essence of the text, and in doing
so provide a unique “fingerprint” of the author, and of the text itself.

12 Nitzan, Qumran Prayer and Poetry, , –; Davila, Liturgical Works, .
13 Cf. b. Ber. b.
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a. Universalistic versus Nationalistic Liturgy

Biblical as well as rabbinic liturgy may be divided into two different cat-
egories: a personal or a national liturgy on the one hand and a univer-
salistic liturgy on the other. These two types of prayers can be discerned
in many texts; it is beyond the scope of this paper to provide examples
of both groups from biblical or rabbinic liturgies, though they abound.
Suffice it to say that a text that discusses “Israel” falls into the category of
those that are nationalistic in nature, while a text that discusses “all the
nations” has a universalistic appeal.

At the very beginning of this manuscript the Lord is described as one
“who knows the ways of all living,” the one who separated light from
darkness in the world. In the first psalm it is stated that the “shoot of
Jesse,” that is KingDavid, is said to be the “king of all nations” the onewho
smote “all kings of Midian” and who was stronger than all “the heroes of
Qedar.” In the second psalm it is stated that “all nations will recount Your
glory” and later “all the inhabitants of the world” will learn fromme (the
psalmist). In the third psalm it is stated: “for all will know the Lord, from
their great to their smaller people, since the Lord judges thewhole world.”

However, the first psalm represents the nation of Israel as “Your peo-
ple,” while in the second psalm Israel is called “the sheep that was slaugh-
tered.” The third psalm mentions “daughters of Jerusalem” and “His
Torah.” These variations indicate that the themes of these psalms are
interwoven in a very unusual way. When juxtaposed to the nationalism
in the Shemoneh Esre, it becomes clear that the combination of themes
in the text under discussion is unusual.

The fourth psalm (from which the end is missing), in contrast, bears
the character of a personal prayer, resembling many personal prayers
in the book of Psalms. For that reason even a non-Jew may recite the
words of the fourth psalm with no hesitation. In summary, in terms
of the standard categorization of psalms according to theme, from the
nationalistic versus the universalistic point of view three psalms out
of four do not fit the standard models; clearly this issue merits more
study.

b. Praising the Lord: His Might andTheodicy

One aspect of any prayer, no doubt, is praising God, and one can see this
feature in almost any prayer in the Jewish liturgy. This is true, of course,
of the text in hand, where in many cases the prayer speaks to his God
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recounting His deeds. Of special importance is the epithet ��� 	��� that
appears twice, in the first and the fourth psalms. In the fourth psalm this
concept is even more pronounced: ������ ��� ��� /���� 	��� ��� ��� ��
��� 	��� (“since you are judge of justice and no false judgment will come
out from you”); this statement can only be interpreted as theodicy. The
fact that the second psalm begins with the tragedy of the slaughtered
sheep followedbymore prayers, petitions, and eulogy shows that the poet
was thinking of the Deity in light of theodicy. The idea, of course, is not
new, but weaving this theology into liturgical verses is a unique feature
of this text.14

c. Praising David

In Jewish liturgy King David plays a role, since he is mentioned several
times a day in rabbinic prayer. In Jewish tradition King David has an
important position, not as a hero to be praised, but rather because of the
belief that his descendent will save the Jewish people. In the Bible, the
role of King David is even more prominent and elevated; see Ps :
(QPsx [Qg]) or :, where he is acclaimed.

In the text at hand, King David is praised much more extensively than
in the Bible, and after reading a few verses it becomes evident that the
author considered King David to be his hero. For example, in the second
half of the first psalm twelve lines are devoted to praising King David in
an unprecedented manner.

Before concluding the present discussion of the content of the prayers
in this document, one should keep inmind that themajority of the liturgy
of Qumran does not convey sectarian beliefs. That is to say, assuming
fragments onemay find are from a liturgical text, they do not necessarily
reveal the text’s theological background. A modern example of this phe-
nomenon can be seen in present-day Jewish liturgies: Orthodox, Con-
servative, and Reform Judaism alike do not present their uniqueness in
each and every sentence of their literature of worship. This is especially
true when one reads only one or two pages out of an entire book, and
this principle applies to the matter under discussion in a similar man-
ner.

14 Cf. b. Ber. b.
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. Idiosyncratic Hebrew

Flusser, Safrai, Fleischer, and Haran did their best to point out that some
of the phrases in the text are common to and characteristic of Qumran.
Such phrases are: ��� �����, ����� ����, ���� �����, and perhaps one
or two additional expressions. The number of these parallel phrases is
small, however, and one needs to be aware of the broader picture before
attempting to determine the significance of one specific aspect of the
language.

The present text is composed in a unique and idiosyncratic form of
Hebrew that utilizes unusual syntax and vocabulary. No doubt, translat-
ing the text is not easy. Some of the phrases are not known elsewhere,
such as �����
 ���	��, ���� �����, and more. Others are extremely rare,
such as ��� �����.15

Another uncommon linguistic practice in theHebrew text is the affin-
ity of the author for expressing a single concept in two words, a formula
that leads to a plethora of double-phrases. One might imagine that this
practice implies that he is using a genitive construction, though this is not
the case. This type of language is known from Qumran as well as from
“classic” piyyutim (ca. fifth to eighth centuries). It is not clear whether
this language formation exists in rabbinic texts, but it has been claimed
that this type of phrasing was already present in the Bible.16

All in all, the Hebrew employed in this manuscript is neither bibli-
cal nor rabbinic, neither Qumranite nor Karaite. The text was written in
atypical Hebrew that is one of a kind. Had but a few words been missing
from the text, less than one percent, modern scholars would have been
highly skeptical about any connection between these psalms and Qum-
ran. It is true that even in Qumran more than one type of Hebrew was
used,17 but the reader should nonetheless be cautious and keep the sig-
nificance of parallel phraseology in proportion.

15 The last expression is found in a song attributed to Joshua in the book of Yashar. See
D. Goldschmidt, ed., Sepher hajaschar: Das Heldenbuch: Sagen, Berichte und Erzählungen
aus der israelitischen Urzeit (Berlin: Harz, ), .

16 N. Aloni, Tiberian School of Hebrew Grammar (Jerusalem: Mass, ), 
(Hebrew); Haran, Biblical Collection, : n. .

17 J.F. Elwolde, “Developments of HebrewVocabulary between Bible andMishnah,” in
TheHebrew of theDead Sea Scrolls and Ben Sira: Proceedings of a Symposiumheld at Leiden
University – December  (ed. T. Muraoka and J.F. Elwolde; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill,
), – (nn. , ).
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. Poor Poetry

When the text is analyzed from a poetical perspective, as a manuscript
that appears to be poetic in nature, one cannot but be surprised at the fact
that thewriter attempted to create poetry notwithstanding the deficiency
of his skills in this art. If one thinks of a poet, certainly of a prophet, as a
sage who is assumed to have a total command of his own language, then
in this case one would be disappointed. It is true that Harkavy wrote as
the title of his paper that the text is composed in the style of the book
of Psalms. A closer look at the text, however, readily reveals that this
characterization is an overstatement. The most that can be claimed is
that the author of the document was familiar with the book of Psalms,
which is not a particularly daring assumption. Moreover, when reading
the psalms in the manuscript under discussion, one may wonder why an
author with such limited ability would attempt the poetic genre in the
first place.

. Prophecy

The role of prophecy in these psalms deserves special treatment, both
because of its unprecedented character and because close study may
provide a clue as to its nature.

Although the first psalm lacks a heading, the other three psalms begin
with a header, or a superscript, that reads as follows: “On that date in
the month I saw in a (holy) vision and all prophecies, and I prayed
before the Lord and said.” In the first psalm, since the superscript is
missing, one cannot be certain of the connection between the author
and the prophecy, that is, to whom to attribute the ensuing prophecy.The
author doesmention prophecy as a spiritual experience of “Your servant,”
however, which leads the reader to assume that the speaker is the author
himself. That is to say, the author implies that he himself is a prophet,
which is a very unusual phenomenon.

The problemof prophecy in this text should be divided into two differ-
ent issues: a) an author who is a prophet; and b) a prayer that was made
in relation to a prophecy.The statement that implies the speaker himself
was a prophet raises the immediate question: when did this prophet live,
or until what historical era did the Jews believe they had prophets among
them? The other question is striking as well, though more uncommon:
do we know of any other liturgical composition—a prophetic prayer or
a prayer by a prophet—that is said to have been composed under the
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influence of a vision?Though there aremany liturgical pieces in the Bible,
it seems that the most relevant, if not the only parallel,18 is Ps :–,
in which a vision is related to a hymn and David is praised, as occurs in
the first psalm in our text.19

In any event, the text under discussion is unique in terms of the
prophetic tradition, especially when taking into consideration the fact
that according to the rabbis of the first centuries, prophecy had disap-
peared a considerable time previously. In this text, on the contrary, the
author speaks of prophecy as a living phenomenon, implying that he was
not part of rabbinic tradition.

.The Author

Harkavy was in doubt concerning the identity and chronology of the
author of this text. In contrast to Harkavy’s caution, Flusser and Safrai
were confident that the text was composed by someone who attributed
the psalms it contained to King David, and thus convinced that the
text itself is pseudepigraphic. A close look at Flusser and Safrai’s study
reveals how much emphasis they put on this aspect of the manuscript.
When reading the primary document without the aid of former studies,
however, it becomes clear that the author does not explicitly clarify his
identity at any point, nor does he imply that King David rather than he is
the author of the psalms. On the contrary, the poet speaks of David in the
third person. It is thus not surprising that Fleischer began his refutation
of Flusser and Safrai’s research exactly at this point. In other words, King
David’s authorship was attributed to the text without textual evidence.

The intellectual profile of the author is not easy to reconstruct and
hence the following is but conjecture. The text itself indicates that the
author had some knowledge of the Bible, especially the book of Psalms,
though the Bible did not leave a noticeable imprint on hisway of thinking
or expression. His writing evidences knowledge of some of Qumranic
literature as well as some of rabbinic liturgy, but to what extent cannot
be determined. There is almost no indication that the author knew any
rabbinic tract. Most of the text is not sectarian, a feature already noted
in relation to Qumran. Non-rabbinic features of the text are the practice

18 Cf. Jer :–.
19 See P.W. Flint, “TheProphet David atQumran,” in Biblical Interpretation at Qumran

(ed. M. Henze; Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, ), –.
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of the scribe writing the biblical form of the name of the Lord and of
recording a different prayer each day, but these features may be seen in
rabbinic circles as well. The most notable difference between this author
and the rabbis is his claim of seeing visions (and his unprecedented
benedictions). Since the author was a prophet, he was thus not part of
rabbinic society. It seems the author played a role in his congregation as
the prayer leader, or perhaps as a religious leader in some other capacity.

C. Dating the Text

Some people consider the dating of any given text as the most important
aspect in understanding its meaning, and this idea is increasingly valid
the older the text is considered to be. Finding a “new” text that is not
known through tradition is similar to an archeological discovery, and it is
no wonder that scholars debate suchmatters, especially when an element
that is sectarian, or in some way unusual, is involved. It seems that the
goal of determining the date of the text in hand influenced the thinking
of the scholars involved in analyzing its content, as they assumed that
unless they ascertainedwhen it was written, the publication would suffer
a real lacuna. There is of course no problem in declaring the date of a
text even before analyzing it, though some appear to think that first and
foremost a conclusion as to the chronological context is required, and
only afterwards can the text be properly analyzed. Needless to say, this
type of scholarship is not themost optimalmeans of building knowledge.

Harkavy was of the opinion that the text was composed by “either
David Alroi, or AbrahamAbulafia or someother false prophet,” postulat-
ing that perhaps it was composed between the twelfth to thirteenth cen-
turies. Flusser and Safrai declared that the text was composed before the
destruction of the Second Temple, which put its composition sometime
between the first century b.c.e. and the first century c.e. Fleischer stated
that: “certainly (the author) worked after the Arab conquest of the Land
of Israel,” implying an approximate date of between the seventh to ninth
centuries. Haran was of the opinion that this text (along with another
that is not studied here) was composed by a Karaite, without giving a
specific date, though it may be surmised that his opinion was that the
text was composed probably around the eighth to ninth centuries c.e. All
this leaves the reader with the tentative conclusion, according to the span
of time between these opinions, that the date of the text’s composition
is anywhere within a timeframe of around  years! Contemplating
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this wide span may remind the reader of the analogous problem of
Hermes Trismegistus, or else may lead one to consider the poor status
of our knowledge of Hebrew textual historiography.

Attempting to solve the problem of dating seems formidable, espe-
cially when taking into account the aforementioned scholarship but, nev-
ertheless, finding the Sitz im Leben is part of understanding a text and
this leads us to discern unsatisfactory arguments in former studies. It
seems that Fleischer puts excessive stress on the word Qedar, claiming
that since Qedar was a common epithet for Arabs in the Middle Ages,
this word suggests a Medieval date for the text. As Fleischer knew the
origin of each and every Hebrew word, it appears that he was confi-
dent that his readers share this knowledge, and so he did not provide
them with additional information about the term Qedar. Biblical Qedar
is the name of one of the sons of Ishmael (Gen :) and Isaiah made
a prophecy against “heroes, children of Qedar” (Isa :–). In Ezek
: Qedar is cited together with Arabia (and Sheba), and therefore it
cannot be claimed that the mention of “heroes of Qedar” as enemies of
King David in the first psalm can be taken as proof of its connection to
Arabs, and thus denote a later date of composition. Thus, the fact that
the presence of a particular biblical word is taken by Fleischer to suggest
a late date looks as if it is based upon a self-convinced scholar’s assump-
tion. Moreover, Fleischer is well aware of the cry against idolatry in the
second psalm but he does not interpret this as an indication of pre-Arab
times.He is undoubtedly cognizant of the similarity between this text and
a liturgical piece named “Alenu,” but for some reason he fails to declare
that this piece of liturgy originated in the Hekhalot literature,20 perhaps
because he ignored it (along with more than thirty poems in this litera-
ture). Given this evidence, it must be admitted that Fleischer’s arguments
are flawed, and consequently it is more legitimate to accept Flusser and
Safrai’s claims for an earlier date of composition.

Going “backwards” in time does not necessarily lead us to agree with
Flusser and Safrai that the text under consideration originated in Qum-
ran, however. On the contrary, the affiliations with Qumran literature,
valid as they are, are too few to convincingly validate the claim the text
came from Qumran. That is to say, just as Fleischer overemphasized the
word Qedar to denote lateness, Flusser and Safrai “sinned” in the other

20 M. Bar-Ilan, “The Source of ‘Aleinu le-Shabe"ah’ Prayer,” Da#at  (): –
(Hebrew).
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direction, claiming Qumran provenance on very meager grounds (as
well as attributing pseudepigraphy and messianism to the text without
sufficient basis).

It seems that a key point in determining the chronology of this text is
the phrase “the sheep that was slaughtered,” words derived fromPs :.
Taking the usage of this phrase as denoting real history leads one to
surmise that it reflects the aftermath of either the first or the second
rebellion against the Romans ( or  c.e.). As previously noted, there
is no reason to assume that the author had any rabbinic training or that
the way he expressed his thoughts reflects a world-view different than
any other of his time and place. The author’s claim to prophecy leads
one to speculate that he could not be one of the rabbis who believed
that prophecy had left Israel centuries before the second destruction.
On the other hand, we know for a fact that there were many Jews, not
including rabbis, who in the first and secondcenturies believed in a living
prophecy.21 Jews in those times might have had connections or even
access to the Qumran library, and hence using Qumranic phraseology
does not necessarily or automatically lead to Qumran itself. The main
“source” of the text is the Bible, the common heritage of all Jews in
Antiquity. Using words assumed to be taken from Qumran, on the one
hand, and using words assumed to be taken from rabbinic circles (as
claimed by Fleischer), on the other, hint at the theory that what we have
at hand is a non-rabbinic and non-Qumranic (and needless to say, not a
Karaite) text. Rather, the text at hand reflects a form of Jewish thinking
at the end of the first century or in the second century that later was
considered to be sectarian, though thosewho prayed in thismanner, with
this piece of liturgy, would not have considered themselves as such during
their own times.

R. Yohanan (d.  c.e.) stated that the Jews went into exile (when
Jerusalemwas destroyed) only after theywere separated into twenty-four
(that is, numerous) sects of heresies.22 This well-known statement has
been accepted by modern scholarship as a kind of proof for the division
of the Jews into sects, though none have really asked how to validate
testimony given some  years after the event. For that reason, it is
assumed that the words of R. Yohanan, true as they are, also reflect his

21 D.E. Aune, Prophecy in Early Christianity and the Ancient Mediterranean World
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ); R. Gray, Prophetic Figures in Late Second Temple
Jewish Palestine: The Evidence from Josephus (Oxford: Oxford University Press, ).

22 Y. Sanh. :, c.
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own times. In other words, though it seems that after the destruction
of the Second Temple in Jerusalem only the rabbis were left to preserve
the national spirit, so to speak, the truth was that a number of other
types of Jews were living at the time, as some scholars have already
argued.23

In all, the text in hand is a reflection of one of the many Jews who
lived in Palestine a century or so after the destruction of the Second
Temple. In Antiquity there were numerous groups of Jews, many more
than attested to by our sources, and the text from the Genizah affords
additional evidence of the diversity of Judaisms in Antiquity.24

D. Some Methodological Remarks

Analyzing a text according to a pre-conceived opinion derived from
prior scholarly expertise is nothing but an example of academic dogma,
which is not far fromfixed theological doctrine.Modern criticism should
be free of such academic bias even when opinions of this nature are
expressed by a respected scholar of great repute.

Although scholars are anxious to know the exact date of any text
that comes fromAntiquity, there are numerous additional questions that
must be posed, such as: what data can be considered “proof ” of the
assumed date of a previously unknown text? Once again, we refer to
a well-known methodological understanding: the fewer hypotheses the
better in order to form solid conclusions, which need be established and
backed up by a systematic analysis.

Former scholars have looked at the text under study here as a dicho-
tomy: either it is fromQumran or it is a non-rabbinic text, assumed to be
Karaite.Historical evidence allowsmore than only these two possibilities,
however, and having two options does not exclude the option of a third.
In other words, if the text is not rabbinic, that allows but does not of

23 M. Black, “The Patristic Accounts of Jewish Sectarianism,” BJRL  (–):
–; A.F.J. Klijn andG.J. Reinink,Patristic Evidence for Jewish-Christian Sects (NovT-
Sup ; Leiden: Brill ); M.D. Goodman, Judaism in the Roman World: Collected
Essays (Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity ; Leiden: Brill ), –.

24 A.F. Segal,The Other Judaisms of Late Antiquity (BJS ; Atlanta: Scholars Press,
); G. Boccaccini, “Middle Judaism and its Contemporary Interpreters (–):
Methodological Foundations for the Study of Judaisms,  bce to  ce,” Hen 
(): –; J.J. Collins, “Varieties of Judaisms in the Hellenistic and Roman Peri-
ods,” JR  (): –.
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necessity entail the conclusion that it is a Karaite text, for one scholar, or
a Qumranite text, for another.

The issue of authoritatively dating a text cannot depend upon a single
phrase, nor on any one particular custom, since in Antiquity, like today,
there weremany diverse categories of Jews; it is not possible to determine
exactly who belonged to what group. In order to understand ancient
documents, therefore, instead of focusing solely on particular words, one
should look for other phenomena, such as special liturgy, prophecy, and
more.

This discussion concludes by drawing attention to a case analogous
to the one under study, the critical history of a text whose discovery
is similar in many aspects to the one being analyzed in this paper:
Die Weisheitsschrift.25 In both instances, texts from the Genizah led to
ensuing critical debate over dating spanning centuries, where several
hundred years stand between the contending opinions.

Conclusion

Though the text from the Genizah that is the subject of this study has
already been published and analyzed, many of its aspects still need
further clarification, and would benefit from additional, more thorough
studies free of predetermined hypotheses.

The text under discussion is no more than a small fragment, but it
does constitute testimony to a non-rabbinic Judaism, and as such its
importance is unequivocal.

In conclusion, rather than discussing Judaisms in Antiquity on the
scant existing evidence, one should look forward to collecting and ana-
lyzing additional texts in a mode free from pre-conceived characteriza-
tions; their number is larger than one would expect.

25 S.Z. Schechter, “Genizah Fragments,” JQR  (): –; K. Berger, Die Weis-
heitsschrift aus der Kairoer Geniza: Erstedition, Kommentar und Übersetzung (Texte und
Arbeiten zum neutestamentlichenZeitalter ; Tübingen: Francke, ); E. Fleischer,The
Proverbs of Sa#id ben Babshad (Jerusalem: Ben-Zvi Institute, ), –; G.W. Nebe,
“Die wiederentdeckte Weisheitsschrift aus der Kairoer Geniza und ihre ‘Nähe’ zum
Schrifttum vonQumran und zu Essenern,” inNewQumranTexts and Studies: Proceedings
of the First Meeting of the International Organization for Qumran Studies, Paris  (ed.
G.J. Brooke and F. García Martínez; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; J.J. Collins,
“Review of K. Berger, Die Weisheitsschrift aus der Kairoer Geniza,” JBL  (): –
.
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Appendix 
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26 The Hebrew text is based on former readings but compared to the Photostats (that
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Appendix 
English Translation27

I. Revealed before you are the righteous and the evil;
you want not for human witnesses:

Judge of generations, your rulings are just,
knowing in the ways of all living things:

You desire justice and despise injustice;
the boastful will not stand before your glory:

You divided the world into darkness and light,
into pure and impure, justice and lie:

 You cast off from your nation all aliens,
purifying your flock of impure beasts:

You bestow upon your servant your mighty wisdom;
he understands all according to your desire:

You have planted righteousness in the land of truth,
multiplying justice throughout eternity:

All who worship your name will teach a song,
all those who believe the words of your servant:

Their righteousness is increased in the sight of all the land
and of those who do justice, whom they love in their hearts:

 You have set their path toward your commandments,
extending their might through your wondrous deeds:

27 The English translation was made by Azzan Yadin. © All rights reserved toWilliam
B. Eerdmans and Magnes publishing companies. The translation is highly acclaimed but
a few corrections have been made.
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For all eternity they worship your name,
glorifying it forevermore:

Who is like you in deeds, who in exploits,
who is like you in your many great feats:

You have forgiven and absolved us all our sins,
loving exonerated all our transgressions:

Your spirit prophesies through your servant;
for you draw the end near, it will tarry no more:

 You vowed of old to your servant David,
mercifully anointing the shoot of Jesse:

You sustained his authority in your sanctity
for he spread your praise to the ends of earth:

You set his name as an eternal pillar;
he repairs the breach and rebuilds the ruins:

A cornerstone despised by the builders
you have raised to the headstone above all nations:

Joyfully you crown him with glory,
calling him the splendor of all nations:

 You multiplied justice and the righteousness in his day,
peace and blessings forever beyond counting:

All the elect of justice rejoiced before you
for they will glory in the beloved land:

You have sanctified through him the holy name,
and he recounts daily the songs of your might:

You made him greater than all the angels,
establishing him as king of all nations forever:

You broke before him all the kings of Midian,
drowning in the abyss all those who hate him:

 You sustained his right arm, bearing the sword,
giving strength to his arm over all the warriors of Qedar:

His leg will not stumble for he trusts in your Name;
his power will not wane for you lovingly aided him:

Blessed is the man whose faith is in your teaching
for he shall not be shamed forevermore:

II. My soul trusted in you, answer me in your grace.
Blessed are you, O Lord God, who answers his servant at the time

that he calls unto him:
Merciful God, have mercy upon us.

Blessed is the name of the glory of his kingdom forever:
Blessed are you, O Lord God of Israel, for all eternity.
And the entire people said: Amen.

 On the second day of Iyar I beheld a vision and all his prophecies,
and I prayed before the Lord, saying:

May your mercy, O Lord our God, rest upon the flock doomed to
slaughter;
the shepherds have killed it without mercy:
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Mercifully bind the crushed bones;
heal lovingly the wounds of your lot:

For you have placed me before you for the sake of the world;
you have placed me in your might as a light to the nations:

All the nations will tell your glory,
for they will see your justice on your faithful.

 Let the rulers gather, all the kings of earth,
the lords of the world and the rulers of man:

That they may see the might of your right hand
and understand your holy words till the end:

All will know your might,
for your hand, O Lord, has done all these:

Let the righteous man be gladdened when he sees this,
rejoicing before you with hymns and gratitude:

Let all the inhabitants of earth learn from me,
and return to your way and worship you in faith:

 They will greet your presence with thanksgiving,
with hymns and songs and giving thanks:

Magnifying your glory within their encampment
let them know that you, O Lord, created them:

All who worship idols shall be shamed
for they will come to recognize their statues:

No longer will they worship idols
nor bow down to artifacts:

The idols will utterly pass away,
their delights lost forever:

 All your creatures will glorify and sanctify you
from now and for all eternity:

Your servant will speak of your wondrous deeds
according to his strength and the spirit of his words:

For I take joy in nothing
save your teachings and the appearance of your glory:

For the sake of your great mercies, do not hide yourself from me;
do not cause me to die for their love:

For I have loved your residence
more than all the palaces of kings:

 The teachings of yours are better for me
than a myriad of gold bullion:

Your sacred words are better for me
than any fine garment:

The commandments of your will are better for me
than the precious stones and pearls, the desire of kings:

III. Blessed is he who finds glory in the wishes of your will;
for your sake I shall indeed request of you:

And this is my desire above all my wishes
that I reside in your presence forever:
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And to walk in your righteousness without sin
and pursue your truth every day, as is right in your eyes:

Do not deny me my request;
fulfill my wish as though it were the wish of your will:

 I will set myself in them for all eternity,
knowing the paths of your righteousness:

Blessed be God who does this,
blessed the one who performs these feats:

Blessed be He who selected his servant
and who fulfills all the wishes of my heart:

Blessed be the name of the glory of his kingdom forever and ever,
blessed be the name of his glory forever:

Blessed is the Lord God of Israel for all eternity.
And the people respond: Amen.

 On the third day of Iyar I beheld a vision and all his prophecies,
and I prayed before the Lord, saying:

Blessed be He who impoverishes and enriches,
blessed be He who lays low and raises on high:

For He had raised the lowly from the dust,
the poor man from the refuse heap:

He made his throne greater than all ministers,
his power mightier than all rulers:

 He gave all that kings desire,
the might of nations and treasures of kings:

Kings’ daughters for his glory,
daughters of Jerusalem for the glory of his kingdom:

His blessed ones speak for all eternity;
all the mighty of earth will bow before him:

They will put their trust in the Lord for He has done mighty deeds,
no longer going astray after vanity and error:

For all will know the Lord
from the mightiest man to the most humble:

 For the Lord is judge over the entire world;
He sets one on high while laying the other low:

He gives to whom He will,
providing an inheritance for the poorest of men:

For the soul of every man is in his power,
and the spirit of all flesh will bow down to him:

Sing to him, raise your voices in song,
speak all his great deeds:

Sing to his name at all times
for splendor and might are befitting him:

 He saved the soul of his beloved from the straits
and the spirit of his righteous ones from all harm:

For he trusts in his Name and in the glory of the vision
and in His holy words, in all the paths of life:
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Forever will we worship his Name,
speaking his might for all eternity:

IV. For He heals the brokenhearted,
bandages the bones of the downtrodden:

He turns sorrow to joy,
fear and trembling to refuge:

For his is the earth and all that is in it,
the universe and all its inhabitants:

He has commanded his servant before him,
the splendor and brilliance and glory of his kingship:

 He wills the good of his people,
sending the healer to heal their flesh:

He made weighty his teaching upon his servant,
his commands by the agency of his trusted messenger:

He magnified wisdom and understanding in his heart,
great sanctity without measure:

Who is like him? Who compares to him?
For he has not forgotten the cry of the poor.

He recalls in his abundant mercies the poor and the downtrodden;
I too recalled the mighty deed and power of his kingship, the

splendor of his power:
 Night and day I stand before him,

blessing his memory for all his creatures:
May you be blessed and glorified, master of the generations,

Sanctified and glorified, the governor of all creatures:
May the mouths of all your servants speak your unity,

righteous and true judge:
Blessed are you, O Lord God,

who kindly recalls his servant’s covenant forever:
Blessed is the name of the glory of his kinship forevermore,

blessed is the name of his glory forever:
 Blessed is the Lord God of Israel for all eternity.

And the people said: Amen.
On the fourth day of Iyar I beheld a vision and all his prophecies,

and I prayed before the Lord, saying:
Blessed is He for He has broken the wicked

and raised up the horn of the righteous:
His knowledge and wisdom are in my heart,

for you are the righteous judge:
 No false judgment will you proclaim

but only truth and faithfulness:
You give to all according their ways,

according to the fruit of their doings:
There is no deceit in your actions,

no falsity in your words:
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Your action is wholly pure,
no injustice in your deeds:

You have multiplied your judgment like a flowing river,
growing your righteousness like a blessed seed:

 Blessed is he who receives your holiness;
he will speak of your glory every day:

My support lies in the presence of your glory
for eternity to stand in your will:

For yesterday and today
blessed are they that keep your commandments:
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The contemporary discussion of “Paul and Judaism” continues in ways
that are for the most part vague, imprecise and misleading and the very
use of the phrase “Paul and Judaism” implies that Paul is an outsider.The
timehas come for a renewed focus onPaul as a Jew and to determinewhat
streams within the diversity of Second Temple Judaism helped to shape
his patterns of thought. I will suggest that theDead Sea Scrolls contribute
significantly to this process.

. The Internal Diversification
of Second Temple Judaism

E.P. Sanders and the alleged “new perspective of Paul” have been a domi-
nant force in the contemporary discussion of Paul and Judaism.Although
Sanders understanding of Judaism is seriously flawed he has helped shift
the discussion to matters Jewish.1 In his  publication, Paul and
Palestinian Judaism,2 Sanders had many of the Dead Sea Scrolls avail-
able but made inadequate use of them. Today we have over  Qum-
ran manuscripts at our disposal and these, together with their emerging
interpretations, have transformed the “newperspective” into the “old per-
spective.”3 Additionally, research and publications related to the Judaisms
of the late Second Temple period as well as the interactions among them-
selves, including the Jesus movement, are increasingly available.4

1 See the detailed criticism by J. Neusner, “Comparing Judaisms: Review of E.P.
Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Patterns of Religion,” HR 
(): –.

2 E.P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism (Philadelphia: Fortress, ).
3 See K.P. Donfried, “Justification and Last Judgment in Paul-Twenty-Five Years

Later,” in idem, Paul, Thessalonica and Early Christianity (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
), –; S.J. Gathercole,Where is Boasting? Early Jewish Soteriology and Paul’s
Response to Romans – (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ); also, S. Westerholm, Perspec-
tives Old and New on Paul (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ).

4 See S. Talmon, “The Community of the Renewed Covenant: Between Judaism and
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Sander’s reconstruction of Judaism is unsound precisely because he
presents a homogenized view that respects neither the internal diversifi-
cation of Judaism nor the often harsh polemical tensions between the
various Torah schools. A perspective shared by many is that Sanders
constructed an illusionary and artificial pattern of so-called Palestinian
Judaism.5 To focus predominantly on rabbinic and talmudic traditions
of the post-second century and then to retroject this pattern back into
the first century is precisely what scholars have rejected with regard to
the applicability of, for example, second and third century Gnosticism as
a tool for understanding the background of such New Testament docu-
ments as Corinthians.

Among the conventional captivities that must be broken in the study
of Paul is the continued domination of such distorting descriptors as
“Judaism” and “Christianity.” Paul never uses the terminology “Chris-
tian/Christianity” and the New Testament only uses the terms “Chris-
tian/Christians” three times.6 For contemporary scholars to use such
non-NewTestament language in discussing Pauline thought inserts char-
acterizations from a much later period that are bound to lead to serious
distortions. Paul refers to believers in Christ as “saints,”7 i.e., holy ones,
and he himself is part of a larger, broader Jewish Jesus movement that
is never referred to as “Christianity” nor characterized by him in any
suchway. Along these same lines Ed Sanders gets if fundamentally wrong
when he argues that this “is what Paul finds wrong with Judaism: it is not
Christianity.”8 Such an assertion already carries with it the presupposi-
tion of a split between “Judaism” and “Christianity” in the first half of the
first century that must be categorically rejected. It is necessary to recog-
nize that Paul is not involved in an extra-mural battle between Christians
and Jews but in an intramural set of disagreements that take place within
the Judaisms of the late Second Temple period.

It is Paul the Jew and his intramural conflictwith some of the Judaisms
of his day that require sustained focus and concentration and it is

Christianity,” inThe Community of the Renewed Covenant: The Notre Dame Symposium
on the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. E. Ulrich and J. VanderKam; Christianity and Judaism in
Antiquity ; Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, ), –.

5 See Neusner, “Comparing Judaisms.”
6 Acts :; :; Pet :.
7 See, for example, Cor : and Rom :.
8 Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, .
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precisely at this point that the study of the Dead Sea Scrolls afford a
new perspective for rethinking Paul by providing the detailed context
of another Jewish community that overlapped with the Pauline commu-
nities both chronologically and theologically, i.e. the ya .had at Qumran
that self-identifies itself as the community of the new covenant.9

In this context Shemaryahu Talmon makes the crucial point that the
Qumran community, the ya .had, is a movement “prophetically inspired
and inclined to apocalypticism” and that it “dissents from the emerging
brandof Pharisaic Judaism at the turn of the era”which represents a ratio-
nalist stream that first surfaces in Ezra and Nehemiah. Bothmovements,
the prophetic and the rational, generate further diversification and, by
the turn of the era, this process culminated in the distinct nonuniformity
and heterogeneity of Judaism.10 Daniel Schwartz, deepening such obser-
vations, has argued that there is a fundamental dissimilarity between the
Qumran sectarians and rabbinic Judaism with regard to the very nature
of the law. The Qumran attitudes on the validity of contemporary divine
revelation and on predestination as opposed to free will are all corollaries
of what he argues is a fundamental contradiction between priestly real-
ism and rabbinic nominalism. Priests did not, in fact, depend upon the
law for their authority whereas the sages and the rabbis had their author-
ity only through the law.11

Furthermore, several texts from Qumran accuse the Pharisees of fol-
lowing “false laws, finding ways around the requirements of the law, and
pronouncing false verdicts in legal cases—practices leading to the virtual
annulment of Jewish law in the view of the sect. Indeed, the very existence
of such laws constitutes an annulment of the Torah, because it replaces
Torah laws with the laws of the Pharisees.” For the Qumran commu-
nity tradition could not be authoritative “since all Israel had gone astray.
The true way had been rediscovered by the sect’s teacher,” the Teacher

9 CD :; :; :; :.
10 Talmon, “Community,” .
11 D.R. Schwartz, “Law and Truth: On Qumran-Sadducean and Rabbinic Views of

the Law,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Forty Years of Research (ed. D. Dimant and U. Rap-
paport; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –. This perspective has been criticized by
J.L. Rubenstein, “Nominalism and Realism in Qumranic and Rabbinic Law: A Reassess-
ment,” DSD  (): –. While suggesting modifications, Rubenstein concludes
that “Schwartz’s categories may still contribute a great deal to our understanding of
ancient Jewish law” ().
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of Righteousness.12 One might already at this point invite the question
whether this is not strikingly evocative of assertions posited by the Apos-
tle Paul?

It is only when such dissimilar assumptions of the ya .had and the ratio-
nalist stream are sorted out that one can begin to understand the nature
of the dialogue—often polemical—that takes place between these two
groups within the larger family of Second Temple Judaism. Both Tal-
mon and Schwartz suggest that at key points Paul has perspectives that
cohere remarkably well with that of the ya .had over against the Phari-
saic stream. While comparisons are important, our ultimate goal must
be to assess whether a deeper penetration of the contextual reality of
the Qumran community can allow us more profound access into the
structure and logic of Pauline thought. The central question is this: can
Paul be comprehendedmore accurately and effectively by careful study of
such primaryQumran texts as theCommmunity Rule (QS), theDamas-
cus Document (CD), the commentaries/pesharim and theThanksgiving
Hymns/Hodayot (QH), all of which chronologically precede the Jesus
movement and its Pauline actualization? Will meticulous readings of
these and similar texts help identify and expose dimensions of Pauline
thought that might otherwise have been inadequately recognized?

. The Dead Sea Scrolls: Distinctive Perspectives

.. ����

In addition to the distinctive perspectives already alluded to, there is a
significant variance in the use of ���� between the conceptual frame-
works of the community of Qumran and that of the Pharisees, with the
ya .had’s understanding of ���� virtually absent from the latter. Accord-
ing to Talmon the Rabbis “did not develop the notion that in their days,
and with their community, God had renewed his covenant of old with
the people of Israel. In contrast to the pointed communal thrust of the
Covenanter’s concept of ���� and specifically ���� ���� the noun ����,
per se and in diverse word combinations, connotes in the Rabbinic vocab-
ulary exclusively the act of circumcision. On the strength of this rite,
every male infant is individually accepted into ����� ����� ����, God’s

12 L.H. Schiffman, Reclaiming the Dead Sea Scrolls: The History of Judaism, the Back-
ground of Christianity, the Lost Library of Qumran (Philadelphia: JPS, ), .
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ancient covenant with all Israel.” This “specific technical connotation of
����,” he continues, “is not documented in yahad literature. On the other
hand, the communal dimension of ���� which attaches to the concept of
‘covenant renewal’ in the Covenanters’ theology, as reflected in the Foun-
dation Documents, appears to be altogether absent from the Rabbinic
world of thought.”13

Given this strikingly different usage between these two Torah schools,
it is of considerable interest to note Paul’s evident affinity for the ya .had’s
use of ����, particularly in the context of an ecclesial comparison of
the καιν9ς δια",κη with that of the old covenant in Cor : and .
For Paul the communal character of the new covenant is primary. It is
also remarkable that the only two communities that give evidence to
and interpret Jeremiah’s ���� ���� are the ya .had and the early Jesus
movement, especially as articulated in Paul.

.. Biblical Hermeneutics

Since, in contrast to the Rabbis, Qumran granted “normative importance
to contemporary (since Sinai!) divine revelation”14 it used the pesher
method of biblical interpretation, a contemporizing form of interpreta-
tion in which the prophetic texts are understood as referring to present
events in the life of the ya .had. More specifically, in its use of biblical texts
it divided the law into distinct categories, i.e., the revealed (nigleh) and
hidden (nistar).

A further result of the ya .had’s prophetic hermeneutic is sharp criti-
cism of Pharisaic rationalist interpretation. They are referred to as dôr-
shê .halāqôt, meaning literally “seekers after smooth things,” but more
properly understood as “interpreters of false laws.” In CD :– they
are called “builders of the wall . . . ,” a phrase remarkably similar to m.
"Abot : where it is taught that one should “Build a fence around the
Torah.” Similarly, in QHa XII:– it is stated that “they planned evil
[lit., “Belial”] against me to replace your Torah which You taught in my
heart with smooth things [i.e. false laws] (which they taught) to Your
people.”

Not only does Paul participate in implicitly analogous criticisms, he
reveals an exegetical method remarkably similar to that of the ya .had.
Each cite biblical texts in ways not unrelated. Joseph Fitzmyer has made

13 Talmon, “Community,” –.
14 Schwartz, “Law and Truth,” .
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a careful comparison of the introductory formulas used by Paul to intro-
duce theOldTestament with those used in theDead Sea Scrolls.15He also
makes references to the study by B.M. Metzger in which a comparison is
made between the formulas used to cite “Old Testament” quotations in
the Mishnah and the New Testament.16 Fitzmyer concludes his meticu-
lous evaluation with the conclusion that Paul’s introductory formulas are
far closer to the ya .had’smethod than to the Pharisaic-rabbinic approach
of the Mishnah. He then raises two perceptive queries with regard to the
mode of Pauline citation: “Can themode have so radically changed from
the pre- Palestinian custom to that of the Mishnaic in the course of
some  years? Or is a different custom being followed?”17

In this connection one other comment is in order. In Otto Michel’s
important volume, Paulus und seine Bibel,18 he concluded that no col-
lections similar to Paul’s testimonia lists or florilegia (e.g. Rom :–
; :–; :–) could be found in the Jewish tradition.19 The
publication of QTest (Q) in  raises in yet another way the
intriguingly proximate relationship between Paul and the ya .had ofQum-
ran.

..The Language of Temple Purity and Sanctification

As is unmistakably evident in the Qumran literature, the ya .had under-
stood itself as a replacement temple, a virtual temple, in view of the
utter corruption of the Jerusalem Temple fromwhich they had separated
(CD :; QS VIII:). As a result there is a stringent application of
purity within the ya .had as is testified by the presence ofmultipleMikva"ot
at the community center. Noteworthy also is the Qumran community’s
refusal to distinguish between cultic and moral impurity. Magness states
the matter well: “To the sectarians, purity and impurity were manifesta-
tions of the moral state of the individual.”20

15 J.A. Fitzmyer, “Paul’s Jewish Background and the Deeds of the Law,” in According
to Paul: Studies in the Theology of the Apostle (New York: Paulist, ), –, here –
. See also J.A. Fitzmyer, “The Use of Explicit Old Testament Quotations in Qumran
Literature and in the New Testament,”NTS  (–): –.

16 B.M. Metzger, “The Formulas Introducing Quotations of Scripture in the NT and
the Mishnah,” JBL  (): –.

17 Fitzmyer, “Paul’s Jewish Background,” .
18 O. Michel, Paulus und seine Bibel (Gütersloh: Bertelsmann, ).
19 Ibid., .
20 J. Magness, The Archaeology of Qumran and the Dead Sea Scrolls (Studies in the

Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), .
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There is sufficient language in the Pauline letters to suggest that Paul
also viewed his communities as being replacements for the temple and
that he himself is deeply concerned with issues of purity. Most striking
is the reference that “we are the temple of the living God” in the broader
context of Cor :–:. Almost identical is the use of “temple” lan-
guage in Cor :– and :, particularly with the references to “you”
in the plural pointing to the community rather than the individual. The
former is especially instructive: “Do you not know that you are God’s
temple and that God’s Spirit dwells in you? If anyone destroysGod’s tem-
ple, God will destroy that person. For God’s temple is holy, and you are
that temple” (NRSV). Application of such a manner of thinking can also
be found in Cor :–. The replacement temple community cannot
tolerate immorality since the impurity of even one member will defile
the entire church. Since “our paschal lamb, Christ, has been sacrificed,”
the “festival,” presumably the sacredmeal of the community, must be cel-
ebrated not with the old yeast ofmalice and evil but “with the unleavened
bread of sincerity and truth.” To guard against such impurity Deut :
is invoked: “Drive out the wicked person from among you.”The presence
of God in this sacred community demands purity. Paul’s serekh, i.e. his
“order” or “rule” in Thess :– contains similar themes, including a
corresponding pattern of uncleanness/impurity being opposed by sanc-
tification/holiness.21

This use of temple and purity language in the Pauline letters raises a
not unrelated question: the correlation of Paul’s divine apostolic call and
his priestly ministry. In Schwartz’s analysis of the difference between the
realism of Qumran and the nominalism of the Rabbi’s he notes that “my
basic thesis is that there is a symmetry between the respective natures
of priests and rabbis themselves, on the one hand, and the natures of
their respective attitudes toward law, on the other. Priests (in Judaism)
are created by God, or by nature, if you will, and seem typically to have
ascribed great authority to God or nature in the legal process. Rabbis, in
contrast, created themselves, and even prided themselves on the lack of
importance of pedigree among them; it is noteworthy that their approach
to law leaves God and nature on the sidelines, objects of debate but
not participants in it.”22 Or put another way, priestly “authority did not,

21 See further on this K.P. Donfried, “Paul and Qumran:The Possible Influence of ��

on Thessalonians,” in idem, Paul, Thessalonica and Early Christianity, –.

22 Schwartz, “Law and Truth,” .
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in fact, depend upon the law. . . . Sages and rabbis, on the other hand, had
authority only through the law.”23

Paul emphasizes his priestly role in Rom ::

Nevertheless on some points I have written to you rather boldly by way of
reminder, because of the grace given me by God to be a minister of Christ
Jesus to the Gentiles in the priestly service (;ερ�υργ�=ντα) of the gospel of
God, so that the offering (> πρ�σ��ρ�) of the Gentiles may be acceptable,
sanctified by the Holy Spirit. (NRSV)

What exactly does Paul have inmindwhenhewrites to theRomans about
his “priestly service”?

In Phil : the term λειτ�υργ@α is used in a distinctly liturgical setting:
“But even if I am being poured out as a libation over the sacrifice and the
offering of your faith, I am glad and rejoice with all of you” (NRSV). It
would therefore appear that Paul is describing himself as being involved
in a distinctly liturgical act in Rom , viz., preaching the gospel to the
Gentiles, and this coheres well with his formulation at the opening of
Romans: “For God, whom I worship (λατρε+ω) with my spirit in the
proclamation of the gospel of his Son . . . ” (:). Fitzmyer is to be followed
when he concludes that in “his mission to the Gentiles Paul sees his
function to be like that of a Jewish priest dedicated to the service of God
in his Temple.” It is indeed likely that for Paul in this context ;ερ�υργ0ω
means “to function as a priest,” and that the “service of the priests in
the Jerusalem Temple provides the background of Paul’s metaphorical
language.”24 In this act of worship, however, the priestly offering does not
include animals but repentant Gentiles.

In his letter to the Philippians the Apostle described himself “as to the
law a Pharisee” (:).That Paul would still hold to such a self-description
at the time he is writing Romans is unimaginable since such a Pharisaic
allegiance would have disallowed using the sacrificial language of the
temple cult in such a metaphorical way. Is not a closer proximity to
concepts situated within the ya .had amore likely source of influence than
that of the Pharisaic/rationalist stream, particularly since the Apostle to
the Gentiles views his communities in Christ as replacements for the
temple much as did the covenanters at Qumran?

23 Ibid., .
24 J.A. Fitzmyer, Romans: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB

; New York: Doubleday, ), .
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.. Righteousness of God/Justification in the Context of Election

The ya .had’s confidence in predestination within a context of dualism
differentiates them from the other Judaisms of the day.Those predestined
for righteousness have been given the knowledge of God as one reads in
QHa XX:–: “And I, throughmy understanding, have come to know
You, myGod, through the spirit which You placed withinme. . . . In Your
holy spirit You have [o]pened to me knowledge of the mystery of Your
understanding.”25 As a result of this knowledge and as a consequence of
the gift of “the spirit of the counsel of the truth of God” (QS III:–),
the elect or chosen of God “can discern the correct path and follow the
divine will.”26

Paul explicitly refers to the Thessalonians as  κλ�γ, in Thess :
and in : that they have been “God taught” ("ε�δ@δακτ�ς). As with
Qumran so for Paul the theme of election is foundational from his
earliest letter, Thessalonians, to Romans, his last. In Rom : one
reads: “And those whom he predestined (πρ�Aρισεν) he also called
( κ�λεσσεν); and those whom he called he also justified ( δικα@ωσεν);
and those whom he justified he also glorified ( δB�ασεν)” (NRSV).
In this text it is election/predestination that precedes the reference to
“justification” and it is the theme of election/predestination that provides
the appropriate context for understanding the function of “justification”
in Pauline thought.

In addition to this remarkable commonality of language it is likely
that the community at Qumran also contributed a set of conceptual
tools for Paul’s understanding of justification and the righteousness of
God in light of the Christ event. I refer here especially to QS XI:–
 and QHa XII:–. One observes there that the theme of human
sinfulness and wickedness, the assertion that “judgment shall be by the
righteousness of God” and the emphasis on the mercy of a gracious God
in whom human righteousness is rooted are remarkably analogous to
Paul’s teaching about justification by grace. A closer examination of this
terminology is revealing.The term δικαι�σ+νη "ε�=, “the righteousness
of God,” is used by Paul in Rom :; :, , ; :; and Cor :,
often in close connection with his comments on justification. It is not
insignificant that the exact phrase “the righteousness of God,” not found
in theOld Testament, is used here as well as in QM IV: (�� ���) and in

25 The Translation is taken from Schiffman, Reclaiming, .
26 Ibid.
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QSX: andXI: (�� ����).This prior use of the concept by the ya .had
would support the observation that δικαι�σ+νη "ε�= is not a Pauline
creation. Further, at the beginning of the passage cited above, QS XI:,
there is a striking parallel to Paul’s use of σαρκ)ς Cμαρτ@ας (“sinful flesh”;
Rom :): ��� ��� (“perverse flesh”). Also related to the use of σDρ�
αμαρτ@ας in Rom :– is ��� ����, “the sin of flesh” in QS XI: and .

By the weaving of these themes into a more coherent unity, Qum-
ran places them in a context different from that found in the Tanak. It
is indeed possible that the ya .had provided Paul with these emphases that
he subsequently reformulated as a result of his encounter with the Risen
Christ (Gal :–). One should not, of course, fail to notice the obvious
differences between Paul and the ya .had, the most notable being the cen-
trality of the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ. Because the messiah
has come, the righteousness of God has now already been revealed. For
the ya .had, who are still waiting for messiah(s), their radicalized obedi-
ence to Torah suggests that such a manifestation of the righteousness of
God still remains a future expectation and goal. Thus Fitzmyer correctly
recognizes that, from a Pauline perspective, this community’s emphasis
on the mercy and the righteousness of God “is transitional, because it
is not yet the full-blown idea of Pauline justification by grace through
faith.”27 For this reason one should also follow his lead in translating 	���
as “judgment” and not as “justification.”28 “Judgment” allows Qumran
to influence Paul’s thinking without suggesting the broader connotation
that “justification” implies.

..TheWorks of the Law

The examples just cited have suggested a proximity between selected
terminology found in the Dead Sea Scrolls and selected Pauline theo-
logical formulations. There is yet another phrase that Paul uses, Eργα
νBμ�υ, (“works of the law”), that has been uncovered in the Qumran
scrolls. Given the enormous controversy surrounding themeaning of this
phrase, I wish in the context of this article, to make only two preliminary
points:

27 J.A. Fitzmyer, “Paul and the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty
Years: A Comprehensive Assessment (ed. P.W. Flint and J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Leiden:
Brill, –), :–, here  (italics in the original).

28 Against, for example, S. Schulz, “Zur Rechtfertigung aus Gnaden in Qumran und
bei Paulus,” ZTK  (): –, and G. Vermes,The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in
English (New York: Penguin, ), –.
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.. �ργα ν�μ�υ

The phrase, Eργα νBμ�υ, has no parallel in the Tanak. However, the
precise parallel phrase to Paul’s Eργα νBμ�υ is found in theQumran texts.
In QMMTC one reads ����� ���� ���� (“someworks of the law”), in
QMMTC– the emphasis falls on the correct practice of these deeds
(“in your deed [������] youmay be reckoned as righteous”). Particularly
important here is that the phrase ����� ���� ���� is explicitly related
to the pursuit of righteousness: the one who does “works of the law” is
reckoned as righteous.

.. Torah in the Pauline Letters

Although Paul sharply and, at times, polemically criticizes the misuse
of the Torah in his letters, I am unable to reach the conclusion that
Paul has categorically rejected the Torah in light of the Christ event.
One needs to recognize that Paul’s polemic against the “works of the
law” is frequently found within the context of a broader apologetic,
as is the case in Rom : (“Do we then overthrow the law by this
faith? By no means! On the contrary, we uphold the law” [NRSV]) and
in Rom : (“So the law is holy, and the commandment is holy and
just and good” [NRSV]). In my judgment the critical text for under-
standing Paul’s new understanding of the Torah is found in Rom
:–:

For God has done what the law, weakened by the flesh, could not do: by
sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and to deal with sin, he
condemned sin in the flesh, so that the just requirement of the law might
be fulfilled in us (Fνα τ) δικα@ωμα τ�= νBμ�υ πληρω"G9  ν >μHν), whowalk
not according to the flesh but according to the Spirit. (NRSV)

Critical is the interpretation of “just requirement” and that “the law
might be fulfilled.” While the “works of the law” are not the basis of
righteousness—only Christ is—that does not deny a positive function
for the law, properly understood, for those who are “in Christ.” In such
an interpretative context the term τ0λ�ς in Rom : would mean that
Christ is the goal or intention of the Torah, not unilaterally its termina-
tion or end.29

29 For a full discussion of the options see Fitzmyer, Romans, –.
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.. Repentance and Predestination

Schwartz understands repentance as “a sinner’s decision to be perfect, no
longer to sin.”30 For Paul, as can be seen in Rom ,

successful repentance is at least something of a fiction. As much as one
tries, one really never really succeeds; the next day, or the next Day of
Atonement, there is always a need to repent again. . . . Similarly, Qumran
writers who continually demanded “perfection of way” were led to con-
clude that man cannot save himself; “Man’s way is not his own, and man
shall not prepare his own steps, for the judgment is God’s and perfection of
way is in His hands” (QS :–), “I know that righteousness is not for
man, and perfection of way is not for the son of man; unto the Most High
are all works of righteousness, and the way of man cannot be established
unless God creates for him a spirit to make perfect the way of the sons of
man” (QH :–).31

Schwartz continues that for the rabbis, in contrast,

what is important is not so much what really happens as the human
decision to repent (just as human decisions of courts are granted supreme
importance); if it doesn’t work out, in the end, then one should try again . . .
And regarding the latter, human sin, God was considered to have allowed
man an efficacious method of settling his account and starting anew—
repentance.32

Paul’s lack of repentance language and his virtual omission of forgiveness
rhetoric suggest commonalities with the ya .had. A closer examination of
thesephenomenamight indicate a coherent deep structure that underlies
these connections. Relevant to a more detailed examination of such a
possible coherent deep structure are both Paul’s analysis of sin in Rom
 as echoed in QS XI:– and QHa XII:–33 and the fact that
atonement at Qumran can only be viewed in light of the ya .had’s doctrine
of predestination. Here, again, with regard to atonement language, Paul
is considerably closer to the views reflected in texts like  QS III:–
than to those of the Pharisaic tradition. Precisely the ya .had’s confidence
in predestination, within a context of dualism, differentiates them from
the other Judaisms of the day.34

30 Schwartz, “Law and Truth,” .
31 Ibid.
32 Ibid.
33 See previous citation of these texts in main body of paper.
34 See further J. Licht, “The Doctrine of theThanksgiving Scroll,” IEJ  (): –.
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Paul is so confident that theThessalonian Christians have been taught
by God that he can assure them that despite the hindrances created
by Satan they are his “crown of boasting” at the coming of Jesus; “yes,
you are our glory and joy!” (Thess :– NRSV). A comparison
with QS IV:– is instructive: “And as for the visitation of all who
walk in this spirit, it shall be healing, great peace in a long life, and
fruitfulness, together with every everlasting blessing and eternal joy in
life without end, a crown of glory (���� ����) and a garment of majesty
in unending light.”35 For communities such as these repentance and
forgiveness language becomes largely superfluous.

. Summary

In Paul’s final letter, Romans, he writes: “I ask, then, has God rejected his
people? By nomeans! I myself am an Israelite, a descendant of Abraham,
amember of the tribe of Benjamin.Godhas not rejected his peoplewhom
he foreknew” (Rom:NRSV).This religious biography is written in the
present tense and not the past; he continues as a member of the people
of Israel.

If Jerome is correct, Paul was born in Gischala in the Galilee and was
subsequently exiled to Tarsus where he grew up in a Jewish household
and educated in the Hellenistic traditions of that city.36 Upon going to
Jerusalem to study as a mature young man he undoubtedly came under
the influence of the Pharisees during a period of religious intensity and
it undoubtedly to this that he refers in his singular use of the term
“Pharisee” in Phil :: “as to the law, a Pharisee.” But before long he
encountered amovement described by Talmon as “prophetically inspired
and inclined to apocalypticism” that dissented “from the emerging brand
of Pharisaic Judaism at the turn of the era.”37 Not only did the ya .had
facilitate Paul’s break from the rationalist stream, it provided a context in
which he was able to interpret and articulate his call by God to proclaim
his son among the Gentiles (Gal :).

35 Vermes, Complete Dead Sea Scrolls, .
36 Jerome, Comm. Phlm. ; Vir. ill. .
37 Talmon, “Community,” .





“BECAUSE OF THE ANGELS”:
READING 1COR 11:2–16 IN LIGHT OF

ANGELOLOGY IN THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS

Cecilia Wassen
Uppsala University

Many documents from the Dead Sea Scrolls display a great fascination
in angels. Not only do the writers speculate about the appearance and
function of angels in God’s heavenly temple, but also about their role as
intermediaries between God and humans. In this paper I propose that
the angelology in the Scrolls can throw some light on Paul’s arguments in
Cor :– where he advises women towear somethingon their heads
as “authority,”  ��υσ@α, “because of the angels,” διD τ�Iς Jγγ0λ�υς.1

With its multilayered, metaphorical language and play on words, the
discourse of Cor :– offers well-known challenges to the inter-
preter. Paul argues that men should be unveiled and women veiled when
praying or prophesying (:). As part of his argumentation he explains
that theman, not thewoman, is “the image and reflection of God” (:),
that woman was made from man (:), and that she was created for
the sake of man. “For this reason,” Paul writes, “a woman ought to have
authority on her head, because of the angels” (:). His explanation,
which must have been perfectly lucid to the original audience, poses a
special problem. The exegesis can be divided into two main strands of
understanding with various nuances: () women have to protect them-
selves against “bad angels” following the speculations around the “sons of
God” in Gen :– who took wives among the “daughters of men”;2 ()

1 Literally, “a woman ought to have authority on her head” (cf. NRSV “a woman ought
to have a symbol of authority on her head”).

2 See e.g.,  En. –, the Book of the Watchers. For the view that woman might evoke
lust amongst the angels, see e.g., L.J. Lietart Peerbolte, “Man, Woman, and the Angels
in Cor :–,” in The Creation of Man and Woman: Interpretations of the Biblical
Narratives in Jewish and Christian Traditions (ed. G.P. Luttikhuizen; Themes in Biblical
Narratives ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.This interpretation is highly unlikely.One reason
is that the phrasing almost parallels that of three passages in the Dead Sea Scrolls that
similarly refer to the presence of angels in an assembly (see below). In these cases, the
meaning clearly is “out of reverence for the angels.” J.A. Fitzmyer (“A Feature of Qumran
Angelology and theAngels of Cor :,” inPaul andQumran: Studies inNewTestament
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since angels traditionally are guardians of the order of creation, women
should cover their hair as this corresponds to the creative order in rev-
erence to the angels. Alternative interpretations include the view that
women should imitate the angels who covered their faceswith theirwings
according to Isa : and the view that the angels here are evil angels. My
proposal builds on two of these ideas: the association of angels with cre-
ation, and the idea of humans imitating angels—althoughnot in the sense
previously suggested. I hold that the interpretive key to the crux is to
be found in the beliefs surrounding the impact of angels in worship, an
important dimension in this text that has largely been overlooked. In this
regard, the various beliefs concerning angels in the Dead Sea Scrolls are
highly illuminating, particularly the concept of communion with angels
and the theme of imitation of angels. In addition, this study draws on
other Jewish sources from Second Temple Judaism and early rabbinic
literature. We begin, however, by examining the belief in a union with
angels in worship in literature from Qumran. Subsequently we consider
Paul’s expression, “because of the angels” (Cor :), which is strongly
reminiscent of three passages in the sectarian documents fromQumran,
as well as his appeal to creation. Then, we investigate the link between
angels and head coverings in Corinth by taking the greater socio-cultural
context into consideration. In conclusion, I suggest that Paul is advising
the female participants to cover their distinctive female attribute, their
hair, in imitation of male angels.

Communion with Angels in the Dead Sea Scrolls

Angels appear frequently in hymns and liturgical material within the
context of worship. The Sabbath Songs are evidently a rich source for
the belief in communion with angels. Although a sectarian origin of the
collection is debated, with nine copies discovered at Qumran it is clear
that the Songs held an important place in the Qumran community.3 In

Exegesis [London: Chapman, ], –, ) correctly, I believe, argued “Though this
evidence from Qumran has not solved the problem of exousia, it has, we believe, made
the interpretation of dia tous angelous as ‘fallen angels’ far less plausible.” For a list of the
various interpretations, see H. Conzelmann, Corinthians: A Commentary on the First
Epistle to the Corinthians (trans. J. Leitch;Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress, ), –
; L.T. Stuckenbruck, “Why ShouldWomenCoverTheir Heads Because of the Angels?
(Corinthians :),” Stone-Campbell Journal  (): –.

3 The sectarian composition Berakot (Q–) exhibits influence from the Sab-
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sublime, rhythmic language, using strange syntax,4 the songs meditate
on the angelic praise and the heavenly sanctuaries where carved images
also praise God. The hymns bring the worshipers on a virtual journey
through the seven levels of temples and into the inner most sanctuary
where they, as it were, get to gaze on the heavenly chariot throne, and the
angelic priesthood offering the Sabbath sacrifice. The precise function
of these songs is contested: Carol Newsom suggests the purpose of the
songs was to facilitate “communal mysticism.”5 Similarly, Philip Alexan-
der unequivocally states “the temple is not merely an object of intellec-
tual speculation or literary curiosity: it constitutes a divine, transcendent
realm that is seen as the goal of mystical aspiration.”6 Highlighting the
rhythmic language, Rachel Elior argues that it is designed “to express the
invisible in poetic and musical terms and thus transplant him [the wor-
shiper] to the supernatural worlds, to inspire in him a mystical ascent
to the angelic world.”7 The Songs were, then, a vehicle for the partici-
pants to transcend the human realm and join the angelic host in wor-
ship.

bath Songs, thereby testifying to the importance of the Songs; see C.A. Newsom, “ ‘Sec-
tually Explicit’ Literature from Qumran,” in The Hebrew Bible and its Interpreters (ed.
W. Propp, B. Halpern, and D.N. Freedman; Biblical and Judaic Studies ; Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, ), –, –; eadem, “Angelic Liturgy: Songs of the Sabbath
Sacrifice (Q–Q, Q, Mask),” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic,
and Greek Texts With English Translations, vol. B: Angelic Liturgy: Songs of the Sabbath
Sacrifice (ed. J.H. Charlesworth and C.A. Newsom;The PrincetonTheological Seminary
Dead Sea Scrolls Project; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –, –. We find in QBera
(Q) a similar numinous language as the Sabbath Songs with a focus on the heavenly
temple and the angelic worship, though it is also concerned with God’s earthly creation
that takes part in the praise (Q a–c).

4 Unstructured syntax with long chains of nouns and frequent use of participles is
characteristic also of later Hekhalot literature; see L. Schiffman, Reclaiming the Dead Sea
Scrolls:The History of Judaism, the Background of Christianity, the Lost Library of Qumran
(Philadelphia: JPS, ), . For a general comparison between the Dead Sea Scrolls
and later Jewish mystical texts, see J.R. Davila, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and Merkavah
Mysticism,” inThe Dead Sea Scrolls in their Historical Context (ed. T.H. Lim; Edinburgh:
T&T Clark, ), –.

5 C.A. Newsom, Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice: A Critical Edition (HSS ; Atlanta:
Scholars Press, ), .

6 P. Alexander,The Mystical Texts: Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice and Related Man-
uscripts (Library of Second Temple Studies ; Companion to the Qumran Scrolls ;
London: T&T Clark, ), .

7 The quote is from the context of Elior’s analysis of the seventh Sabbath song inwhich
a divine covenant is renewed with both angels and humans;The Three Temples: On the
Emergence of Jewish Mysticism (trans. D. Louvish; Oxford: The Littman Library of Jewish
Civilization, ), .
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We find the same notion of an angelic and human union in a range of
texts fromQumran; a few examples will suffice.The concluding hymn in
QS asserts that the angelic and human communities are united for ever
(QS XI:–):

God has given them [secret knowledge] to his chosen ones [= humans]
as an everlasting possession, and has caused them to inherit the lot of the
Holy Ones [= angels]. He has joined their assembly [= humans] to the Sons
of Heaven to be a council of the community, a foundation of the building
of holiness, and eternal plantation throughout all ages to come.8

We may note here the blurry boundaries between humans and angels;
the congregation in some sense, spiritually, already in the present lives
together with the angels.9 Similarly, the speaker in QHa XI:– ex-
presses the belief in the ability of humans to enter the angelic realm and
praise with the angelic host:

The perverse spirit You have cleansed from great transgression, that he
may stand with the host of the holy ones, and enter into community
(ya .had) with the congregation of the sons of heaven. And for man, You
have allotted an eternal destiny with the spirits of knowledge, to praise
Your name together with shouts of joy, and to recount Your wonders before
all Your creatures.10

Ya .had here denotes a togetherness that embraces both humans and
angels; this unity is possible through God’s grace in forgiving the trans-
gressions, so the faithful, now cleansed, can join the angels.11 A final

8 Translation byG.Vermes,TheCompleteDead Sea Scrolls in English (NewYork:Allen
Lane/Penguin, ), .

9 The close union between angels and humans is sometimes expressed in language
that makes it hard to distinguish between angels and humans. In the sectarian literature
such as theWar Scroll similar terminology is used for the earthly and heavenly warriors;
they are grouped together into opposing camps, under all encompassing headings such
as “the hordes of Belial” (QM XI:), “the lot of darkness” (XIII:), “the army of Belial”
(I:), and the corresponding “lot of God” (XIII:; XVII:–), or “lot of light” (XIII:),
and “our congregation” (XII:–). Furthermore, the common nature of the human and
angelic participants is underscored in attributes common for both parties: both humans
and angels are “the elect” (X:; XII:, ); both are called “holy ones,” and QM I:–
presents humans with typical angelic attributes: “then [the Sons of Rig]hteousness shall
shine to all ends of the world, continuing to shine forth until the end of the appointed
seasons of darkness” (cf. that partly preserved line : “the holy ones shall shine,” which
may refer to either humans or angels).

10 All translations are from D.W. Parry and E. Tov, eds.,The Dead Sea Scrolls Reader
( vols; Leiden: Brill, –), unless otherwise stated.

11 Other passages from the Dead Sea Scrolls that point to a close communion between
angels and humans include, for example, QSefer ha-Mil .hamah (Q)  ii –;
QShirb (Q)  –; QSb IV:–; and QMa (Q)  i –.
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example is taken from the Rule of the Blessings (QSb), which cloaks the
traditional priestly blessing in Num :– in an eschatological garb.12
The blessing of the high priest in QSb IV:– compares him to an
Angel of Presence:13

May you be as an Angel of Presence in the Abode of Holiness to the glory
of the God of [hosts]. May you attend upon the service in the Temple of the
Kingdom and decree destiny in company with the Angels of the Presence,
in common council [with the Holy Ones] for everlasting ages and time
without end.

Whether or not these blessings should be understood as expressions of
realized or future eschatology, they give further evidence of the close
bond between humans and angels. It is worth noting that many of the
passages that assert a communion between the community and angels
appear in hymns and prayers.This circumstance indicates that it was par-
ticularly during worship that the Dead Sea sectarians, like the Corinthi-
ans, would experience the presence of angels.14

The close communionwith angels put stringent obligations on the sec-
tarians; they aspired to live a perfect life of purity, holiness, and obedi-
ence, like the angels. Devorah Dimant demonstrates how the sectarians
“conceived their own existence as analogical to that of angels” on many
levels. Dimant points out that many functions of the sectarians have a
striking resemblance to that of angels.15 The stringent purity rules of the
sect and the practice of celibacy, for example, may well be explained from

12 As J.H. Charlesworth argues, since the sect believed it was living at the end times
the blessings may have been recited in anticipation of the eschaton; see “Rule of the
Community (QS; cf. QS MSS A–J, Q),” inThe Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic,
and Greek Texts With English Translations, vol. : Rule of the Community and Related
Documents (ed. idem; The Princeton Theological Seminary Dead Sea Scrolls Project;
Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –,  n. .

13 Translation by Vermes,Complete Dead Sea Scrolls.The official editor, J.T.Milik, pre-
sumed that the blessing was part of that for the Zadokite priests in the previous column.
J.H. Charlesworth accepts this interpretation (“Blessings [QSb],” inTheDead Sea Scrolls:
Hebrew, Aramaic, andGreek Texts with English Translations, vol. :Rule of the Community
and Related Documents, –, ). For the view that the blessing concerns the high
priest, see C. Fletcher-Louis, All the Glory of Adam: Liturgical Anthropology in the Dead
Sea Scrolls (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.

14 B. Frennesson, “In a Common Rejoicing”: Liturgical Communion with Angels in
Qumran (Studia Semitica Upsaliensia ; Uppsala: University of Uppsala Press, ),
–. Frennesson provides a thorough analysis of all the liturgical Qumran texts related
to angels; see alsoM. Davidson,Angels at Qumran: A Comparative Study of Enoch –,
– and Sectarian Writings from Qumran (JSPSup ; Sheffield: JSOT Press, ),
.

15 D. Dimant, “Men as Angels:The Self-Image of theQumranCommunity,” inReligion



 cecilia wassen

their aim of living like angels. Also, as Elior demonstrates, the liturgy,
rituals, and calendar of the Qumran community were designed to corre-
spond to that of the heavenly cult.16 Nevertheless, the sectarians did not
only strive to imitate the angels in their behaviour and liturgy, but also in
their appearance as we will see below.

“Because of the Angels”

TheWarScroll (QM), theRule of the Congregation (QSa), and theDam-
ascus Document (D) refer to the presence of angels as explanations for
disqualifying the physically disabled and the impure, from participating
in communal activities. While D and QSa prohibit various categories
of disabled members from entering communal meetings, M bars them
from participating in the final battle (CD :– par. Q  i –
par. Q  ii; QSa II:–; QMVII:–). In wording similar to Paul’s,
they all refer to the presence of holy angels as the reason for the exclusion,
as QSa II:– reads:

And no-one who is afflicted in the flesh, crippled in the legs or the hands,
lame or blind or deaf or dumb, or stricken with a visible blemish in the
flesh visible to the eyes; or a (tottering) old man who cannot maintain
himself within the congregation, may en[ter] to stand firm [wi]thin the
Congregation of renown, for holy angels [(are) in] their [Counc]il.17

In addition, the War Scroll also bans women and youth from entering
the war camp (QM VII:–). Although the reason for the exclusion of
women is primarily related to concerns about purity, the law may also
express uneasiness about them being present when angels are near.

and Politics in the Ancient Near East (ed. A. Berlin; Studies and Texts in Jewish History
and Culture; Bethesda: University Press of Maryland, ), –.

16 According to Elior (Three Temples, ), there was a “collaboration of priests and
angels” in the cult.

17 Translation based on J.H. Charlesworth and L. Stuckenbruck, “Rule of the Congre-
gation (QSa),” inThe Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Texts With English
Translations, vol. : Rule of the Community and Related Documents, –. The trans-
lation has been modified to make it gender-inclusive, which seems appropriate in a doc-
ument that mentions women and children several times; see Eileen Schuller, “Women in
the Dead Sea Scrolls,” inMethods of Investigation of the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Khirbet
Qumran Site: Present Realities and Future Prospects (ed. M.O. Wise et al.; Annals of the
New York Academy of Sciences ; New York: New York Academy of Sciences, ),
–, .
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It is commonly accepted that the lists of physical defects are based
on Lev :–, which lists blemishes that render priests ineligible to
serve in the temple. It is noteworthy that these lists not only include
disabilities that would be physically disabling and hinder service, but also
include blemishes that are aesthetically unattractive. While being similar
to Lev , the Qumran lists go beyond these categories by adding new
types of blemishes.18 Taken together, these rules testify to the reality of
angelic presence; this is not metaphorical, symbolic language; instead
imperfect people were physically barred so that angels would not come in
contact with them.This is the perspective we should bring with us when
examining Paul’s message to the Corinthians about angels.

Ecstasy and Angels at Corinth

Given the background of fellowship with angels as expressed in the
Scrolls, we can begin to appreciate the significances of the perceived
angelic presence at Corinth. Was the belief in the joint worship with
angels grounded in mystical experiences19 in which the worshipers tran-
scended the human realm, as was likely the case at Qumran? The infor-
mation we receive about the worship in Corinth certainly suggest that
this indeed was the case. The Corinthian worship was clearly of ecstatic

18 For a detailed comparison of these lists and a discussion on various underlying
causes, see C. Wassen, “What do Angels Have against the Blind and the Deaf? Rules of
Exclusion in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Common Judaism: Explorations in Second-Temple
Judaism (ed. W. McCready and A. Reinhartz; Minneapolis: Fortress, ), –.

19 I am using the termmystical experiences in a wide sense with reference to personal
experiences of transcendence and of perceived encounter with the divine that often take
the form of visions or other forms of revelations. In modern terminology it involves an
experience of an “altered state of consciousness” that is interpreted by the practitioner in
religious terms. I accept April DeConick’s definition of mysticism: “a tradition within
early Judaism and Christianity centered on the belief that a person directly, immedi-
ately, and before death can experience the divine, either as a rapture experience or as one
solicited by a particular praxis.” She points out that the term mysticism is modern and
that the ancients referred to these kinds of experiences as “apocalypse,” i.e., revelation;
see A.D. DeConick, “What is Early Jewish and Christian Mysticism?” in Paradise Now:
Essays on Early Jewish and Christian Mysticism (ed. eadem; SBLSymS ; Atlanta: SBL,
), –, . Whether or not all ecstatic phenomena listed by Paul should be defined
as mystical by definition is impossible to know, since of course we do not have first-hand
descriptions (except for Paul’s own in  Cor :–, in which case they fit the criteria).
Certainly glossolalia and prophesying appear to be mystical experiences according to my
description above. At any rate, for this study I cannot go into depth into this intriguing
issue.



 cecilia wassen

or mystical nature.20 Paul speaks of persons empowered by the spirit
speaking in tongues (“ecstatic utterances”), prophesying, and perform-
ing “deeds of power” and healings—spiritual activities that are clearly of
charismatic and ecstatic nature.21 In this setting the angels played a role.
For Paul, speaking in tongues was speaking a different language; γλ&σσα
normally means a language in the NT (Cor :).22 In spite of his cau-
tions about using glossolalia in worship (Cor :–), Paul has a posi-
tive overall view of the practice (Cor :, ), claiming to speak it more
than his addressees (:). The basis of his appreciation of this “gift”
lies in its nature as the language angels (Cor :).23 In fact, glossolalia
expresses “mysteries in the Spirit” (:), that is, as James Dunn explains,
“mysteries of which only the angels in heaven have knowledge.”24 At the
same time, this angelic language was hailed as ameans not only of revela-
tion, but also of prayer (Cor :, –).25 Hence, through glossolalia
the ecstatic worshipers perceived themselves being in the company with
the angels, taking part in the angelic praise. Paul refers to such combined
human and angelic worship in Phil :–, which poetically articulates

20 For an examination of the charismatic nature of the experiences at Corinth (and
elsewhere in the early Christian movement), see J.D.G. Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit (Lon-
don: SCM Press, ), –.

21 Glossolalia has been described as “the language of the unconscious” (G. Theissen,
Psychological Aspects of PaulineTheology [trans. J.P. Calvin; Philadelphia: Fortress, ],
) since the speaker does not normally understand what he or she is saying (Cor
:; :, –). But, according to Paul the speaker may have the ability to understand
the utterances, which is desirable (Cor :, , –). This, however, does not appear
to be common since someone else may be given the ability to interpret the language
(Cor :; :–). The accusation of drunkenness in Acts :– in connection to
speaking in tongues gives further support to the ecstatic nature of the phenomenon. For
a general discussion on the phenomenon, see Theissen, Psychological Aspects, –;
Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit, –; J. Behm, “γλ&σσα,” TDNT :–.

22 Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit, –.
23 Theissen, Psychological Aspects, .
24 Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit, .
25 It can be deduced from Cor  that glossolalic utterances were interpreted as both

messages and prayers. Theissen (Psychological Aspects, –) argues that through
gestures, posture, and other nonverbal means, it would be evident for others whether
the glossolalia concerned prayer or messages. Cor :– (introduction to the section
on spiritual gifts) shows that confession to Jesus was also part of the ecstatic utterances
and that mispronunciations by ecstatic people or misapprehensions could be dangers in
these cases; see arguments by Theissen, Psychological Aspects, . Dunn (Jesus and the
Spirit, ) suggests that also Rom : refers to glossolalia as a way of communicating
with God. Although glossolalia was understood to mediate heavenly messages, Paul still
distinguishes between prophesying and speaking in tongues (Cor :–) based on the
means by which the message is revealed (see below).
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the cosmic nature of the confession to Jesus by the earthly and heavenly
(as well as under-worldly) powers.26

Whereas praise or prayer could be expressed through speaking in
tongues, prophecy appears to have taken the form of regular, intelligible
language (Cor :–). Still, we do get hints about the means by which
the revelations are received: Paul groups all these phenomena together
under the umbrella terms “spiritual gifts,”πνευματικ� (:; :); “gifts,”
%αρ@σματα (:); “activities,”  νεργ,ματα (:); manifestation of the
spirit (:), which suggests that prophecy was no less the result of
ecstatic, ormystical practices, than speaking in tongues. Consequently, in
his commentary on Cor :, C.K. Barrett argues that prophecy “was
uttered in ordinary though probably excited, perhaps ecstatic, speech.”27

Although the specific term “angels,” Kγγελ�ι, only appears in Cor
: in the letter, there are further hints that they were seen as actively
involved in the worship. Paul refers to “spirits,” πνε+ματα, in the plural a
few times (Cor :; :; cf. Rev :; Heb :). Since πνε+ματα
in Hebrew, �����, is one of the most common designations for angels
in the Dead Sea Scrolls, the simplest interpretation of the plurality of
spirits is that it refers to angelic powers.28 Furthermore, according to
Earle Ellis, the spiritual gifts, πνευματικ�, which includes prophecy,
should be understood as the powerful manifestations of the spirits, the
πνε+ματα / angels, behind them.29 Prophecy is also particularly linked to
communication with angels elsewhere in the Corinthian correspondence
where Paul speaks of “the spirits of the prophets” (Cor :; cf. Rev
:). There is therefore reason to understand the uttering of prophecies
and prayers of women andmen under discussion in Cor :–within
the context of the ecstatic nature of the Corinthian worship in general,
and as part of the activities that were linked to communion with angels.

Paul himself was a mystic, as Alan Segal, amongst others, has superbly
demonstrated.30 Paul’s mystical experience on the road to Damascus

26 Theissen, Psychological Aspects, .
27 C.K. Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians (London: Black,

), .
28 There are references to a dualism of spirits (e.g., Cor :; :; Cor :, )

that include also the evil spirits (Thess :), but the plurality of good spirits—Cor
:; :—can only mean good angels; see E.E. Ellis, Prophecy and Hermeneutic in
Early Christiantiy: New Testament Essays (WUNT ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ),
–.

29 See ibid., –. Ellis highlights, for example, that Paul uses “spirits” and “spiritual
gifts” interchangeably in Cor :, .

30 A. Segal, Paul the Convert: The Apostolate and Apostasy of Saul the Pharisee (New
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(according to Acts :–; :–; :–) was likely one of the many
“visions and revelations” (Cor :, ; cf. Acts :–) Paul professes
to have had. Paul has seen the Lord (Cor :), received a revelation,
apokalypsis, of Jesus (Gal :), and spoken directly with him (Cor
:), which goes beyond mere prayers; clearly Paul speaks of mystical
experiences.31 In Cor :–, Paul records one event that we may call
an altered state of consciousness (ASC), or ecstasy. Though Paul takes a
pseudonymous stance, writing in the third person, he is most likely writ-
ing about himself. He interprets his experience in light of the ascent tradi-
tions of Jewish apocalyptic,mystical traditions, claiming to ascend to “the
third heaven,” which he also calls paradise. In line with these apocalyptic
traditions that saw revelations of heavenly realities as secret, Paul shows
restraint in his descriptions, only stating that he “heard things that are
not to be told, that nomortal is permitted to repeat” (Cor :; cf. Cor
:; Gal :–).32 Given that Paul refers to this experience in the con-
text of boasting, as he says, one may safely conclude that some of the
Corinthian addressees, particularly the “Spirit-people,” �; πνευματικ�@
(e.g., Cor :; :), claimed spiritual supremacy also based on mys-
tical experiences. Paul speaks frequently of being “in Christ,” and some-
times of Christ dwelling in the believers, which is not simply ametaphor-
ical language but articulates a sense of intimacy and of a mystical bond
between the believers and the divine.33 Therefore, the reference to angels

Haven: Yale University Press, ), –; idem, Life andDeath: AHistory of the Afterlife
in Western Religion (New York: Doubleday, ), –.

31 Segal points out (Paul the Convert, –) that ecstatic visions are often transfor-
mative experiences, which is evident also in the case of Paul’s so-called “conversion” (Gal
:–; Cor :–:).

32 Paul’s experience follows a long-standing tradition of prophets receiving visions
and revelations through ASC experiences, according to hints in the Hebrew Bible; see
R.R. Wilson, Prophecy and Society in Ancient Israel (Philadelphia: Fortress, ); idem,
“Prophecy and Ecstasy: A Reexamination” in Community, Identity and Ideology: Social
Science Approaches to the Hebrew Bible (ed. C.E. Carter and C.L. Meyers; Sources for
Biblical andTheological Study ; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, ), –. Alsomany
revelations recorded by apocalyptic writers are likely based on ASC experiences; see
discussion by DeConick, “Early Jewish and Christian Mysticism,” –; C. Rowland,
with P. Gibbons and V. Dobroruka, “Visionary Experience in Ancient Judaism and
Christianity,” in Paradise Now, –. As Ellis (Prophecy andHermeneutic, –) points
out, the imagery of “the third heaven” and “Paradise”would naturally involve the presence
of angels and of God (cf. Dan ;  En. ). Most scholars assume that Paul is speaking
about himself (Segal, Paul the Convert, ). See also analysis by Segal, Life and Death,
–.

33 Paul uses the phrase “in Christ”  times (Ephesians, Colossians and the Pastorals
excluded) with various connotations. Sometimes, the expression conveys the meaning



“because of the angels” 

in  Cor : may primarily be an allusion to a communion—plausibly
amystical one—between humans and angels. Given themystical, ecstatic
framework and close relationship between angels and humans at Corinth
that we will also find at Qumran, this raises the possibility that Paul is
advising his community to imitate the angels just like the sectarians did.
To consider this option we need to further consider the views on head
coverings in antiquity.

Head Covering

It is a commonmisconception thatwomen inRoman society inAntiquity
would ordinarily be veiled in public.34 The custom of wearing a veil
appears, rather, to have belonged to the eastern fringes of the empire.
Instead, both men and women usually appeared in public with bare
heads.35 In her in-depth study on the customs of head coverings in the
Mediterranean antiquity, Linda Belleville demonstrates that decorum

of believers being in Christ (or “in the Lord”) as for example, in Rom :; :; :
(“we all are one body in Christ”); Cor :, ; :. A related expression is “in the
Spirit” (Rom :); also, believers are part of Christ’s body (Cor :–). Conversely,
Christ (or “his son”) is present in Paul (Gal :; :–) and in the believers (Cor :;
Rom :). Related to this are the concepts of dying “united with him (Christ)” through
baptism (Rom :–; cf. Rom :; :; Cor :–; :) and the transformation of
believerswho are becoming like Christ in his death (Phil :; cf. Rom :) and are being
transformed into God’s image (Cor :; see below). For a detailed discussion on the
mystical dimension of Paul’s Christological expressions, see J.D.G. Dunn,The Theology
of Paul the Apostle (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, ), –. See also, J.D. Tabor,Things
Unutterable: Paul’s Ascent to Paradise in its Greco-Roman, Judaic, and Early Christian
Contexts (Studies in Judaism; Lanham:University Press of America, ), ; Segal, Paul
the Convert, –.

34 Stuckenbruck argues that the often quoted Plutarch’s statement about women cov-
ering their hair in public (Quaest. rom. ) is speculative; “Why Should Women Cover
Their Heads,” .

35 See L.L. Belleville “ΚΕΦΑΛΗ and the Thorny Issue of Head Covering in Co-
rinthians :–,” in Paul and the Corinthians: Studies on a Community in Conflict:
Essays in Honour of MargaretThrall (ed. T.J. Burke and J.K. Elliott; NovTSup ; Leiden:
Brill, ), –; C.S. Keener, –Corinthians (NewCambridge Bible Commentary;
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ), . Consequently, the argument that
women unveiled their heads in order to dress like men (W.A. Meeks, “The Image of the
Androgyne: Some Uses of a Symbol in Earliest Christianity,”HR  []: –), or
tomanifest a transcendence of sexual differentiation, asM.Y.MacDonald (“WomenHoly
in Body and Spirit: The Social Setting of Corinthians ,” NTS  []: –, )
argues, is not compelling. For the hair styles of Roman women, see R. Ling, “The Arts
of Living,” inThe Oxford History of the Classical World (ed. J. Boardman, J. Griffin, and
O. Murray; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), –, –.
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even allowed women to participate in public with loose hair in certain
religious rites as well as at weddings and funerals.

There is evidence of women taking part in religious rites with bare
heads. For example, most of the women participants in the Dionysiac
rites painted in the Villa of Mysteries by Pompeii have bare heads with
their hair tied up.36 Literary evidence also suggests that the maenads of
the cults of Dionysos, Sibyl, Cybele, and theDelphian Pythia had dishev-
elled hair.37 When functioning in liturgical roles, however, such as offer-
ing sacrifices, both men and women commonly covered their heads.38
There is plenty of both literary and statuary evidence for this prac-
tice, including images of both Emperor Augustus and Empress Livia.39
Both male and female clergy covered their heads by pulling up their
togas, such as in the case of a statue at Pompeii depicting Plyaena,
priestess of Victory.40 Paul’s instruction to women to cover their heads
relates particularly to when they pray or prophesy (Cor :), i.e., when
they perform an official function in the worship, and is therefore in
line with liturgical customs of the day.41 But his reasoning cannot be
explained on the basis of social conventions alone, since Paul’s com-
mand for men to pray and prophecy with bare heads appears to be con-
trary to the norms.This position is what makes up the most remarkable
aspect of Paul’s address—not that women should cover their heads—
as both Belleville and Wire note.42 Paul’s insistence of marking gen-
der distinctions in worship also differ from the social norms in gen-
eral.43

36 A.C. Wire,The Corinthian Women Prophets: A Reconstruction through Paul’s Rhet-
oric (Minneapolis: Fortress, ), .

37 See Stuckenbruck, “Why Should Women Cover their Heads,” . E. Schüssler
Fiorenza (In Memory of Her: A Feminist Reconstruction of Christian Origins [New York:
Crossroad, ], ), states “such a sight of dishevelled hair would be quite common
in the ecstatic worship of oriental divinities.” This may explain the reason why women at
Corinth chose to prophesy and pray with un-covered hair.

38 Ibid., .
39 Belleville, “Thorny Issue of Head Covering,” –.
40 Ibid.
41 Belleville (ibid., ) points out that “it is when a woman prays to God that a head

covering is called for.”
42 Ibid., . A possible underlying reason for why men should have bare heads is the

importance of the Exodus tradition (Exod :–) about Moses’ unveiled face when
he saw the glory of God (see Cor :–).

43 There are exceptions; in the Isis cult women veiled their heads while the men had
shaven heads (Apuleius,Metam. .); see Stuckenbruck, “Why Should Women Cover
Their Heads,” –.
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Since social customs alone do not easily explain the reasons behind
Paul’s instructions it may be because they are mainly theologically moti-
vated. Certainly his arguments are theological rather than practical; only
at the very end does he bring up social customs in a last effort to persuade
his readers (:). We should, therefore, closely consider his theologi-
cal reasoning, which relates the issue of head covering to creation and to
angels.

Adam and Creation

Paul’s key argument is that man is the image and glory, εLκMν κα@ δB�α,
of God (Cor :), while woman is the glory of man. Of course, Gen
:, towhich Paul alludes, refers to the creation of ādām (earth-creature)
in God’s image, specifying that it includes male and female. Paul, ignores
the plainmeaning of the text, however, and interprets ādām as only male.
He then continues by referring to the second creation story, “neither was
man created for woman, but the woman for the sake of man,” thus con-
flating the two creation stories.

Importantly, Paul adds “glory,” δB�α, of God compared to Gen :
which only reads “image,” ���. This phrase reflects developed specu-
lations about the nature of Adam, known from other Jewish sources,
according to which Adam was created in a perfect glorious state, even
semi-divine or angelic, which humanity lost in the fall.44 According to 
En. :– (first century c.e.)45 and T. Ab.  (recension A) Adam was
an angel. Thus  En. : reads,

From invisible and visible substances I created man. Fromboth his natures
come both death and life. And (as my) image he knows the word like (no)

44 See e.g., Apoc. Mos. :– in an expansion of Gen :, “And at very moment my
eyes were opened and I knew that I was naked of the righteousness with which I had
been clothed. And I wept saying, ‘Why have you done this to me, that I have been
estranged frommy glory with which I was clothed?’ ” (translation byM.D. Johnson, “Life
of Adam and Eve (First Century a.d.): A New Translation and Introduction,” in OTP
:–).

45 Enoch is written originally in Greek, but preserved in Slavonic; see J.T.A.G.M. van
Ruiten, “The Creation of Man and Woman in Early Jewish Literature,” in The Creation
of Man and Woman, –, . A first century date is also suggested by F.I. Andersen,
who also emphasizes that the provenance is unknown; see “ (Slavonic Apocalypse of)
Enoch (Late First Century a.d.) A New Translation and Introduction,” inOTP :–,
–).
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other creature. But even at his greatest he is small, and again at his smallest
he is great. And on earth I assigned him to be a second angel, honored and
great and glorious.46

According to the Life of Adam and Eve (first century c.e.),47 God com-
manded the angels to worship “the image of God,” that is Adam, a tradi-
tion that is developed also in rabbinic literature.48 Some rabbinic tradi-
tions speculate aboutAdam’s spectacular height, immortality, and superi-
ority to angels.49 Also Job :– alludes to traditions concerning a semi-
divine first human being, “the firstborn of the human race,” who listened
to the council of God.50 Philo describes the first man of Gen  as a “heav-
enly man”whowas “stamped in the image ofGod” (referring to themind
of the human) whereas the forming of the man in Gen  represents the
earthly man. Clearly Philo, like Paul, is developing pre-existing specula-
tions about the glorious guise of Adam, or the first man.51

The angelic likeness of Adam may also be linked to the tradition that
angels were present at the creation; thus Philo explains that when God
says “let us make man (ādām) in our likeness” in Gen : God is speak-
ing to the angels; this view is echoed in later rabbinic literature.52 Ear-
lier Jewish documents including Jubilees and some Qumran documents
assume that angels were present at the creation, which at least allows for
the possibility that God was assumed to be speaking to them when he
says “in our likeness.”53 Importantly, QInstruction (Q  i – and
Q  iii) presents God and angels as taking part in the creative pro-
cess of humans, but humans are fashioned in the likeness of angels, not
God. QInstructionb (Q)  iii – reads:

46 Translation ibid., :.
47 Johnson, “Life of Adam and Eve,” :.
48 L.A.E. Vita –; Apoc. Mos. :; see M.E. Stone, A History of Literature of Adam

and Eve (SBLEJL ; Atlanta: Scholars Press, ); W.D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic
Judaism: Some Rabbinic Elements in Pauline Theology (th ed.; Philadelphia: Fortress,
), .

49 B. Sanh. b; b; b. B. Bat. a; Gen. Rab. :; :; :; :; Lev. Rab. :;
:; Pirqe R. El. ; Pesiq. Rab. b; a; see Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, –;
DeConick, “Early Jewish and Christian Mysticism,” –.

50 SeeDavies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, . Although any identification between this
“first man” and Adam of Genesis in Job  is not certain, it is likely that later readers did
not make such distinctions.

51 E.g., Leg. ..
52 Opif. ; Fug. ;Mut. –;Tg. Ps.-J. onGen :; see discussion by Stuckenbruck,

“Why Should Women Cover their Heads,” –.
53 E.g., QBera (Q) a–d presents the angels as being in charge of creation; so also

QHa IX:–; QM X:–.
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For as God is to a man, so is his own father and as angels (�����) are to a
person so is his mother, for they are the oven of your origin. And just as he
set them in authority over you and fashioned you according to the spirits
so serve them.54

Traditions about the glorious nature of Adam are also evident in theDead
Sea Scrolls. In wording similar to Paul, the liturgical text Words of the
Luminaries reads “You fashioned [Adam] our [fa]ther in the image of
Your glory” (Q I:). The expression “the image of the glory” recalls
Ezekiel’s visions of God’s glory, the visible manifestation of God (e.g.,
Ezek :; :; :) and emphasises the glorious state of Adam. The
expression “glory of Adam,” ��� ����, appears in several documents
from Qumran as part of the eschatological reward for the faithful, e.g.,
QS IV:– reads “for those God has chosen for an eternal covenant,
and all the glory of Adam shall be theirs without deceit.” Here and else-
where (CD :; QHa IV:) this eschatological gift is associated with
immortality. In QS XI:– the writer elaborates upon the human, sin-
ful nature: “I (belong to) wicked Adam, to the assembly of deceitful flesh”
(XI:). While the sectarians as humans partake in this sinful nature of
Adam, the author explains howGod also has cleansed his elect from this
state; the message is that the elect through divine mercy have received
a taste of the original glorious state of Adam. Paul shares this perspec-
tive that comes somewhere in between realized and future eschatology,
explaining that through Christ, followers already have part in this gift,
which he develops further in Cor ; : is noteworthy in particular:
“just as we have borne the image of theman of dust, we will also bear (or,
“let us bear”) the image of the man of heaven” (cf. Rom :–; :).55

54 Based on the translation by B.G.Wold,Women, Men, and Angels:The QumranWis-
dom Document Musar leMevin and its Allusions to Genesis Creation Traditions (WUNT
/; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –; see also his discussion on Q  i
–; Q  iii – on pp. –.

55 This Adam-typology presents Adam and Christ as contrasting representatives of
humanity. Whereas Adam brought death, Christ, the second Adam, will bring resurrec-
tion (Cor :–). For similarities and differences with Philo’s treaties on a heav-
enly and earthly man, see Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, –. Paul presents the
two Adams within an eschatological framework based on the belief that the eschaton
corresponds to the beginning (cf.  En. –; Apoc. Mos :; :–); see J. Murphy-
O’Connor, “The First Letter to the Corinthians,” in The New Jerome Biblical Commen-
tary (ed. R.E. Brown, J.A. Fitzmyer, and R.E. Murphy; Upper Saddle River: Prentice Hall,
), –, . Christ as the second Adam, untainted by sin, repossesses the origi-
nal glory of Adam that believers now are able to benefit from in the present. Tabor (Things
Unutterable, ) explains, “so Jesus (as a last Adam) is the first of a transformed race
or genus of heavenly beings, immortal and glorified. That Jesus is human (i.e., mortal,
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As many commentators note Paul’s argumentation in Cor :– is
a bit forced; while arguing that man is the image and glory of God, and
that man was not made from woman and so on—to enforce hierarchy—
he almost immediately qualifies his statement by explaining their mutual
dependency on each other. It is as if he is uncomfortable with his own
argumentation; indeed, elsewhere all believers have part in this glorified
state; they are transformed into the image of Christ or “His son” (Rom
:; Cor :; Phil :; cf. Col. :) and in Cor : into the image
of the Lord (= God):56

and all of us, with unveiled faces, seeing the glory of the Lord as though
reflected in a mirror, are being transformed into the same image from one
degree of glory to another; for this comes from the Lord, the Spirit.

Paul emphasizes the transformation of all the believers, so throughunion
with Christ, they are being changed into the divine likeness, the image
of God’s glory, which recalls the creation of the original Adam. Like
Moses who saw the glory of God and was transformed in Exod , Paul
argues here, so are the believers. The transformation concerns renewal
of the “inner nature,” as opposed to the “outer nature,” the body, which
he explains in Cor :.57 The change is a new creation, as he says in
:, which again recalls the Adam motif.58 Such transformation is the
outcome of a (mystical) union with Christ.

The similarity between the reference to Adam as the image and glory
of God in Cor : and “the glory of the Lord” in Cor : is strik-
ing; clearly he alludes to the same glory available to believers through
Christ.59 But in Cor  Paul applies the imagery only to the man; why?

“Adam”) is crucial since his transformation to an immortal, glorious state is representa-
tive for all those who follow.” Cf. Segal, Paul the Convert, –.

56 T.H. Lim,Holy Scripture in the Qumran Commentaries and Pauline Letters (Oxford:
Clarendon, ), –. In Paul’s thought the idea of the glorification of the believers
is clearly linked to the transformation that was part of his own ecstatic “conversion”
experience.Alan Segal (Paul the Convert, –) explains Paul’s notion of transformation
on the basis of Jewish mysticism; he argues “Like Enoch Paul claims to have gazed on the
Glory, whom Paul identifies as Christ; Paul understands that he has been transformed
into a divine state, which will be fully realized after his death” (ibid., ; e.g., Phil :).
See also Tabor,Things Unutterable, –.

57 See Segal, Life after Death, –; cf. Phil :–; the complete transformation
of also the body lies in the future (Cor :–; Phil :; Cor :–).

58 Cf. Rom .
59 As Alan Segal explains, Paul interprets Adam’s divine likeness as being identical to

the glory which Christ received; see “The Risen Christ and the Angelic Mediator Figures
in Light of Qumran,” in Jesus and the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. J.H. Charlesworth; New York:
Doubleday, ), –, .
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Because in this case the focus is on the outer appearance only; in their
outer appearancemen/Adam is made in the glory and image of the Lord,
women are not.

As we have seen, Jewish speculations about the first man, Adam,
envisioned him semi-divine or angelic. Paul is likely drawing on this rich
tradition and claims that the male body resembles that of angels. Paul
frequently uses language of imitation; Christ followers are to imitate both
Christ and Paul (who is imitating Christ): Cor :; Thess :; Phil
:; imitate other churches Thess :. In Cor : “because of the
angels” may then be a call for imitating angels.

What dowe know about the appearance of angels?They are not sexless;
though as the myth of the fallen sons of God in Gen  emphasizes, they
are not supposed to be sexual in nature; the names of all the arch angels,
such as Michael, Gabriel, Melchizedek and so forth, are male.60 In the
Dead Sea Scrolls, the primary roles of angels are that of priests serving in
the temple and of warriors, both which identify them as male. The book
of Jubilees claims that angels were created circumcised (Jub. :–),
again leaving no doubt about their sex. This is the general view of angels
to which also Paul subscribes when he refers to the creation of Adam as
being in the image and glory of God.

In their close communion with angels, the Corinthians like the Qum-
ranites, had to be careful about their appearance; women’s hair is the fea-
ture that particularly represents their femaleness—a woman’s hair is her
glory, as Paul explains in Cor :.Therefore it has to be covered. If she
does not veil herself, he argues, she might as well cut off her hair or even
shave it (:).The point here is not so much to bring on shame, as com-
mentators usually hold, but to make herself look male. Like at Qumran,
the closeness to angels inspired worshippers to imitate them in inner and
outer perfection. It may seem strangely foreign to us today; would people
believe that angels really cared about how they looked? Yes, they would.
To retain sacredness of space, decorum was extremely important. In the
Dead Sea Scrolls no onewhowas blemished in anywaywas admitted into
themeetings—angels demanded perfection in appearance and in action;

60 See C. Wassen, “Angels in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Angels: The Concept of Celestial
Beings-Origins, Development and Reception (ed. F.V. Reiterer, T.Nicklas, andK. Schöpflin;
Deuterocanonical andCognate Literature Yearbook ; Berlin: deGruyter, ), –
, –; K. Sullivan, “Sexuality and Gender of Angels,” in Paradise Now, –
.
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no blemished priests were allowed to serve in the Jerusalem Temple in
the presence of the divine (Lev :–); similarly here, when Christ-
believers got together for worship they created a sacred space where the
appearance before the divine, represented through angels, was extremely
important. According to Paul, women, not looking angel-like as the
original Adam, had to make an effort to imitate the angels by covering
up their most distinctive female feature, their long hair.

Thus when Paul demands that a woman covers her head—“for this
reason a woman ought to have authority on her head because of the
angels”—I propose that he intends to make her look less female and
more male. In this chapter (whether we like it or not) Paul asserts a
hierarchical distinction between men and women by stating that the
man is the head of the woman like Christ is the head of every man,
and God is the head of Christ (Cor :). “Head” here denotes both
authority and origin, according to its metaphorical usage in Greek and
Jewish literature.61 Although many commentators62 more recently have
dismissed any notion of subordination in the verse in favour of a chain of
origin, such chainwould also point to hierarchical relationships (cf. Cor
:).63 Paul is certainly smoothing out the initial hierarchical claims
in the subsequent discourse by highlighting the mutual dependency of
man and woman on each other, and them being a source of origin of
each other (:–). Nevertheless, as a woman’s head, the man has a
certain authority over women in :–. This verse provides the basis of
his argument, an initial statement on which he builds his arguments.64
By covering her hair, a woman thus symbolically covers her femaleness
and gains the same authority as a man to prophesy and pray with the
angels.

61 Barrett (Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians, ) holds, “Thus a
chain of originating and subordination relationships is set up: God, Christ,man, woman.”
Similarly,Keener (–Corinthians, ) claims “both ‘authority’ and ‘most honoredpart’ fit
Paul’s Christology,” pointing out that Paul assumes the normal structure of the household
of his day.

62 See G.D. Fee, e.g., The First Epistle to the Corinthians (NICNT; Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, ), –.

63 See Conzelmann, Corinthians, .
64 Conzelmann argues that : is part of “not the doctrinal tradition of Christian

creed . . . but a speculative school tradition founded on a Hellenistic-Jewish basis and
aimed at providing a fundamental ground on which to argue the special problem” (ibid.,
).
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Women, Hair, and Angels

This interpretation of Cor  that traces the underlying issue to the
uneasiness over the female appearance of women in the presence of
angels finds support in the Jewish novella Joseph and Aseneth. In this
tale, we find the same concern about the uncovered hair of a woman
in the presence of angels. Upon Aseneth’s repentance and conversion to
Judaism an angel (“aman”) appears and asks her to change clothing, from
those ofmourning into a new linen robe, whichmarks her new status (Jos.
Asen. ). When she appears wearing also a linen veil, the angels says:
‘ “Remove the veil from your head . . . For you are a chaste virgin today,
and your head is like that of a young man.’ And Aseneth removed the veil
from her head.”65 Both Joseph and Aseneth and Cor  address the same
problem: shouldwomenbe veiled in the presence of angels?Although the
practical solution here is different thanPaul’s position, both authors agree
that women have to look like men when encountering angels. In Paul’s
case by covering up the distinctive female feature, the hair, in the case
of Joseph and Aseneth, by spiritual transformation that make women—
again, with a focus on the head—appear as male.66

Conclusion

This study has examined beliefs surrounding angels in the Dead Sea
Scrolls primarily, and other Jewish documents secondarily, as a back-
ground to understanding Paul’s message about angels in Cor :.
These beliefs are helpful in three aspects: first, the Dead Sea Scrolls help
us understand the reality behind Paul’s phrase “because of the angels.”
Angels were believed to be present in a very real sense both in Corinth
and among the Qumran sectarians. Three of the Qumran documents

65 Translation by C. Burchard, “Joseph and Aseneth (First Century b.c.–Second Cen-
tury a.d.): A New Translation and Introduction,” in OTP :–, –.

66 This story reflects a society in which women were wearing veils. A common sug-
gestion for provenance is Egypt and the date may be anywhere form first century b.c.e.
to second century c.e.; see ibid., –. It is worth noting that also Gos. Thom. 
expresses a similar view, although perhaps only on a spiritual level: “Jesus said: See I shall
lead her (Mary), so that I will make her male, that she too may become a living spirit,
resembling you males. For every woman who makes herself male will enter the King-
dom of Heaven.” Translation fromA. Guillaumont et al.,TheGospel according toThomas:
Coptic Text Established and Translated (Leiden: Brill, ).
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bar blemished people from participating in gatherings of the community
and in the final war because of the presence of angels. Their presence
put obligations on the worshipers. In both communities the appearance
of the worshipers was important; at Corinth men should worship with
unveiled heads and womenwith veiled heads, according to Paul. Second,
both Paul and the Scrolls writers express a deep unity with the divine,
and in both cases to some extent this claim was based on mystical
experiences. As well, both sets of writings reflect the idea that divine-
human unity is expressed through imitation of the divine. At Qumran
the imitation of angels concerned both behaviour and outer appearance.
Paul ordinarily encourages his audience to imitate Christ and himself.
Nevertheless, given the motif of imitating the angels in the sectarian
literature from Qumran, it is likely that Paul expresses a similar view in
the context of the communionwith angels and is encouraging theChrist-
followers to imitate the angels. Third, the Dead Sea Scrolls as well as
other Jewish documents from the Second Temple period, testify to the
rich traditions that developed concerning the original glorious nature of
Adam. In Cor :– the focus is on the original glory that belonged to
humans once, but was lost; for both the sectarians and Paul this glorious
statewas in part attainable in the present, and can be likened to an angelic
state of being. This concept seems to lie beneath Paul’s explanation. In
Cor :– he narrows this motif to apply to the creation of Adam,
the man, focussing on the appearance, the outer nature, alone. In this
regard, men are naturally closer to the divine beings whom they look
alike.Therefore, in imitation of themale angels, women have to hide their
female, long hair in order to attain the same authority as men have in
order to prophesy and praise with the angels.



DEAD SEA SCROLLS AND EARLY CHRISTIAN ART

Renate J. Pillinger
University of Vienna

From the outset I must state that I am not a specialist in the Dead Sea
Scrolls; rather I simply number among those interested in the Scrolls.The
present article should not be understood as a comprehensive comparison
between early Christian art and theDead Sea Scrolls but as a first consid-
eration of the importance of one for the other. Using select examples, I
would like to demonstrate some convergences and divergences between
the Scrolls and early Christian art. In this way, I hope to point to a new
and mostly unexplored field of research.

Direct contact between the first Christians and the Qumran commu-
nity cannot, as yet, be verified. The Greek fragments from Cave  do not
permit any reliable conclusion and, in addition, could have been placed
there at a later date.1 Nonetheless, the number of provisional common-
alities are noteworthy—perhaps because of the shared (Jewish) context
or roots—as well as the significant differences in their seemingly similar
practices. Precisely this predicament shall be demonstrated by means of
select early Christian images.

We shall begin with the giants, who are mentioned only briefly in
Gen :. The Septuagint text reads, “The giants were on the earth in
those days, and also afterward, when the sons of God came in to the
daughters ofmen, and they bore children to them.Thesewere themighty
men that were of old, the men of renown.”2 But giants are not only
known from theHebrew Bible and its Greek translation. Gods also battle
against giants in Graeco-Roman mythology.3 The best known examples
are the images on the Altar of Zeus from Pergamon, now in the Berlin
Pergamon Museum, such as the goddess Athena subduing the giant
Enkelados.

1 See further K. Berger, Qumran: Funde-Texte—Geschichte (Stuttgart: Reclam, ),
–.

2 English translation of LXX by R.J.P.
3 See further F. Vian, Répertoire des gigantomachies figurées dans l’ art grec et romain

(Paris: Klinsieck, ).
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In different caves from Qumran, a series of Aramaic scrolls of various
Enochic texts were found4 and among these Enochic texts is also the
Book of the Giants.5 In QEnGiantsb ar (Q) II: and QEnGiantsc ar
(Q)   one of the giants is called Gilgamesh—just like the hero of
the Babylonian Epic6—which probably goes back to an older tradition.

QEnGiantsb ar (Q) II:– (Ohyah’s dream), in which a garden
is destroyed by water and fire, is suggestive of a connection between the
giants and the flood. QEnGiants ar (Q) likewise mentions rising
waters. The most conclusive citation however, remains QpapGiants ar
(Q)  with the reference to Mount Lubar in line . According to the
book of Jubilees Lubar is a mountain among the mountains of Ararat
(cf. Jub. : and :), i.e. the mountain peak on which Noah’s ark
landed.

Turning now to early Christian iconography, two images in particular
are thought-provoking. One, in the Vienna Genesis codex (Pictura ;
fig. ), is an illustration of the flood. There are fairly large humans in
the water around the three-story ark in the center. Humans of similar
proportions can be found on Folio r of the Ashburnham Pentateuch
(fig. ); in both of these examples one could consider a Jewish tradition
of giants.7

Another prominent figure in the Dead Sea Scrolls is Melchizedek.8
He too is mentioned in the Hebrew Scriptures. Genesis :– tells
how Melchizedek, king of Salem and priest of the Most High God,
brings bread and wine to Abraham. According to QMelch (Q),
Melchizedek is considered the precursor of the Messiah.9

4 For the Enochic manuscripts in Qumran, see especially J.T. Milik, The Books of
Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of Qumrân Cave  (Oxford: Clarendon, ).

5 For the Book of Giants in the Qumran library, see L.T. Stuckenbruck,The Book of
Giants from Qumran: Texts, Translation, and Commentary (TSAJ ; Tübingen: Mohr
Siebeck, ). In the following the manuscripts of the Book of Giants from Qumran are
quoted according to this edition.

6 Cf. A. Schott, Das Gilgamesch-Epos: Übersetzt und mit Anmerkungen versehen (ed.
W. von Soden; Stuttgart: Reclam, ) and the contribution of G.J. Selz to this volume.

7 See especiallyK.Weitzmann, Spätantike und frühchristliche Buchmalerei (München:
Prestel, ), . Weitzmann notes that various midrashim speak of “Giants of such
largeness and strength that water alonewould not be able to overcome them” (“Riesen von
solcher Größe und Stärke, dass die Wasser allein sie nicht hätten überwältigen können”).

8 More details on Melchizedek can be found in QapGen ar (Q) XXII:– and
QMelch (Q) II:, ,  and III:.

9 Compare here A.S. van der Woude, “Melchisedek als himmlische Erlösergestalt
in den neugefundenen eschatologischen Midraschim aus Qumran Höhle XI,” OTS 
(): – and the contribution of P. Bertalotto to the present proceedings.
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In the New Testament, specifically John :, Jesus is shown as the
Christ, i.e. the Anointed One, i.e. the Messiah. According to Heb :, 
and :, Christ is the High Priest “according to the Order of Melchi-
zedek.”10 An early Christian mosaic (fig. ) dated to the first third of
the fifth century, located in Santa Maria Maggiore in Rome, fits this
description. To the left of a kantharos stands Melchizedek with a bread
basket in his hands, which he passes to Abraham. Abraham rides towards
his rightwith his soldiers, and a bustwith a nimbus, namelyChrist, points
to him from the blue-red sky.

The portrayals of Melchizedek from the sixth century Ravenna
churches San Vitale and Sant Apollinare in Classe are quite distinct from
the previous example. In San Vitale (fig. ), Melchizedek is shown only
with Abel, in Sant Apollinare in Classe (fig. ) he is pictured with Abel,
Abraham, and Isaac at the altar—in both cases clearly a Eucharistic ref-
erence.

We additionally learn of the expectation of theMessiah from theQum-
ran scrolls, though in no way is theMessiah presented in a uniformman-
ner. In QSa (Qa) II:–, for example, the Anointed One is subor-
dinated to the Priest; in CD :–: one awaits the “manifestation
of the Anointed of Abraham and Israel,” thus perhaps two or even three
messianic figures are present in this text, while QMelch (Q) II:
cites the Anointed of the Spirit.11

Even the New Testament speaks of such an “anointed one,” as pre-
viously shown in the example of Melchizedek. John : identifies this
“anointed one” as Christ, and as we shall see, Christ’s own resurrection
plays a significant role in the resurrection of others.

TheMessiah images in early Christian art are diverse. Thus, for exam-
ple, the Messiah is depicted as a shepherd with his herd of sheep in a fifth
centurymosaic in the so-calledMausoleum ofGalla Placidia in Ravenna.
The shepherd, with a nimbus and wearing a golden tunic and purple pal-
lium, holds a golden cross-staff (fig. ).

We also see the Messiah-figure in a kenotic form, namely as a small
child. His birth scene is almost always depicted with the ox and donkey,

10 Unless otherwise indicated all quotations of biblical references are taken from the
RSV.

11 See J. Maier, Die Qumran-Essener: Die Texte vom Toten Meer ( vols.; München:
Reinhardt, –), : s.v. “Gesalbter.” Cf. also the contributions in R.S. Hess and
M.D. Caroll, eds., Israel’s Messiah in the Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls (Grand Rapids:
Baker, ).
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as narrated in the apocryphal text Ps.-Mt. .12 A roughly eight-pointed
star is frequently depicted, as on a textile fragment in the Metropolitan
Museum of New York (fig. ).13 The star also appears on ivory pieces: in
theNativity scene on the back ofMaximian’s kathedra in Ravenna (fig. ),
and a panel in London showing the Adoration of the Magi, below the
manger with Salome (fig. ).

Moreover, the star is found in the Adoration of theMagi; among other
examples14 are the early fifth century mosaics on the triumphal arch of
Santa Maria Maggiore in Rome (fig. ), and, from the sixth century, in
Ravenna’s Sant Apollinare Nuovo (fig. ). Sometimes it is shown in a
combination of these two scenes, as in the sarcophagi in the Museo Pio
Cristiano (MPC) of the Vatican (fig. ).15

The star even appears in the apocryphal narrations of the Annuncia-
tion. We see the star in the image of Mary spinning the purple wool next
to the Visitation scene on an orbiculus in London’s Victoria and Albert
Museum (fig. ). From theAbegg Foundation in Riggisberg near Bern is
the so-calledMarienseide, a silk textile with images from the Virgin’s life,
such as the Annunciation at the fountain by the angel of the Lord, as told
in Ps.-Mt.  (fig. ).16 A fresco in Rome’s Catacombs of Priscilla (fig. )
deals with the typological depiction of the pronouncement, namely the
announcement of the Messiah by a prophet (Balaam or Isaiah).17 The
prophet, indicating the star, is in front of the Mother of God with the
child Jesus. In Cubiculum O of the New Catacombs in the Via Latina,18
we see the painting of the prophet pointing to the star as an autonomous
composition.

In all of these cases, the star designates Christ.The latter two examples
raise the possibility of interpreting the star as a messianic symbol in
several other images from the Hebrew Bible. Such might be the case for

12 G. Schneider,Evangelia infantiae apocrypha: ApokrypheKindheitsevangelien (Fontes
Christiani ; Freiburg: Herder, ), –.

13 A. Stauffer, Textiles of Late Antiquity (New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art,
), , nos.  and  with figure.

14 Compare also Vatican,MPC  and the textile fromNewYork cited in n.  above.
15 See also F.Mancinelli,Römische Katakomben undUrchristentum (Florence: SCALA,

), , fig. .
16 A. de Santos Otero, Los evangelios apócrifos: Edición crítica y bilingüe (rd ed.;

Biblioteca de autores cristianos ; Madrid: EDICA, ), .
17 According to Num : (cf. Isa :–). Cf. also E. Kirschbaum, “Der Prophet

Balaam und die Anbetung der Weisen,” RQ  (): –.
18 A. Ferrua, Katakomben: Unbekannte Bilder des frühen Christentums unter der Via

Latina (Stuttgart: Urachhaus, ), , fig. .
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the Sacrifice of Isaac on an amulet from the Tamerit private collection.19
Also in Cubiculum O of Via Latina’s New Catacombs is the image of a
young man (fig. ), whose physiognomy is that of the youthful Jesus,
holding a virga or staff and passing through the Red Sea—under a star.
Such might also be the case with the three Babylonian youths who
had refused to pay homage to Nebuchadnezzar as carved on the Milan
sarcophagus,20 or the image of Daniel in the lion’s den woven in a textile
from Düsseldorf21—here Daniel is even between two stars. In all of
these examples, we could only encounter a typology, with the star as
an indicator of the coming Messiah in Jesus Christ, thus exclusively an
interpretatio christiana.

On a sarcophagus in theCathedral of Palermo,22the apostles are stand-
ing with crowned heads and their right arms stretched out in acclama-
tion. Each apostle has a five-pointed star adjacent to his head.23

With respect to a star as a messianic symbol, in the Qumran scrolls,
one must certainly include the reference to Num : (“ . . . a star shall
come out of Jacob, and a scepter shall rise out of Israel”) in CD :–
.24 A link to Christian star symbolism can also be found in the Bar
Kokhbah coins of the SecondRevolt which also use the star as amessianic
symbol.25

19 See E. Lässig, “Ein Amulett mit Reiterdarstellung undOpferung des Isaak: Papyrus-
sammlung der ÖsterreichischenNationalbibliothek, Privatsammlung Tamerit, M ,” in
Realia Coptica: Festgabe zum . Geburtstag von HermannHarrauer (ed. U. Horak;Wien:
Holzhausen, ), –, esp. pl. , fig. .

20 J. Dresken-Weiland discusses the Magis’s audience with Herod in Italien mit einem
Nachtrag Rom und Ostia, Dalmatien, Museen der Welt (ed. T. Ulbert; Repertorium der
christlich-antiken Sarkophage ; Mainz: von Zabern, ), , no.  and pl. .. If one
compares this with the refusal to worship Nebuchadnezzar depicted in the Catacomb
of Saints Marcus and Marcellinus (in J. Fink and B. Asamer, Die römischen Katakomben
[Sonderhefte der AntikenWelt; Mainz: von Zabern, ], , fig. ) this interpretation
is highly unlikely.

21 Reproduced in M. Borda, La pittura Romana (Milan: Società Editrice Libraria,
), .

22 For more detailed information, see Dresken-Weiland, Italien, –, no.  and
pl. ..

23 Cf. also F.W. Deichmann, “Zur Erscheinung des Sternes von Bethlehem,” in Vivar-
ium: Festschrift fürTheodorKlauser zum. Geburtstag (ed. E.Dassmann andK.Thraede;
JAC Ergänzungsband ; Münster: Aschendorff, ), –, and D. Calganini Car-
letti, “Nota iconografica: La stella e il vaticinio del V. T. nell’iconografia funeraria del III
e IV sec.,” Rivista di archeologia cristiana  (): –.

24 Cf. e.g. J.J. Collins,The Scepter and the Star:TheMessiahs of the Dead Sea Scrolls and
Other Ancient Literature (ABRL; New York: Doubleday, ),  s.v. “star.”

25 For more detailed information, see I. Knohl, “ ‘By Three Days, Live’: Messiahs,
Resurrection, and Ascent to heaven in Hazon Gabriel,” JR  (): –.
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Having illustrated some of the features shared between the commu-
nity of the Dead Sea Scrolls and the early Christians, we can now turn
to some of the deviations. Controversial even to this day is the role
of John the Baptist. That he belonged to the members of the Qum-
ran or Dead Sea Scroll community is not yet a supportable conclu-
sion.26

Admittedly, like the Qumran community, Luke : tells that John the
Baptist spends his childhood in the desert, which is where we find him
also later in life: teaching and baptizing—fromwhich the appellation “the
Baptist” derives. According to Matt :– and the synoptic parallels
in Mark :–as well as Luke :–, for the early Christians, John
the Baptist is the preacher of repentance who prepares the way for the
Messiah, additionally called the “Lamb of God” in John : and .
Matthew : and Mark : describe him wearing camel hair clothes
and eating locusts as well as wild honey. In fact, in early Christian
iconography the Baptist is usually recognizable by his pelt garment, as
we can see in the two Ravenna baptisteries.27 In the Neonian baptistery,
John holds a cross with inset gems in his left hand. The upper portion
of the cross has been augmented like the upper torsos of John and Jesus.
In the Basilica of Euphrasius in Poreć28 the Baptist carries a cross-staff
in his left hand, probably as a reference to the coming Messiah. On the
ivory kathedra of Maximian,29 he is depicted similarly with a fur collar
and the Agnus Dei in his left hand. The Baptist is always shown bearded,
as the encaustic Sinai icon30 shows.

With respect to the numerous miqwaot found at Qumran, the only
shared characteristic with the baptism of John lies in the type, namely
an immersion. The Qumran miqwaot are not even exceptional because
similar finds were made on the Masada, in Jericho, and in Jerusalem.
As prescribed in the Mosaic Law (Lev –), their purpose was for

26 Here see R.L. Webb, “John the Baptist,”Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L.H
Schiffman and J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), :–
, with the most important literature.

27 Color images can be found, among others, in A. Paolucci,Ravenna: Una guida d’arte
(Florence: SCALA, ),  and .

28 In M. Prelog, Die Euphrasius-Basilika von Poreč (sic!) (trans. G. Popović; Monu-
menta artis Croatiae .; Zagreb: Udruženi izdavači, ), fig. .

29 Fig.  in W.F. Volbach, Frühchristliche Kunst: Die Kunst der Spätantike in West-
und Ostrom (München: Hirmer, ).

30 Cf. A. Bank, Byzantine Art in the Collections of Soviet Museums (Leningrad: Aurora
Art Publishers, ), pl. .
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ritual cleansing and preparation (miqwah).31 In contrast, the baptism of
John, to which Jesus also deferred, is distinctively oriented to the coming
judgment, as described in Matt :–, Mark :– and Luke :–.

Unique is a miniature illumination on Folio b of the Rabbula Gospels
(fig. )32 dating to , where the baptism of Christ is pictured with a
manifestation of fire or light in the waters of the Jordan, corresponding
to Matt : (“I will baptize you with water . . . he will baptize you with
the Holy Spirit and with fire”).33

Distinct from Qumran is also the Christian sacrament of baptism,
which Jesus establishes (according to Matt : and John :) and
which prefigures the resurrection. In the post-apostolic period this is
with increasing frequency administered through the pouring of water
(fig. ). Because of its occurrence also in the Qumran writings, the
enduring emphasis on the “living water” as in Did.  remains very note-
worthy.

The communal meal, which is described in QS VI:– and QSa
(Qa) II:–, played an equally important role. In QSVI: we read,
“and they shall eat in community.” As is still often practiced among some
Jews today, the meal is held with at least ten men ranked according to
a strict hierarchy. According to QS VI:–, a priest should give the
benediction over the bread and (new) wine.

In seeking a comparison with other religious communities, onemight
consider the Mithras cult with its exclusive male membership. For these
mystics a meal represents a central event, as has been verified by the
discovery of reliefs and various bones in Mithraea. The reverse side of
such a cultic relief from Konjica (fig. )34 illustrates a hierarchy: those
low in the hierarchy, such as the corax (left) and the leo (right) are servants
of those higher in the hierarchy (probably the pater and the heliodromus),
who are reclining on the couch. In front is a wild boar and a bull’s head
on either side of a three-legged table with four small bread loaves incised
with crosses. It was believed that as a result of Mithras’ slaying of the

31 Cf. J.D. Lawrence,Washing in Water: Trajectories of Ritual Bathing in the Hebrew
Bible and Second Temple Literature (Academia Biblica ; Leiden: Brill, ).

32 In C. Cecchelli, G. Furlani, and M. Salmi,The Rabbula Gospels: Facsimile Edition of
the Miniatures of the Syriac Manuscript Plut. I,  in the Medicaean-Laurentian Library
(Monumenta occidentis ; Olten: Graf, ).

33 See also G.Winkler, “Die Lichterscheinungbei der Taufe Jesu und der Ursprung des
Epiphaniefestes: EineUntersuchung griechischer, syrischer, armenischer und lateinischer
Quellen,” OrChr  (): –.

34 Images in E. Schwertheim, Mithras: Seine Denkmäler und sein Kult (Antike Welt
Sondernummer ; Feldmeilen: Raggi, ), –.
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bull, which is depicted on the front side of the relief, the consumption of
animal meat and blood would achieve new life.

If one examines descriptions of meals in early Christian literature one
must conclude that, especially in the initial period, it is impossible to
determine whether these meals were Eucharistic or agapemeals, that is,
a community meal. The same holds true for the images depicting meals.

Such is the case for a fresco in the Cappella Greca of Rome’s Priscilla
Catacombs (fig. ), which depicts seven figures, some even women.The
figure to the far left (in dextro cornu) appears to be sitting differently than
the rest and has both arms extended, perhaps in a blessing gesture. In
front of the participants are a two-handled cup, one plate with two fishes
and one with five loaves, as well as seven baskets to the left and right
of the sigma. An interpretation of this scene is very difficult. Despite
the depiction of the processional offering (Anbringung) on the front
wall of the apse’s arch, Joseph Wilpert’s35 liturgical interpretation of this
fresco as a Eucharist is highly questionable. More probable is that the five
loaves and two fish, as well as the seven baskets, allude to the miracle of
the Multiplication of the Loaves. Furthermore what remains noteworthy
is that only one female, the third from the right, wears a veil, which
customarily in the catacomb frescoes is an indicator of the deceased
individual. In fact, we must not forget that here we are in a burial site,
in which only a liturgy for the dead—if even any liturgy at all—would be
celebrated.

The same holds true for the so-called sacramental chapels in the Cat-
acombs of Calixtus (fig. ). Their designation as such is also credited to
JosephWilpert, andmust currently also be reconsidered. In the paintings
are again seven reclining figures at the sigma, in front of which are two
plates with fish and eight baskets of bread.

The numerous paintings in the Catacombs ofMarcellinus and Petrus36
are configured entirely differently, with servants and the frequent and
highly symbolic names AGAPE and IRENE; these paintings perhaps
reflect the deceased.

We will close this brief examination with the resurrection,37 which
emerges as a theme in the Qumran scrolls in QMessianic Apocalypse

35 J. Wilpert, “Fractio Panis”: Die älteste Darstellung des eucharistischen Opfers in der
“Cappella greca,” entdeckt und erläutert (Freiburg: Herder, ).

36 See J.G. Deckers, H.R. Seeliger, and G. Mietke, Die Katakombe “Santi Marcellino e
Pietro”: RepertoriumderMalereien (Roma SotterraneaCristiana ;Münster: Aschendorff,
), pls. b, b, c, a, a and b.

37 For more detailed information, see G.W.E. Nickelsburg, Resurrection, Immortality,



Fig. . Vienna, Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, Cod.
theol. graec.  (Vienna Genesis): pictura  (Weitzmann,

Spätantike und frühchristliche Buchmalerei, fig. )



Fig. . Paris, Bibliothèque Nationale, Nouv. acq. lat.
 (Ashburnham Pentateuch): folio r (Weitzmann,
Spätantike und frühchristliche Buchmalerei, fig. )



Fig. . Rome, S. Maria Maggiore (H. Karpp, ed., Die
frühchristlichen und mittelalterlichen Mosaiken in Santa Maria

Maggiore zu Rom [Baden-Baden: Grimm, ], fig. )



Fig. . Ravenna, S. Vitale (R. Vantaggi, Ravenna und
seine Kunstschätze [Narni: Plurigraf, ], )

Fig. . Ravenna, S. Apollinare in Classe (Vantaggi, Ravenna, )



Fig. . Ravenna, So-called Mausoleum of
Galla Placidia (Paolucci, Ravenna, )

Fig. . New York, Metropolitan Museum of
Art: inv. no. .. (Stauffer, Textiles, )



Fig. . Ravenna, Museo Nazionale:
Maximian’s kathedra (Detail) (postcard)



Fig. . London, British Museum (P. Metz, Elfenbein
der Spätantike [München: Hirmer, ], fig. )



Fig. . Rome, S. Maria Maggiore (Karpp, Die
frühchristlichen und mittelalterlichen Mosaiken, fig. )

Fig. . Ravenna, S. Apollinare Nuovo (G. Bustacchini,
Ravenna: Seine Mosaiken, seine Denkmäler, seine Umgebung

[Ravenna: Fotometalgrafica Emiliana, ], fig. )



Fig. . Vatican City, MPC: inv. no.   (Photo © Musei Vaticani)

Fig. . London, Victoria & Albert Museum: inv. no. –
(M. Vassilaki, ed.,Mother of God: Representations of the Virgin
in Byzantine Art: Exhibition Benaki Museum,  October–
January  [Milan: Benaki Museum, ], , fig. )



Fig. . Riggisberg/Bern, Abegg-Stiftung: inv. no. b
(so-called Marienseide/Detail) (S. Schrenk, Die Textilsammlung der
Abegg-Stiftung, vol. : Textilien des Mittelmeerraumes aus spätantiker
bis frühislamischer Zeit [Riggisberg/Bern: Abegg-Stiftung, ], )



Fig. . Rome, Catacombs of Priscilla
(V. Fiocchi Nicolai, F. Bisconti, and D. Mazzoleni, Roms
christliche Katakomben: Geschichte-Bilderwelt—Inschriften

[Regensburg: Schnell & Steiner, ], fig. )



Fig. . Rome, New Catacombs in the Via Latina:
Cubiculum O (Detail) (Ferrua, Katakomben, fig. )

Fig. . Florenz, Medicaean-Laurentian
Library, Plut. I,  (Rabbula Gospels): folio b
(Cecchelli, Furlani, and Salmi, Rabbula Gospels)



Fig. . Rome, Catacombs of Calixtus, So-called sacramental chapel
A  (A. Baruffa, Le catacombe di San Callisto: Storia-Archeologia—Fede

[Vatican City: Libreria Editrice Vaticana, ], )

Fig. . Sarajevo, Zemaljski muzej Bosne i Hercegovine:
inv. no.   (Schwertheim,Mithras, fig. )



Fig. . Rome, Priscilla Catacombs (Detail) (postcard)

Fig. . Rome, Catacombs of Calixtus (S. Carletti,
Kurzer Führer durch die Katakombe des Hl. Kallistus

[Rome: Pontificia Commissione di Archeologia Sacra], fig. )



Fig. . Dura Europos, Synagoge (Detail) (C.H. Kraeling,
The Synagogue [The Excavations at Dura-Europos: Final

Report .; New Haven: Yale University Press, ], pl. )

Fig. . Dura Europos, Synagogue
(Detail) (Kraeling, Synagogue, pl. )



Fig. . Rome, Catacombs of Marcellinus and
Petrus (Deckers, Seeliger, and Mietke, Katakombe

“Santi Marcellino e Pietro,” color pl.  b)

Fig. . Rome, MPC: inv. no.   (Photo © Musei Vaticani)
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(Q). Through the victorious Messiah, the new creation begins with
the new and eternal Jerusalem, since he is “freeing prisoners, giving
sight to the blind, straightening out the twisted” (+ ii ), and “he will
heal the badly wounded and will make the dead live, he will proclaim
good news to the meek, give lavishly [to the need]y, lead the exiled
and enrich the hungry” (+ ii ).38 This is, however, the only place
in the Qumran scrolls where resurrection is mentioned, and it remains
questionable whether a resurrection of all the Israelites in the framework
of the parousia is truly meant.39

Ancient Jewish art provides an analogous image which can be found
on the north wall of the synagogue in Dura Europos.Three panels depict
the resurrection of the dead as a symbol of the restoration of the Jewish
people at the end of days, as described in Ezek :–. The prophet is
shown three times in the first two sections. In the first (fig. ) he wears
Persian clothing (a brown tunic with sleeves and green trousers), and is
being apprehended by God; next he listens to the word of God; and lastly
he is shownat the revival of bodies.The second section (fig. ) illustrates
the animation of the dead by Psychai. In early Christian art, this motif is
especially found on sarcophagi, such as inv. no.  =   (fig. ) and
  in the MPC. Usually this motif is reflected in the way in which a
wonderworker touches with his staff the nude recumbent body or limbs.

The New Testament reports in Luke :– that Jesus, when handed
the book of the Prophet Isaiah, reads from Isa :, “The Spirit of the
Lord is upon me, because he has anointed me to bring good news to the
poor. He has sent me to proclaim release to the captives and recovery of
the sight to the blind, etc.” Matthew :– and Luke : report similar
deeds of Christ the Messiah.

In early Christian iconography the resurrection of the individual is
initially expressed through images of rescue or liberation, such as the
spewing out of Jonah or Daniel in the lion’s den. For this reason the
biblical figures are frequently pictured together with the portrait of the

and Eternal Life in Intertestamental Judaism and Early Christianity (HTS ; Cambridge:
Harvard Divinity School, ).

38 Translation according to F. García Martínez and E.J.C. Tigchelaar, The Dead Sea
Scrolls Study Edition ( vols.; Leiden: Brill, –), :.

39 For the discussion about resurrection in the Qumran Dead Sea Scrolls cf. e.g.
É. Puech,La croyance des Esséniens en la vie future: Immortalité, résurrection, vie éternelle?
Histoire d’une croyance dans le judaïsme ancien ( vols.; EBib NS –; Paris: Gabalda,
) and Knohl, “Three Days”; idem,Messiahs and Resurrection in The Gabriel Revela-
tion (Kogod Library of Judaic Studies ; London: Continuum, ).
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deceased, as in the example of Susanna as an older woman between two
youths in the Catacombs of Marcellinus and Petrus (fig. ), and Noah
as a woman on the sarcophagus of Julia Julianete in the MPC B.40
Further convincing evidence for the belief in the bodily resurrection is
offered by a sarcophagus panel (no. ; fig. ), in which the raising of
Lazarus not only depicts Lazarus with the features of an old woman, but
a small, young, nude person stands—as in the Creation scenes41—next
to his sister at the feet of Jesus.

40 In G. Koch, Frühchristliche Sarkophage (München: Beck, ), fig. .
41 Cf.H. Kaiser-Minn,Die Erschaffung desMenschen auf den spätantikenMonumenten

des . und . Jahrhunderts (JAC Ergängzungsband ; Münster: Aschendorff, ), esp.
pls. a and a.
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Interpretation of the Bible, especially of prophetic texts, is important
for Jewish and Christian communities who are eschatologically orien-
tated. The same was true for the Qumran community as well as for
the early Christians. Interpretations of the book of Isaiah were par-
ticularly prominent among early Christians. Generally it was under-
stood in a messianic way as a prophecy of Jesus Christ. This type of
interpretation can be found in the Commentary on Isaiah by Theodoret
of Cyrus. Unfortunately, christological interpretations by the Church
fathers often led to anti-Jewish statements. Such interpretations can also
be found in Theodoret’s commentaries. The impact of Theodoret’s anti-
Semitism is a serious issue that I have addressed already in a previous
article.1 Here my primary concern is with his hermeneutics in com-
parison with the pesharim. Theodoret was a monk and bishop of the
town of Cyrus in Syria. At the height of the patristic era, in the first
half of the fifth century c.e., he interpreted many biblical books. So,
his Commentary on Isaiah was written several centuries after the Qum-
ran pesharim.2 Nevertheless, both kinds of texts share common fea-
tures.

In what follows I first describe the two texts. Secondly, I consider the
content of each and ask: How are Isaiah’s words interpreted? Thirdly, I
analyze the methods and hermeneutics of interpretation and draw some
conclusions.

1 For Theodoret’s attitude towards Jews, see A. Siquans, “Antijüdisch? Theodorets
‘Quaestiones in Deuteronomium’ und seine perspektivische Bibellektüre,” BZ  ():
–.

2 J.H. Charlesworth,The Pesharim andQumranHistory: Chaos or Consensus? (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, ),  dates the composition of the pesharim to the years between
 and  b.c.e.
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. The Isaiah Pesharim of Qumran
and Theodoret’s Commentary on Isaiah

Concerning the pesharim, I concentrate on the so-called continuous
pesharim on Isaiah. Brooke lists five pesharim on Isaiah from Cave 
and one pesher from Cave .3 The state of preservation of these texts
is different. QpIsa (Q) is very poorly preserved. It contains a quota-
tion of Isa :. The scantily preserved text shows an eschatological ori-
entation. QpIsaa (Q) is a pesher on Isa :–:. Portions of
the biblical text are preserved with commentary. The citations of Isaiah
are extensive and without omissions whereas the commentary is scarce.
QpIsab (Q) contains citations from Isa  and their pesher. Qpap
pIsac (Q) is a document consisting of  fragments in a poorly pre-
served state. Quotations from Isa :–: can be identified. Obviously,
this papyrus manuscript was not a commentary on the whole of Isa-
iah but interpreted selected passages. Besides, there are citations from
Jeremiah, Zechariah, and Hosea. QpIsad (Q), consisting of three
fragments, contains short citations from Isa :– with interpreta-
tions. In QpIsae (Q) parts of Isa :–; :; :–; :–
; :–; and :– and very little commentary can be found. This
pesher is interesting because of its terminology. The extant fragments of
the pesharim show that the biblical text of Isaiah is quoted first. Then,
either with or without an introduction formula, the pesher is given.
Usually the interpretation is considerably shorter than the quotation of
the biblical text. This fact emphasizes the importance of the latter. To
understand the pesharim and their interpretations of Isaiah, it is neces-
sary to take other Qumran writings into consideration, especially other
pesharim, which can help to identify the historical background or the
religious ideas of the commentators and their communities.

Interestingly, like the Qumran pesharim, the Isaiah Commentary of
Theodoret of Cyrus, written between  and  c.e., was for centuries
believed to be lost.Though its existencewas known of throughTheodoret
himself, August Möhle only identified thisCommentary in an old manu-
script in Constantinople in , and edited it.Theodoret’sCommentary,

3 G.J. Brooke, “Isaiah in the Pesharim and Other Qumran Texts,” in Writing and
Reading the Scroll of Isaiah: Studies of an Interpretive Tradition (ed. C.C. Broyles and
C.A. Evans; VTSup .; Leiden: Brill, ), –. See also M.J. Bernstein, “Pesher
Isaiah,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L.H. Schiffman and J.C. VanderKam; 
vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), :–.
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which comprises the whole book of Isaiah, is almost entirely preserved.
Theodoret writes in Greek and uses the Septuagint as his Bible. Like the
Qumran pesharim, he first cites the biblical text. The following inter-
pretation remains close to the quoted text and is generally longer than
the lemma. Thus, the proportion of lemma and interpretation is differ-
ent from the pesharim. Theodoret is well known to us through his vari-
ous writings.4 Therefore, the understanding of his Isaiah Commentary is
supported by a lot of additional information. Furthermore, we can place
Theodoret and his Isaiah interpretation within the Christian exegetical
tradition. So, the conditions for understanding the Isaiah pesharim and
Theodoret’s Isaiah Commentary differ considerably. There is much more
information about the Commentary ofTheodoret and its context of pro-
duction than there is about the Qumran pesharim.

. The Isaiah Interpretation
of the Pesharim and of Theodoret

We now take a closer look at the contents of the commentaries. How are
the Isaiah texts interpreted? Because the pesharim are only partially pre-
served, these fragments have to be taken as the starting point for the
examination. Then the corresponding interpretations from Theodoret’s
complete Commentary can be put alongside. The better preserved pas-
sages of the pesharim are chosen for the following comparison, which
can be solely exemplary.

QpIsaa (Q) quotes and comments on Isa :–:, though
only parts of the text are preserved.5 Isaiah  announces the destruc-
tion of Israel’s enemy Assyria. The text originated around the events in
 b.c.e. when Sennacherib besieged Jerusalem and its king Hezekiah.
The pesharim display a double reading of the Isaiah text.6 The histor-
ical meaning is not the only one. As Pesher Habakkuk points out, the
author assumes that God did not reveal to the prophet themeaning of his
word about the last days. Only the Teacher of Righteousness knows the

4 ForTheodoret’s exegesis, see J.-N. Guinot, L’Exégèse deThéodoret de Cyr (ThH ;
Paris: Beauchesne, ).

5 For QpIsaa (Q), see J.M. Allegro in DJD V (): –; for notes, see
M.P. Horgan, Pesharim: Qumran Interpretations of Biblical Books (CBQMS ; Washing-
ton: Catholic Biblical Association of America, ), –.

6 Thanks to Hanan Eshel ���� for this helpful hint.
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definitive meaning of the prophet’s words.7 So, they interpret the
prophet’s words in terms of the community’s current situation and the
imminent “end of days.”The conflicts Isaiah speaks about are seen as con-
flicts of the interpreter’s own time. The Assyrians are called “the Kittim,”
who are usually identified as the Romans.8 In QpIsaa (Q) – –
 the Isaiah text is applied to the campaign of Ptomely Lathyrus against
Jerusalem in – b.c.e.9 Thus, the interpreter refers to an event in
the recent past. Subsequently, the interpretation focuses on the last days
and on the Messiah. The topics of battle and destruction of the enemies
(i.e. the enemies of the Messiah and of the community itself) are at the
centre of attention.

Theodoret also displays a multiple interpretation. He often reads the
text historically and interprets the events of Isaiah’s lifetime as such.
Nevertheless, he points to ametaphorical level of understanding, though
in different way than the pesharim do. His primary concerns are not
the military and political aspects of the text. He does not figuratively
transfer the Assyrians to any group of his own time. He rather prefers
a spiritual and individual interpretation and concentrates on piety. This
for Theodoret implies criticism of the Israelites as well as of the Jews of
later times, because meeting his standard of piety means the acceptance
of Jesus Christ as the Messiah.10

Isaiah :– predicts a “shoot out of the stump of Jesse” whom
Theodoret, as well as the Qumran pesher, interpret in a messianic way.
For the pesher this shoot is the soon to come Messiah. For Theodoret it
is Jesus Christ.Whereas the pesher speaks of an event in the near future,
Theodoret speaks of a fulfilled prophecy. Bothmention the eschatological
judgment. While the pesher anticipates the comingMessiah as the judge,
Theodoret speaks of a second manifestation of Jesus Christ at the end of
days, when he will judge all humans.

QpIsab (Q) consists of one quite large fragment containing some
verses of Isa .11 The middle column, which is best preserved, contains a
commentary on Isa :, a quotation of Isa :– and its short inter-

7 See QpHab VII:– in Horgan, Pesharim, . For a short description, see S.L. Ber-
rin, “Pesharim,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls :–.

8 See e.g. T.H. Lim, “Kittim,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls :–.
9 See H. Eshel and E. Eshel, “Q, Psalm  (Syriac), Sirach :, and QpIsaa,”

JBL  (): –.
10 See above, n. .
11 For QpIsab (Q), see J.M. Allegro in DJD V (): –; for notes, see

Horgan, Pesharim, –.
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pretation, as well as a quotation of Isa :c–, and again a rather short
piece of interpretation. Isaiah : says: “For ten acres of vineyard shall
yield but one bath, and a homer of seed shall yield but an ephah.” (NRSV)
Theodoret quotes vv. – and comments: “To the menace of desola-
tion he added that of infertility: For different are the lessons (by God),
because different are the human faults.”12 One of Theodoret’s favourite
topics interpreting the Scriptures is God’s παιδε@α, his solicitous educa-
tion of the humans. As a result, Theodoret interprets the different men-
aces in Isa  as God’s lessons to his people.Thepesher in QpIsab(Q)
reads the menaces in another way: “1 Interpretation of the phrase con-
cerns the end of days, at the doom of the earth before the sword and
famine; and it shall be 2 in the time of the earth’s visitation” (II:–).
The pesher refers to the end of days, that means to the future. Theodoret
speaks about the past, about Israel in Isaiah’s times, and implicitly about
the present time of his readers. In the eyes of the pesher’s author, Isaiah
prophesied the desolation of the earth at the end of days.

After these short comments in both texts, the lemma continues. The-
odoret cites vv. – and then adds a commentary. The pesher quotes
vv. – and briefly comments on the text: “These are theMen of Scoff-
ingwho are in Jerusalem.Those are theywho [quotation of Isa :c–].
That is the congregation of the Men of Scoffing who are in Jerusalem”
(II:–). Verses –b are omitted. The Qumram pesher just identi-
fies the ones Isaiah speaks of in :– with the “men of scoffing who
are in Jerusalem.” Horgan, representing the majority opinion, identifies
the scoffers referring to the “scoffer” in CD :, who is the enemy of the
Teacher of Righteousness. The scoffers are therefore the “allies and fol-
lowers of the Wicked Priest.”13 The pesher continues quoting vv. c–
as an explanation of the attitude of “the Men of Scoffing.” The interpre-
tation is short and only inserts the most necessary identifications. Isa-
iah himself has already indicated what is to be said about these people.
The passage ends with another annotation about the “congregation of
the Men of Scoffing who are in Jerusalem.” Theodoret’s verse by verse
commentary on vv. – refers to the Jews in Isaiah’s times. They are
accused by the prophet and threatened by desolation. Theodoret quotes
theNewTestament concerning the accusation of drunkenness and vorac-
ity in vv. –: “No one can serve two masters” (Matt :). Then he

12 J.-N. Guinot, ed.,Théodoret de Cyr: Commentaire sur Isaïe ( vols.; SC //;
Paris: Cerf, –), :–, English translation A.S.

13 Horgan, Pesharim, .
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interprets the meaning of some metaphorical expressions allegorically.
For example, he identifies the “hills” (v. ) with the demons who are
worshipped on the hills. God’s people will be “like refuse in the streets”
(NRSV). To support this prophecyTheodoret quotes Ps :. In the his-
torical details concerning the famine and the captivity he also refers to the
writings of Josephus.14Theodoret’s interpretation is an exhortation of his
readers as well as a criticism of the biblical Israel.

What do the two commentaries have in common? They both iden-
tify a certain group of people as the ones accused by Isaiah and distance
themselves from these groups. Whereas for Theodoret the prophecies
have already been fulfilled, for theQumran pesher the events are just tak-
ing place in the present time, and the end is awaited in the near future.
Theodoret speaks of the Jews of Isaiah’s time, perhaps also about the Jews
of Jesus’ and of his own time.TheQumran pesher speaks of the “scoffers”
as contemporaneous to the author. Whereas Theodoret often speaks to
his addressees in an exhorting manner, the pesher seeks to comfort its
readers by describing the imminent end of their enemies. Theodoret’s
Commentary often changes between an historical and a spiritual ormoral
level. QpIsab (Q) is clearly eschatologically oriented. Its interpreta-
tions are short and concentrate on a few distinct arguments. Theodoret
is more elaborate. He does not speak out of a threatening situation. This
is due to the Christian belief that Jesus Christ is the Messiah and salva-
tion has already been accomplished. Furthermore, the Christians are no
longer persecuted and thus live in a settled situation within the Roman
Empire.

Due to the poor state of preservation of Qpap pIsac (Q), a com-
parison with Theodoret’s Commentary is rather difficult.15 Nevertheless,
there is one passage in Qpap pIsac (Q) where a few lines of com-
mentary can be found. It comments on Isa :–. After the quota-
tion of the biblical text the pesher says: “10 The interpretation of the pas-
sage: at the Last Days, concerning the congregation of the S[eekers-after-
]Smooth-Things 11 who are in Jerusalem [. . . ] 12 by the Law and not [ . . . ]
13 a heart for to seek [ . . . ]” ( ii –). The following line contains
a citation of Hos :.16 The “Seekers-after-Smooth-Things” are usually

14 Guinot, Commentaire, :–.
15 For Qpap pIsac (Q), see J.M. Allegro in DJD V (): –; for the English

translation quoted in the following, see J.M. Allegro et al. in Exegetical Texts (ed. D.W.
Parry and E. Tov; The Dead Sea Scrolls Reader ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; for notes,
see Horgan, Pesharim, –.

16 Notably, this pesher also cites or alludes to other prophets, namely Jeremiah and
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identified as the Pharisees.17 It can be assumed that they are meant to
be the ones who flee from their enemies. Theodoret, on the other hand,
exhorts his readers to repent. He addresses themdirectly with “you.”They
shall turn around and abandon their way of iniquity to obtain salva-
tion. He explains single words as metaphors for historical realities, for
example “Lebanon” or “Carmel” as symbols for the nations and Israel.18
Theodoret’s interpretation of the “mountain” and the “hill” is especially
interesting: “A lot of trees on the mountain are not thus remarkable.
Though, if somewhere on the top of amountain one single pine or cypress
is left, it is remarked by those who go by. Thus, he [the prophet] says,
you will be left, you, too, a little number out of many thousands, and
your mischief will be remarked.”19Theodoret uses a parable to clarify the
meaning of Isaiah’s metaphorical language. His point in the comment on
the respective verses is God’s mercy upon those who repent.The pesher’s
point seems to be the judgment at the end of days. The pesher’s expres-
sion “a heart for to seek” could likewise indicate repentance and a return
to God.20

Isaiah speaks of repentance, of pursuers and flight, and of God’smercy.
The pesher applies these words to the Pharisees and to the author’s own
community. Theodoret refers the words to the people of Isaiah’s time
and to his Christian addressees.He does not explicitly identify particular
enemies. He concentrates on the people of God, in the old and in his own
time.

QpIsad (Q) comprises three fragments preserving parts of Isa
:– and its commentary.21 Isaiah describes the rebuilding of Je-
rusalem after the Exile. God himself will build the foundations of the
city out of precious stones. The pesher understands this prediction as
referring to the community: “[ . . . Its interpretation is 2 th]at they have

Zechariah. Also QpIsab (Q) contains a quotation of another prophet, Jer :. See
Brooke, Isaiah, –.

17 See Horgan, Pesharim,  and . In the pesharim this expression only occurs in
Qpap pIsac (Q) and QpNah (Q). For a short overview see A.I. Baumgarten,
“Seekers After SmoothThings,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls :–.

18 Similarly, QpHab XII:– interprets “Lebanon” as the “council of the community”
(see Horgan, Pesharim, ). Whereas Theodoret speaks of the past, the pesher refers to
the present.

19 Guinot, Commentaire, :, English translation A.S.
20 For the expression “to seekGodwith the heart” compare e.g. Deut :; Chr :;

Chr :; :; Pss :; :.
21 For QpIsad (Q), see J.M. Allegro in DJD V (): –; for notes, see

Horgan, Pesharim, –.
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founded the Council of the Community, [the] priests and the peo[ple
. . . ] 3 a congregation of his elect, like a stone of lapis lazuli among the
stones [ . . . ]” ( –). Verse , which is then quoted, is also applied to
the Qumran community: “Its interpretation concerns the twelve [ . . . ]
5 giving light in accordance with the Urim und Thummim [. . . ] 6 that
are lacking from them, like the sun in all its light. And [‘ . . . ’] 7 Its
interpretation concerns the heads of the tribes of Israel at the [end of
days . . . ] 8 his lot, the offices of [ . . . ” ( –). The pesher mentions
several groups that are important in the community of Qumran: the
council, the priests, the people, the twelve, the heads of the tribes. The
congregation is called “elect.” These chosen ones are compared to the
precious stones that arementioned in Isaiah.The expression “endof days”
is reconstructed and it is the only term that signifies an eschatological
orientation. Nevertheless, Horgan states that the pesher speaks of the
building of the New Jerusalem at the end of days.22Theodoret applies the
whole passage to the Church. The precious stones signify the different
virtues of the saints. The believers are the ones who are precious and
chosen. The foundations, the pinnacles, and the gates are the leaders of
the Church. That they are made of crystal indicates that their teaching
is enlightening.23 These two interpretations clearly show similarities in
their hermeneutic approaches:Theodoret speaks of the saints, the pious,
the Church leaders. The pesher speaks of the council, the priests, the
congregation of the elect, the twelve, the heads of the tribes. Both assume
the metaphorical character of the prophet’s words and interpret the
precious stones in terms of election of their respective communities’
members.

QpIsae (Q), containing passages of Isaiah , , , , ,
and , is too fragmentary to be compared to Theodoret’s elaborate
remarks.24

QpIsa (Q) is a document that was identified as a commentary on
Isaiah by R. de Vaux and M. Baillet, although this is not a verified iden-
tification.25 The text contains parts of Isa :– and some non-biblical
material. A typical introductory formula is missing. The interpretation

22 She follows D. Flusser who discusses the term “the twelve” in connection with Rev
 and “the twelve” in the Gospels. Horgan, Pesharim, –.

23 Guinot, Commentaire, :–.
24 For QpIsae (Q), see J.M. Allegro in DJD V (): –.
25 For QpIsa (Q), see M. Baillet in DJD III (): –. Cf. A. Lange, Handbuch

der Textfunde vom Toten Meer, vol. : Die Handschriften biblischer Bücher von Qumran
und den anderen Fundorten (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), .
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seems to contain remarks on the plain sense of the text. The pesher, as
well asTheodoret, seems to focus on the same points concerning the set-
ting of Isaiah’s prophecies.

. Methods and Hermeneutics

For a description of the methods of pesher interpretation, it is helpful
to take a look at the other pesharim. Several scholars summarize the
exegetical techniques used in the pesharim.M. Fishbane lists the follow-
ing methods: citation and atomization, multiple interpretations, para-
nomasia, symbols, notrikon, and gematria.26 S. Berrin enumerates para-
phrase, allegory, polyvalence, atomization, and allusion to other bibli-
cal passages.27 D. Dimant notes the following techniques: modelling the
interpretation on the syntactic and lexical patterns of the citation, using
lexical synonyms, punning on words (paranomasia), atomizing, vocal-
izing or grouping the consonants of words in the citation in a different
way, adducing other biblical quotations which share one or more terms
with the main citation.28 Theodoret uses all of these methods except of
paranomasia, notrikon, and gematria. We have to keep in mind that he
used the Greek text. He was aware of the special character of this text as
a translation. He often refers to the translations of Symmachos, Aquila,
andTheodotion to clarify themeaning of the text.Therefore, themethods
relying on letters, consonants, and vowels are out of question for him.

Generally, the particular methods used by Theodoret in his Isaiah
Commentary and the Isaiah pesharim from Qumran do not differ so
much. Both identify certain persons of the biblical text with persons
(or groups) of their own time. Both understand metaphorical terms as
applicable to their own situations. Both quote other biblical texts to
support their arguments. Now and then Theodoret inserts exhortations
into the comment. In the Qumran pesharim such passages cannot be
found.Altogether, the pesharim aremore homogeneous thanTheodoret’s

26 This last one can be found as a technique of biblical interpretation, though not in
Qumran. M. Fishbane, “The Qumran Pesher and Traits of Ancient Hermeneutics,” in
Proceedings of the Sixth World Congress of Jewish Studies: Held at the Hebrew University of
Jerusalem – August  under the Auspices of the Israel Academy of Sciences and
Humanities (ed. A. Shinan;  vols.; Jerusalem: World Union of Jewish Studies, –
), :–.

27 Berrin, “Pesharim,” :–.
28 D. Dimant, “Pesharim, Qumran,” ABD :–.
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Commentary, which is more complex. Whereas the Qumran pesharim
focus on the recent past, the present and especially the near future,
Theodoret often explains the historical meaning as if concerning Israel at
Isaiah’s time. Nevertheless, he frequently switches directly to the situation
of his contemporary readers. He knows at least three time levels: the time
of Isaiah, the time of Jesus and the Apostles, and his own time.29

Taking into account the at least partially identical exegetical tech-
niques, what are the factors that determine the differences in theQumran
andTheodoret interpretations? Both interpreters are convinced that they
reveal the true meaning of the prophet’s text. The truth of prophecy is an
explicit topic of their comments.30 Of course, the particular understand-
ing of what is truth differs:The pesher claims truth for the Qumran com-
munity. Theodoret, on the other hand, applies Isaiah’s words to Christ
and the Christians. The fulfillment of the prophecies in Jesus and the
Church is his basic assumption. Within this frame different interpreta-
tions of the textual details are possible. Evidently, the respective commu-
nities’ beliefs provide the framework which shapes the interpretation.31
The consciousness of election and the expectation of the end of days
determine the understanding of the biblical text, in particular, the escha-
tological focus of interpretation. As a Christian exegete, Theodoret pre-
supposes the coming of the Messiah, which means the fulfillment of Isa-
iah’s prophecy. In his introduction to the Commentary he states that Isa-
iah is the prophet who predicted most clearly the salvation of the nations
and the ruin of the Jews.32 This fundamental idea underlies his interpre-
tation, although it is not always explicit. Nevertheless,Theodoret is await-
ing a second manifestation of Jesus at the end of days. This expectation,
however, is not as urgent as in Qumran. The decisive event has already
happened. Moreover, the first years of Christian expectation of Christ’s
imminent return have past. The end of days has become an event of the
more remote future.

The Qumran pesher applies the prophecies to the present situation
and the expected eschatological salvation of the community and the
defeat of the enemies in the near future. Therefore, the Qumran pesher

29 Less specifically these time levels could be referred to as the time of the Old
Testament, the time of the New Testament, and the time of the Church.

30 See QpIsae (Q) –: “ri[ghteous] teaching” (Allegro et al. in Exegetical Texts,
); Theodoret on Isa :: “truth of the prophecy” (Guinot, Commentaire, :).

31 Cf. the contribution of A. Lange and Z. Pleše to the present volume who speak of
“transpositional hermeneutics.”

32 Ibid., :–.
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focuses more on the eschatological battle. Theodoret presupposes the
eschatological victory of Christ.Therefore, his concern is the present life
of the Christians who are not in imminent danger. He exhorts his readers
to live according to their redeemed status. The interpretative transfer to
a spiritual level and also the individualized view of faith are typical of
patristic exegesis. In contrast, the Qumran pesher concentrates on the
collective aspects of the eschatological events.

To conclude, the pesharim andTheodoret both assume that the deci-
sive meaning of the prophet’s words is the meaning they have for their
contemporary readers.This is based on the common assumption that the
prophets are inspired by God and that their words predict the future.33
The actual understanding of this future is indeed different. Therefore,
it is necessary to interpret the prophet’s words according to the chang-
ing situations of those who read the Bible again and again. That is what
the pesharim, as well as Theodoret, actually did being participants—as
Fishbane put it—in an “honorable, ancient, and well-shared tradition of
hermeneia.”34

33 F.F. Bruce and E. Main, “Pesher,” EncJud (nd ed.) :–,  list three principles
of Qumran interpretation: “. God revealed His purpose to the prophets, but did not
reveal to them the time when His purpose would be fulfilled; this further revelation was
first communicated to the Teacher of Righteousness. . All the words of the prophets had
reference to the time of the end. . The time of the end is at hand.”

34 Fishbane, “Qumran Pesher,” .
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“[He who saw the deep, the] foundation of the country,
who knew [the secrets], was wise in everything!
. . .
he saw the secret and uncovered the hidden,
he brought back a message from the antediluvian age.”

From the introduction to the Gilgamesh Epic1

The general framework of the “Mesopotamian Background of the Enoch
Figure” is quite well established. Since the initial comparison of Berossos’
account of Mesopotamian antediluvian kings and heroes to the biblical
patriarchs a vast literature has evolved that discusses the possible transfer
and adaptation of such Mesopotamian topics as ascent to heaven, the
flood story, primeval wisdom, dream-vision, divination and astronomy.
I argue in this paper that the respective traditions reach back to a third
millennium “origin.”

. Enoch, described in Gen :– as great-grandson of Adam, father
of Methuselah and great-grand-father of Noah, lived  years and “he
walked with God: and he was not, for God took him.”2 Enoch became
a central figure in early Jewish mystical speculations;3 Enoch, or the
Ethiopic Enoch, is one of the earliest non-biblical texts from the Second

* I wish to thank Armin Lange for his unfailing help and Bennie H. Reynolds III and
Matthias Weigold for their valuable comments.

1 See A.R. George,The Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic: Introduction, Critical Edition and
Cuneiform Texts ( vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), :.

2 All biblical translations follow the KJV.
3 See H.S. Kvanvig, Roots of Apocalyptic: The Mesopotamian Background of the Enoch

Figure and the Son of Man (WMANT , Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchner, ), :
“Astronomy, cosmology,mythical geography, divination . . . are subjectswhich in a Jewish
setting appear for the first time in the Enochic sources, at least in a so extensive form.”
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Temple period4 and, at least in part, was originally written in Aramaic
as demonstrated by the fragments found among the Dead Sea Scrolls.5
They prove that the Astronomical Enoch and the Book of the Watchers
are among the earliest texts collected in Enoch. Enoch belongs to the
Old Slavonic biblical tradition—a tradition6 that is still very much alive
in the popular religion of the Balkans. Indeed, as F. Badalanova Geller
was able to demonstrate, there is an oral tradition still alive in con-
temporary Bulgaria, incorporating various pieces from the Jewish and
apocryphal traditions, which has also considerable impact on orthodox
iconography.7 She further calls the underlying (oral) stories “the Epic of
Enoch,” arguing methodologically along the lines of V. Propp’sMorphol-
ogy of the Folk Tale.8This “epic” was certainly also related to the tradition
of the kabbalistic-rabbinic Enoch which, like other hermetic literature,
describes Enoch as Metatron, featuring him as the “Great Scribe” (safra
rabba: Tg. Yer.).9 It cannot be the purpose of this paper to take the entire
Enochic tradition into consideration; the references to Enoch are mani-

4 J.C. VanderKam,An Introduction to Early Judaism (GrandRapids: Eerdmans, ),
–; see also J.J. Collins,The Apocalyptic Imagination: An Introduction to Jewish Apoc-
alyptic Literature (New York: Crossroad, ), esp. the chapter on “The Early Enoch
Literature,” –.

5 On Enoch see J.T. Milik,The Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of Qumrân Cave
 (Oxford: Clarendon, ) and cf. the review by J.C. Greenfield and M.E. Stone, “The
Booksof Enoch and theTraditions of Enoch,”Numen  (): –. Amodern trans-
lation of the text is now published by G.W.E. Nickelsburg and J.C. VanderKam, Enoch:
A New Translation (Minneapolis: Fortress, ). For the religious-historical framework
of the book see J.C. VanderKam and P. Flint,The Meaning of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Their
Significance for Understanding the Bible, Judaism, Jesus, and Christianity (San Francisco:
HarperSanFrancisco, ); cf. also VanderKam, Introduction. A thorough study of the
Enochic literature should, of course, also take into consideration the many references to
Enoch in the so-called apocryphal literature. There are presently two recommendable
translations: OTP and AOT.

6 At the time when I finished this article I was not yet able to checkTheOld Testament
Apocrypha in the Slavonic Tradition: Continuity and Diversity (ed. L. DiTommaso and
C. Böttrich with the assistance of M. Swoboda; TSAJ ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck,
forthcoming ).

7 F. Badalanova Geller, “Cultural Transfer and Text Transmission: The Case of the
Enoch Apocryphic Tradition” (lecture delivered at the Conference “Multilingualism in
Central Asia, Near and Middle East from Antiquity to Early Modern Times” at the
Center for Studies in Asian Cultures and Social Anthropology at the Austrian Academy
of Sciences, Vienna,  March ). I wish to express my gratitude to Dr. Badalanova
Geller for fruitful discussions and additional references.

8 V. Propp,Morphology of the Folk Tale (trans. L. Scott; nd ed.; Austin: University of
Texas Press, ).

9 Tg. Yer. toGen :; see also b. .Hag. a; see furtherA.A.Orlov,TheEnoch-Metatron
Tradition (TSAJ ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –, esp. .
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fold in the so-called apocryphal tradition.10 We only mention here that
“the instructor” Enoch, Idris in Arabic, is attested in the Qur"an (:–
; :–) as a prophet, and that inMuslim lore, like in Judaism, he is
also connectedwith the invention of astronomy.Wemay furthermention
persisting traditions in Classical Antiquity, especially Claudius Aelianus,
who mentions the miraculous birth of Gilgamesh.11

.. Dating back to the late nineteenth century and the so-called Babel-
Bible dispute,12 the relation of the biblical traditions, especially those
concerning the paradise narrative, the flood-story, and the (antedilu-
vian) patriarchs, to theMesopotamianworld received much interest (see
below ..). From a modern scholarly point of view, much of what has
been written in this period is obsolete and related to anti-biblical or
apologetic motivations. Therefore, we encounter often a general warn-
ing against a naïve comparative attitude which is certainly in place.13 If
in the following paragraphs we refer to various Mesopotamianmaterials,
we are fully aware of this warning. We do not intend to establish literal

10 Concerning the book of Jubilees, Kvanvig,Roots, , writes e.g.: “Jubilees deals with
a tradition about the origin of Babylonian science. This science was revealed to men in
primordial time. The revelators were angels who descended from heaven and acted as
sages among men. Enoch as the first sage is found in Pseudo-Eupolemus.”

11 Claudius Aelianus, De Natura Animalium .: “At any rate an Eagle fostered a
baby. And I want to tell the whole story, so that I may have evidence of my proposition.
When Seuechoros was king of Babylon the Chaldeans foretold that the son born of his
daughter would wrest the kingdom from his grandfather. This made him afraid and (if
I may be allowed the small jest) he played Acrisius to his daughter: he put the strictest
of watches upon her. For all that, since fate was cleverer than the king of Babylon, the
girl became a mother, being pregnant by some obscure man. So the guards from fear
the king hurled the infant from the citadel, for that was where the aforesaid girl was
imprisoned. Now an Eagle which saw with its piercing eye the child while still falling,
before it was dashed on the earth, flew beneath it, flung its back under it, and conveyed
it to some garden and set it down with the utmost care. But when the keeper of the place
saw the pretty baby he fell in love with it and nursed it; and it was called Gilgamos and
became king of Babylon.” (Claudius Aelianuns, On the Characteristics of Animals [trans.
A.F. Schofield;  vols.; Cambridge: Harvard University Press, –], :–). We
may further note that in the subsequent text Aelianus explicitly refers to Achaemenes, the
legendary founder of the first Persian dynasty, who is also said “to be raised by an eagle.”

12 For an overview over this politically remarkable dispute and the involvement of the
German emperorWilhelm II see R.G. Lehmann, Friedrich Delitzsch und der Babel-Bibel-
Streit (OBO ; Fribourg:Universitätsverlag, ). Delitzsch’s hypotheses were sharply
criticised by Christian and Jewish theologians of the time and soon became a political
issue. Finally the emperor was even requested to make a public profession of his faith.

13 Cf. R. Liwak, “Bibel und Babel: Wider die theologische und religionsgeschichtliche
Naivität,”BTZ  (): –. An extensive bibliography of “Articles by JewishWriters
on the Babel-Bibel Controversy” is published in Y. Shavit and M. Eran, eds.,The Hebrew
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dependencies, but would rather draw attention to some parallels with
selected Mesopotamian motifs. We will neither address the question of
a common Near Eastern origin of such motifs, nor will we attempt to
reconstruct the ways of transmission in the necessary detail. The latter
were certainly manifold, and that orality played amajor role is very likely
but, of course, hard to prove.

.. The most important contributions concerning the relationship be-
tween Berossos,14 the Sumerian King list, and the biblical patriarchs as
well as the connected literary motifs are presently those of R. Borger,15
J.C. VanderKam,16 H. Kvanvig17 and A.A. Orlov.18 I shall return to them
later. The discovery of the Qumran manuscripts put Enoch in the cen-
tre of these discussions and their connections to the related Jewish-
Hellenistic texts and toMesopotamian forerunners have beenwidely dis-
cussed.19 The Qumran manuscripts of the Book of Giants mention the
hero Gilgamesh among the Giants who were offspring of the evil (fallen)
angels who had intercoursewith human females.20 Starting from this fact,

Bible Reborn: From Holy Scripture to the Book of Books: A History of Biblical Culture and
the Battles over the Bible in Modern Judaism (trans. C. Naor; SJ ; Berlin: de Gruyter,
), –.

14 Cf. G.P. Verbrugghe and J.M. Wickersham, Berossos and Manetho, Introduced and
Translated: Native Traditions in Ancient Mesopotamia and Egypt (Ann Arbor: University
of Michigan Press, ).

15 R. Borger, “Die BeschwörungsserieBı̄tMēseriunddieHimmelfahrtHenochs,” JNES
 (): –; for an abbreviated English version see idem, “The Incantation Series
Bı̄t Mēseri and Enoch’s Ascension to Heaven,” in I Studied Inscriptions from Before the
Flood: Ancient Near Eastern, Literary, and Linguistic Approaches to Genesis – (ed.
R.S. Hess and D.T. Tsumura; Sources for Biblical andTheological Study , Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, ), –.

16 J.C. VanderKam, Enoch and the Growth of an Apocalyptic Tradition (CBQMS ;
Washington: Catholic Biblical Association of America, ).

17 See Kvanvig, Roots.
18 See Orlov, Enoch-Metatron.
19 For Enoch, cf. the literature listed in n. .
20 The following excerpts of the reconstructed Book of Giants are taken from the

edition of The Gnostic Society Library (online: http://www.gnosis.org/library/dss/dss_
book_of_giants.htm [ March ]) (MSS: Q, Q, Q, Q–, Q).

The wicked angels, bringing both knowledge and havoc.

 [ . . . ] they knew the secrets of [ . . . ]  [ . . . si]n was great in the earth [ . . . ]  [ . . . ]
and they killed many [. . . ]  [ . . . they begat] giants [ . . . ] (Q ++)

Theoutcome of the demonic corruptionwas violence, perversion, and a brood ofmon-
strous beings.
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I attempt to show that not only did the generally late Mesopotamian tra-
ditions about the primeval sages and related matters form a background
for the mythical imagery of the Enochic system of thought, but that the
much earlier epic traditions about the kings Gilgamesh and Etana should
also be considered. We might not be able to avoid some of the traps of
this sort of intertextual studies, however, we are by all means entitled to

 [. . . ] they defiled [ . . . ]  [ . . . they begot] giants and monsters [ . . . ]  [ . . . ] they
begot, and, behold, all [the earth was corrupted . . . ]  [ . . . ] with its blood and by
the hand of [ . . . ]  [giant’s] which did not suffice for them and [. . . ]  [ . . . ] and they
were seeking to devour many [. . . ]  [ . . . ]  [ . . . ] the monsters attacked it. (Q
)

The giants became troubled by a series of dreams and visions. Mahway sees a tablet
being immersed in water. When it emerges, all but three names have been washed
away. The dream evidently symbolizes the destruction of all but Noah and his sons
by the Flood. . . . The giants realize the futility of fighting against the forces of heaven.
The first speaker may be Gilgamesh.

 [ . . . I am a] giant, and by the mighty strength of my arm and my own great
strength  [ . . . any]one mortal, and I have made war against them; but I am not
[ . . . ] able to stand against them, for my opponents  [ . . . ] reside in [Heav]en, and
they dwell in the holy places. And not  [ . . . they] are stronger than I.  [ . . . ] of the
wild beast has come, and the wild man they call [me].  [ . . . ] Then Ohya said to
him, I have been forced to have a dream [. . . ] the sleep of my eyes [vanished], to
let me see a vision. Now I know that on [. . . ] –[. . . ] Gilgamesh [. . . ] (Q
)

[From] Ohya’s dream vision . . .

 concerns the death of our souls [ . . . ] and all his comrades, [and Oh]ya told them
whatGilgamesh said to him [. . . ] and it was said [ . . . ] “concerning [ . . . ] the leader
has cursed the potentates” and the giants were glad at his words. Then he turned
and left [. . . ] (Q II)

More [ill-foreboding] dreams afflict the giants. . . . Someone suggests that Enoch be
found to interpret the vision. [ . . . to Enoch] the noted scribe, and he will interpret
for us  the dream. Thereupon his fellow Ohya declared and said to the giants,
 I too had a dream this night, O giants, and, behold, the Ruler of Heaven came
down to earth  [ . . . ] and such is the end of the dream. [Thereupon] all the giants
[andmonsters! grew afraid  and calledMahway. He came to them and the giants
pleaded with him and sent him to Enoch  [the noted scribe]. They said to him,
Go [. . . ] to you that  [ . . . ] you have heard his voice. And he said to him, He will
[ . . . and] interpret the dreams [. . . ] III:[ . . . ] how long the giants have to live. [ . . . ]
(Q II–III)

After a cosmic journey Mahway comes to Enoch and makes his request.

 [ . . . he mounted up in the air]  ike strong winds, and flew with his hands like
ea[gles . . . he left behind]  the inhabited world and passed over Desolation, the
great desert [ . . . ]  and Enoch saw him and hailed him, and Mahway said to him
[. . . ]  hither and thither a second time to Mahway [ . . . The giants await  your
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look after the pre- and the post-texts, especially if we remember that any
reading implies a recreation of new texts. To put it metaphorically, texts
are not stable entities but living beings undergoing all sort of philological
and interpretative changes.

. My contribution is an outsider’s view, neither pretending to do justice
to the ongoing discussions in biblical studies, in particular in the studies
of the Dead Sea Scrolls, nor dwelling on the highly complicated matter
of the Babylonian background of the astronomical Enoch tradition.21
O. Neugebauer, one of the pioneers working on Babylonian astronomical
texts wrote in : “The search for time and place of origin of this
primitive picture of the cosmic order can hardly be expected to lead
to definitive results. The use of -day schematic months could have
been inspired, e.g., by Babylonian arithmetical schemes (of the type
of ‘Mul-Apin’), or by the Egyptian calendar.” He then continues: “But
[sc. in Astronomical Enoch] there is no visible trace of the sophisticated
Babylonian astronomy of the Persian or Seleucid-Parthian period.”22The
opinion “that the astronomical part of the Book of Enoch is based on

words, and all the monsters of the earth. If [ . . . ] has been carried [ . . . ]  from the
days of [ . . . ] their [ . . . ] and they will be added [. . . ]  [ . . . ] we would know from
you their meaning [ . . . ]  [ . . . two hundred tr]ees that from heaven [came down
. . . ] (Q III)

[Then,] Enoch sends back a tablet with its grim message of judgment, but with hope
for repentance.

With this text, compare Gen :–, . See further L.T. Stuckenbruck,The Book of Giants
from Qumran: Texts, Translation, and Commentary (TSAJ ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck,
) and K. Beyer, Die aramäischen Texte vom Toten Meer: samt den Inschriften aus
Palästina, dem Testament Levi aus der Kairoer Genisa, der Fastenrolle und den alten tal-
mudischen Zitaten: Aramaistische Einleitung, Text, Übersetzung, Deutung, Grammatik/
Wörterbuch, deutsch-aramäischeWortliste, Register ( vols. and Ergänzungsband; Göttin-
gen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, //), :– (Enoch), – (Book
of Giants), Ergänzungsband: – (Enoch), – (Book of Giants), :–
(Enoch), – (Book of Giants). We note that Beyer postulates a Jewish Old-
Palestinian language for these earliest Enoch fragments (ibid., :). He understands
these fragments as an early translation from a Hebrew original. Especially important is
É. Puech, Qumran Grotte .XXII: Textes araméns, première partie: Q–
(DJD XXXI; Oxford: Clarendon, ).

21 Cf. M. Albani, Astronomie und Schöpfungsglaube: Untersuchungen zum astronomis-
chen Henochbuch (WMANT ; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, ), –; cf. fur-
thermore the works of Milik, Books of Enoch, and O. Neugebauer, The “Astronomical”
Chapters of the Ethiopic Book of Enoch ( to ) (Det Kongelige Danske Videnskabernes
Selskab: Matematisk-fysiske Meddelelser .; Copenhagen: Munksgaard, ).

22 Ibid., .
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Fig. . The Neo-Assyrian star-map K  according to the
illustration in H. Hunger, ed., Astrological Reports to Assyrian
Kings (SAA , Helsinki: Helsinki University Press: ), .

concepts extant in the Old Testament is simply incorrect: the Enoch year
is not an old semitic calendaric unit; the schematic alternation between
hollow and full months is not a real lunar calendar, and there exists no
linear scheme in theOld Testament for the length of daylight, or patterns
for ‘gates,’ for winds, or for ‘thousands’ of stars, related to the schematic
year. The whole Enochian astronomy is clearly an ad hoc construction
and not the result of a common semitic tradition.”23

.. Neugebauer’s opinion sharply contrasts the statement of VanderKam
that “Enoch’s science is a Judaized refraction of an early stage in the
development of Babylonian astronomy—a stage that finds varied expres-
sion in texts such as the astrolabes, Enūma Anu Enlil, and mulAPIN. In it
astronomical and astrological concepts are intermingled and schematic

23 Ibid.
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arrangements at times predominate over facts.”24 Here VanderKam
comes back to an early view of H. Zimmern from ,25 who saw the
Enochic tradition anchored in stories around the primeval king Enmedu-
ranki, to whom the gods granted mantic and astronomical wisdom.26

.. The main arguments against Neugebauer’s position are provided by
the Enochic Aramaic fragments from Cave , the careful evaluation of
which prompted Milik already in  to suggest that the astronomical
parts of the Enoch tradition do belong to the oldest stratum of the Enoch
literature in concordance to the  (originally) year life span allotted to
Enoch in Gen :.27

.. I cannot discuss here the philological evidence that anchors the
biblical tradition in the historical charts. This is a different, albeit very
important field which may support my arguments: I just mention one
recent example: Jer : may go back to an eye witness’s account of
Nebuchadnezzar’s conquest of Jerusalem in  b.c.e. This is indicated
by my colleagueMichael Jursa’s identification of the chief-eunuch Nabu-
sharrussu-ukin, the biblical 
��
��� ���
�� ��� or Nebu-Sarsekim, in an
economic document from the sun-god temple in Sippar, dated to the
“Month XI, day , year  [of] Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon.”28

... The Babylonian exile29 had a major impact on the development of
Judaism, possibly even on the moulding of the apocalyptic traditions.30

24 VanderKam, Enoch and the Growth, .
25 H. Zimmern, Beiträge zur Kenntnis der babylonischen Religion: Die Beschwörungs-

tafeln Šurpu, Ritualtafeln für den Wahrsager, Beschwörer und Sänger (Assyriologische
Bibliothek ; Leipzig: Hinrichs, ).

26 See Albani, Astronomie, .
27 Milik, Books of Enoch, –.
28 M. Jursa, “Nabû-šarrūssu-ukı̄n, rab ša-rēši, und ‘Nebusarsekim’ (Jer. :),” NABU

 (), online: http://www.achemenet.com/document/Nabu–.pdf ( July ).
Jursa’s translation of the document runs as follows: “Regarding] . minas (.kg) of
gold, the property of Nabû-šarrūssu-ukı̄n, the chief eunuch, which he sent via Arad-
Bānı̄tu the eunuch to [the temple] Esangila: Arad-Bānı̄tu has delivered [it] to Esangila.
In the presence of Bēl-usāti, son of Alpāya, the royal bodyguard, [and of] Nādin, son of
Marduk-zēru-ibni. Month XI, day , year  [of] Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon.”
We may note here that the evaluation of this document provoked a broad discussion in
scholarly literature and in the Internet.

29 Jer : gives account of Nebuchadnezzar’s conquest of Jerusalem and his victory
over the Judean King Zedekiah: The passage reports that all of the officers of the king of
Babylon made their entry, and occupied the middle gate.

30 Kvanvig, Roots,  writes: “The emergence of the apocalyptic traditions and lit-
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The background of this “knowledge transfer,” however, is the scholarly
situation as just described. I say this not to deny the contribution of
mere story-telling and fantastic lore to the growth of the corpus of
apocalyptic literature, but we cannot neglect the scholarly and even
empirical background of the underlying world-view. Indeed, this may
provide the best explanation for why somany different topics and stylistic
features are fused in the extant Enochic traditions.

.. What concerns us here is the heuristic attitude of Mesopotamian
scholarship. Even in the late Seleucid period this scholarship remains
basically “holistic” or “monistic” in the way that it links alls sorts of
empiricism, as may be demonstrated with examples from the famous
“Astronomical Diaries.”31 In the fifth year of Darius III ( b.c.e.) we
find a series of astronomical observations:32

Day  [ September]: Sunset to moonrise: . There was a lunar eclipse.
Its totality was covered at the moment when Jupiter set and Saturn rose.
During totality the west wind blew, during clearing the east wind. During
the eclipse, deaths and plague occurred. Day : All day clouds were in the
sky . . .

The reports then continuewith observations from the “Burse of Babylon”;
commodity prizes are given together with the positions of the planets in
the zodiacal signs.

Thatmonth, the equivalent for  shekel of silver was: barley . . . at that time,
Jupiter was in Scorpio; Venus was in Leo, at the end of the month in Virgo;
Saturn was in Pisces; Mercury and Mars, which had set, were not visible.

The reports further continue with the famous account of the downfall of
the Persian empire in the same year, after the battle at Gaugamela, north
of Mossul ( b.c.e.).

erature presupposes both a direct contact with Mesopotamian culture in the Babylo-
nian diaspora, and the syncretistic tendencies in Palestine in the post-exilic centuries.”
See also S. Robinson, “The Origins of Jewish Apocalyptic Literature: Prophecy, Baby-
lon, and Enoch” (MA diss., University of Florida, ; online: http://etd.fcla.edu/SF/
SFE/Robinson-Sarah-thesis.pdf [ October ]).

31 We follow here the unpublished manuscript of G. Graßhoff, “The Diffusion of
Knowledge: From Babylonian Regularities to Science in the Antiquity” (paper presented
at the th Dahlem Workshop on Globalization of Knowledge and its Consequences at
the Dahlem Konferenzen, Berlin, – November ).

32 H. Hunger, ed., Astronomical Diaries and Related Texts from Babylonia, vol. :
Diaries from  B.C. to  B.C. (Denkschriften der philosophisch-historischen Klasse
; Wien: Verlag der ÖsterreichischenAkademie der Wissenschaften, ), –.
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On the th of that month, panic occurred in the camp before the king.
TheMacedonians encamped in front of the king. On the th [ October],
in themorning, the king of the world [Alexander] erected his standard and
attacked. Opposite each other they fought and a heavy defeat of the troops
of the king [Darius] he [Alexander] incited. The king [Darius], his troops
deserted him and to their cities they went. They fled to the east.

... As I have learnt from the Swiss philosopher and historian of
science, Gerd Graßhoff, these collections of data were systematically
made in order two obtain knowledge about the possible connections of
various events, and more specifically in order to get information of how
one could interfere and prevent an otherwise probable future event.33

... The Astronomical Diaries are certainly a latecomer within the
cuneiform tradition; there is, however no reason to postulate a funda-
mental change in the methodological attitude of Mesopotamian schol-
ars, at least after the Old Babylonian period. In comparison to our
approaches, “there is nomethodological difference for Babylonian schol-
arship compared to causal reasoning to obtain knowledge about causal
regularities with causes indicated by signs. This counts for all sorts of
domains of knowledge—from medical, over meteorological, economic
to astronomical knowledge.”34

. Numerous articles and books deal with Enoch and “Enochic literature.”
From the viewpoint of a cuneiform scholar, Helge Kvanvig’s book Roots
of Apocalyptic:TheMesopotamian Background of the Enoch Figure and the
Son of Manmust be considered a major contribution.35 The Babylonian
surroundings of the forefathers of apocalyptic literature, Ezekiel and
Deutero-Isaiah, led to the hypothesis that other apocalyptic texts may
have their roots in the Babylonian exile.36 Be that as it may, the great
impact the Babylonian mantic and astronomical tradition had on the
growing Hebrew apocalyptic texts remains beyond dispute.

33 I refer to Graßhoff, “Diffusion”; see also idem, “Babylonian Metrological Obser-
vations and the Empirical Basis of Ancient Science,” in The Empirical Dimension of
Ancient Near Eastern Studies—Die empirische Dimension altorientalischer Forschungen
(ed. G.J. Selzwith the assistance ofK.Wagensonner;WienerOffeneOrientalistik ,Wien:
Lit, ), –.

34 Graßhoff, “Diffusion.”
35 Cf. also the literature quoted in n. .
36 VanderKam, Enoch and the Growth, –; Robinson, “Origins,” –.



of heroes and sages 

.. Since the times of Flavius Josephus, the first century Jewish historian
who also recorded the Roman destruction of the second temple on 
August  c.e., the relationship of the Jewish prehistory to the similar
traditions of the neighbouring cultures became a pivotal point for all
sorts of discussions.

... While not very widely distributed initially, the Babyloniaca of
Berossos37 gained increasing influence on the picture of the earlierMeso-
potamian history in antiquity, despite the fact that the primary source
for all Hellenistic scholarship remained Ctesias of Cnidos (in Caria)
from the fifth century b.c.e. The interest in Berossos’ work was mainly
provoked by his account of Babylonian astronomy, and, in the Chris-
tian era, by his record of the Babylonian flood lore. His report of the
ten antediluvian kings was paralleled apologetically to traditions from
the Hebrew Bible. In this way Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea (ca. –
 c.e.), used theBabyloniaca in order to harmonize the biblical and the
pagan traditions, whereas Flavius Josephus used it for Jewish apologetics.
Therefore, the controversial debate over the reliability of biblical stories
about the patriarchs and their relation to the mytho-historical accounts
of Mesopotamian prehistory have persisted for two millennia.

... After an increasingwealth ofMesopotamian cuneiform tablets was
excavated and translated in the middle of the nineteenth century, criti-
cal evaluation of the biblical traditions gained great momentum. In 
George Smith delivered a paper to the Society of Biblical Archaeology in
London, announcing the discovery of a Babylonian version of the biblical
flood story, hereby renewing the interest in the extra-biblical traditions
of Antiquity and eventually supporting the account of Berossos’ Babylo-
niaca. A few years later, in , Smith published his bookThe Chaldean
Account of Genesis, in which he included translations of excerpts from
fragments of Atra

˘
has̄ıs,38 a text which, together with the so-called “Cre-

ation Epic Enūma El̄ısh,” soon became a corner stone for all compar-
isons between the biblical and Mesopotamian accounts of the “history”
of primeval times.39 To cut a long story short,when S. Langdon published

37 A Hellenistic priest from Babylon, living during Alexander’s reign over the cap-
ital (– b.c.e.), that is less than  years before the alleged earliest Qumran
manuscripts!

38 See W.G. Lambert and A.R. Millard, Atra-
˘
has̄ıs: The Babylonian Story of the Flood

(London: Oxford University Press, ), .
39 The comparison of the Mesopotamian flood story with its Noah-related figure of

Ziusudra/Utnapishtim and the BabylonianEpic of Creation in conjunctionwith Berossos’
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the Weld-Blundell (WB) copy of the Sumerian King List in , a
thorough revision of earlier opinions becamenecessary.40It became clear,
in particular, that the names of (most) of Berossos’ early Babylonian
rulers were of Sumerian origin. Zimmern himself revised his earlier
theories and Pater Anton Deimel even disputed any connection of the
cuneiform tradition to the biblical patriarchs.41

... The biblical patriarchs and the kings before the flood according to
Gen  and , Berossos and the Sumerian King List.42

[Gen]  [Gen]  Berossos WB 

 Adam  Adam NΑλωρ�ς Alulim
 Set  Set OΑ�παρ�ς Alalgar
 Enosch  Enosch OΑμ,λων [ . . . ] Kidunnu
 Qenan  Kain OΑμμ0νων [ . . . ] -alimma
 Mahalalel  Mehi(u)jael OΑμεγ�λαρ�ν [Dumu]zi, d. Hirt
 Jered  Irad Δ�ων�ς π�ιμ,ν [Enm]entuanna
 Henoch  Henoch Ε�εδωρ�γ%�ς [E]sipazianna
 Methuschelach  Methuschael OΑμεψινBς Enmeduranna
 Lamech  Lamech OΩτι�ρτης Uburtutu
 Noah — Pισ�+"ρ�ς Ziusudra

account of Babylonian History fostered many hypotheses and any originality of the
biblical stories became disputed. In  H. Zimmern published his influential article
“Urkönige und Uroffenbarung,” in E. Schrader, Die Keilinschriften und das Alte Testa-
ment (ed. H. Zimmern and H. Winckler; rd ed.;  vols.; Berlin: Reuther & Reichard,
–), :–, in which he attempted to parallel the names of the biblical
primeval patriarchs and similar figures from extra-biblical traditions. Great influence
gained F. Delitzsch whowith his lectures on “Babel und Bibel” (–) provoked the
so-called “Babel-Bibel Streit”; see F. Delitzsch, Babel und Bibel (Leipzig: Hinrichs, ).
Later he took an even more open hostile stand against the traditional theologians in his
work Die große Täuschung: Kritische Betrachtungen zu den alttestamentlichen Berichten
über Israels Eindringen in Kanaan, die Gottesoffenbarung vom Sinai und die Wirksamkeit
der Propheten ( vols.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Verlagsanstalt, –).

40 A. Deimel, “Die babylonische und biblische Überlieferung bezüglich der vorsint-
flutlichen Urväter,” Orientalia (Rome)  (): –; cf. further H. Zimmern, “Die
altbabylonischen vor- (und nach-)sintflutlichen Könige nach neuen Quellen,” ZDMG 
(): –, . W.G. Lambert, “A New Fragment from a List of Antediluvian Kings
and Maruk’s Chariot,” in Symbolae Biblicae et Mesopotamicae: Francisco Mario Theodoro
de Liagre Böhl dedicatae (ed. M.A. Beek et al.; Studia Francisci Scholten memoriae dicata
; Leiden: Brill, ), –, , pointed out that the connection of the patriarchs
to the tradition of the Sumerian King List was first established by Josephus who again
depended on Berossos.

41 A. Deimel, “Urväter,”  states: “(Es) dürfte besser ehrlich einzugestehen sein, dass
bis jetzt kein Zusammenhang irgendwelcher Art zwischen der babylonischen und der
biblischen Überlieferung bezüglich der vorsintflutlichen Urväter erwiesen ist.”

42 C. Westermann,Genesis, vol. : Genesis – (BKAT .; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neu-
kirchener, ), .
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... The most important information we can draw from this table is:
. Berossos’ account of the primeval history of Mesopotamian is clearly
based on an emic tradition reaching back almost two millennia. . The
Mesopotamian tradition dates back to an environment of Sumerian liter-
ary tradition; this is corroborated by the newly foundUr III version of the
SumerianKing List.43 .The position of Noah and Ziusudra/Utnapishtim
asserts the interrelation of the biblical and Mesopotamian stories about
the Flood.

.. As already mentioned, hypotheses on the interrelation of these bibli-
cal andMesopotamian sources have flourished formillennia. In our con-
text the alleged connection of the biblical tradition with the Gilgamesh
reception deserves mentioning. Alfred Jeremias, who published the first
German translation of theGilgamesh Epic in , and Peter Jensen sup-
posed that the Gilgamesh material is indeed the blue-print for all related
biblical stories, denying them any originality. From the present state of
research this seems, at first sight, not even worth mentioning. It is, how-
ever, well-known that Gilgamesh’s fame, howmuch mixed and distorted
the various Babylonian traditions may have become, exerted influence
on many stories of ancient authors all over the Near East. Thus the attes-
tation of Gilgamesh’s name in the Dead Sea Scrolls does not come as a
surprise. The name is mentioned in the Book of Giants, which was later
adopted by the followers of Mani. In the Book of Giants, Gilgamesh is
the name of one of the giants—offspring of the fallen heavenly watch-
ers and human women. Another giant mentioned besides Gilgamesh44

is Hobabis,45 who may well be a distortion of the name of Gilgamesh’s
adversary, Hu(m)baba (Assyrian) /Huwawa (Babylonian), the famous

43 P. Steinkeller, “An Ur III Manuscript of the Sumerian King List,” in Literatur, Politik
und Recht in Mesopotamien: FS Claus Wilcke (ed. W. Sallaberger, K. Volk, and A. Zgoll;
Orientalia Biblica et Christiana ; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, ), –.

44 In the fifteenth century c.e. al-Suyūt̄ı collected conjurations against evil demons
mentioning amongst them a certain Jiljamiš (see George,Gilgamesh, –). George also
mentions a certain Theodor bar Konai (ca. tenth century c.e.) who “passed on a list
of twelve postdiluvian kings that were held to have reigned in the era between Peleg,
a descendant of Noah’s son Shem, and the patriarch Abraham. Both the tenth, gmygws
or gmngws, and the twelfth, gnmgws or glmgws, who was king when Abraham was born,
probably represent garbled spellings of Gilgamesh” (ibid., ).

45 See also C. Grotanelli, “The Story of Kombabos and the Gilgamesh Tradition,”
in Mythology and Mythologies: Methodological Approaches to Intercultural Influences:
Proceedings of the Second Annual Symposium of the Assyrian and Babylonian Intellectual
Heritage Project Held in Paris, France, October –,  (ed. R.M. Whiting; Melammu
Symposia ; Helsinki: Neo-Assyrian Text Corpus Project, ), –.
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monster guarding the cedar forest, who was finally killed by Gilgamesh
and his comrade Enkidu. The alleged Elamite origin of the monster’s
name would nicely fit the observation that, from a Mesopotamian view,
the localization of the cedar forest in historical times moved from the
Eastern Zagros to theWestern Libanon. Proof, however, is lacking.46 The
name of the Babylonian flood hero Utnapishtim/Ziusudra is, so far, not
attested in the extant manuscripts from Qumran. The name does occur,
however, in the form of At(a)nabı̄š ("tnbyš) in fragments of the Book of
Giants found at Turfan.47

.. A central figure in the discussion about the alleged Mesopotamian
model for the antediluvian patriarchs soon became Enoch, who lived for
 () years and of whom we read in Gen : “Enoch walked with
God then he was no more, because God took him away.” The verb lāqa .h
in this context has received numerous comments.48 Biblical sources offer
three interpretations: a) the liberation of a dead person from the power
of the underworld, b) a final removal from earth (cf. Elijah) or c) an act
of temporal transference, as in dream visions.49

The name Enoch has found several interpretations: It has been argued
that J derived the name from .hānaq, “to dedicate” and “to train” which
comes close to an the interpretation of “the sage” (cf. also Arabic Idris!),
and it may well be that the two values attributed to Enoch in Gen  is a
“babilistic” interpretation of “a man dedicated to and trained by God.”50
In the light of Gen : the namewas also thought to convey themeaning
of “founder,” referring to the eponymous city Enoch.51 This Enoch is
possibly entering the rank of those patriarchs who, according to biblical
tradition, were perceived as a sort of cultural heroes.

46 George, Gilgamesh, .
47 Ibid.,  with n.  (and literature).
48 Kvanvig, Roots, –.
49 Ibid., –.
50 Ibid., .
51 Westermann,Genesis, – suggests that Enoch may refer to the foundation of

a city or sanctuary. Westermann writes: “In Israel wurde die Erinnerung daran bewahrt,
daß der Städtebau zum dem gehört, was vor und außerhalb der Geschichte Israels
geschah. Die Gründung der ersten Stadt gehört der Urgeschichte an” (). Discussing
Gen : most exegetes remark that it seems unlikely that Kain, the tiller, condemmed to
a nomadic life, could be renowned as the founder of a city. In an attempt to harmonize
the alleged discrepancies, they even assume that the said founder was originally Enoch
(cf. e.g. Westermann, Genesis, ).
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.. With the publication of a Seleucid text from Uruk, W ,52
the comparison between Berossos, the Old Testament, and the Sumerian
King List reached a new level:

 [ina ta]r-[.s]i? 1a-a-lu lugal 1u4-dan abgal
[ina ta]r-[.s]i 1a-lá-al-gar lugal 1u4-dan-du10-ga abgal
[ina tar-.s]i 1am-me-lu-an-na lugal 1en-me-du10-ga abgal
[ina tar-.si] 1am-me-gal-an-na lugal 1en-me-galam-ma abgal

 [ina tar-.si] 1e[n-m]e-ušumgal-an-na lugal 1en-me-bulùg-gá abgal
[ina tar-.si] 1ddumu-zi sipa lugal 1dan-en-líl-da abgal
[ina tar-.si] 1en-me-dur-an-ki lugal 1ù-tu-abzu abgal
[egir-mar-uru?

5] ina palêe 1en-me-kár 1nun-gal-pirìg-gal abgal
[šá dištar iš-t]u šamêe ana é-an-na ú-še-ri-du balag-six-par

 [šá x x ] .x .xmeš-šú na4za-gìn-na ina ši-pir dnin-á-gal
[i-pu-uš ina ] .x-kúki šu-bat dingir-lu-ulù? balag ina ma

˘
h-ri dan ú-kin-nu

[ 1dbilga-m]èš 1dsîn-liq-unninnı̄ lu um-man-nu
[ina tar-.si 1i-b]i-dsîn lugal 1kabtu-il-dmarduk 1úum-man-nu
[ina tar-.si 1iš-bi]-dèr-ra lugal 1si-dù ša-niš 1d en-líl-ibni um-man-nu

 [ina tar-.si 1a-bi]-e?-šú-u
˘
h lugal 1šu-dME.ME u 1ta-qiš-dME.ME um-man-numeš

[ina tar-.si 1x x]- .x lugal 1é-sag-gil-ki-ni-apla um-man-nu

This document establishes an important link between Berossos’ account
of the primeval kings and his story of the sage Oannes. In this text the
names of Mesopotamian rulers are accompanied by names of advisors,
sages, the so-called apkallū which play an important role in Mesopota-
mian iconography and have been known, up until now, chiefly from the
so-called Etiological Myth of the “Seven Sages” studied by Erica Reiner in
.53

... This list is certainly fictional, it is, however, based on scholarly tra-
ditions: the name of the well-known compiler of the standard version
of the Gilgamesh Epic, dsîn-liq-unninnı̄, functions as an apkallu to Gil-
gamesh himself. Further, a certain Kabtu-il-Marduk, perhaps referring
to the author of the Erra Epic Kabti-ilāni-Marduk, is mentioned as a sage

52 Published by J.J.A. van Dijk, “Die Tontafeln aus dem Resch-Heiligtum,” in Uruk-
Warka Vorberichte  (): –, from which the following transcription is taken.

53 E. Reiner, “The Etiological Myth of the ‘Seven Sages,’ ” Orientalia  (): –;
eadem, Astral Magic in Babylonia (Transactions of the American Philosophical Soci-
ety .; Philadelphia: American Philosophical Society, ). See further S. Parpola,
“Mesopotamian Astrology and Astronomy as Domains of theMesopotamian ‘Wisdom,’ ”
in Die Rolle der Astronomie in den KulturenMesopotamiens: Beiträge zum . Grazer Mor-
genländischen Symposium (ed. H. Galter and B. Scholz; Grazer Morgenländische Studien
; Graz: RM Druck- und Verlagsgesellschaft, ), –.



 gebhard j. selz

during the reign of Ibbi-Sîn (ca. – b.c.e.), the unlucky last king
of the Ur III empire.

...The correspondance betweenEnmeduranki, for a long time consid-
ered to be the Mesopotamian Enoch, with an apkallu named Utu-abzu,
proved highly informative.54 In  Borger observed in an important
article, that in tablet III of the omen seriesBı̄tMēseri (“House of Confine-
ment”) a list of these apkallū is provided and that the apkallu Utu-abzu
who is, as we have just seen, associated with the primeval ruler Enmedu-
ranki is explicitly said to have “ascended to heaven.”55 In Borger’s words
we can therefore say: “Themythological conception of Enoch’s ascension
to heaven derives . . . from Enmeduranki’s counselor, the seventh ante-
diluvian sage, named Utuabzu!”56

... The iconographic evidence for these apkallū is manifold and best
known fromvariousAssyrian reliefs.Weusually refer to themas genii.Bı̄t
Mēseri, however, describes themas purādu-fishes, and this coincideswith
iconographic research undertaken byWiggerman some twenty years ago
in his study onMesopotamian Protective Spirits.57 Wiggerman could dis-
tinguish between basically three types of genii, attested in theMesopota-
mian art: First, there is a human faced genius, second, a bird apkalluwho
occur only in “Assyrian” contexts, and third, a fish apkallu, the origi-
nal Babylonian apkallu, as described by Berossos; according to the texts
the last two groups of apkallū are coming in groups of seven. The first
type, the human faced genius must be kept apart because these genii
are depicted wearing a horned crown which explicitly marks them as
divine.

.. I cannot dwell here on the complicated issue of a possible inter-
textual relation between these apkallū and the “fallen angels” of the bib-
lical tradition. Instead I will add some remarks concerning the following

54 See W.G. Lambert, “Enmeduranki and Related Matters,” JCS  (): –;
idem, “New Fragment.”

55 “Beschwörung. U-anna, der die Pläne des Himmels und der Erde vollendet, U-
anne-dugga, dem ein umfassender Verstand verliehen ist, Enmedugga, dem ein gutes
Geschick beschieden ist, Enmegalamma, der in einem Hause geboren wurde, Enmebu-
lugga, der auf einemWeidegrund aufwuchs, An-Enlilda, der Beschwörer der Stadt Eridu,
Utuabzu, der zum Himmel emporgestiegen ist, . . .” (Borger, “Beschwörungsserie,” ).

56 Borger, “Incantation Series,” .
57 F.A.M.Wiggermann,Mesopotamian Protective Spirits: The Ritual Texts (Cuneiform

Monographs ; Groningen: Styx, ).
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feature of the Enochic tradition, especially the Book of Giants. Enoch
:– gives account of the siring of giants; men had multiplied and the
watchers, the sons of heaven, saw their beautiful daughters and desired
them.Therefore, “they said to one another, ‘Come, let us choose for our-
selves wives from the daughters ofmen, and let us beget children for our-
selves.’ And Shemihazah, their chief, said to them, ‘I fear that you will not
want to do this deed, and I alone shall be guilty of a great sin.’ ”58 Enoch
:– describes that the women conceived from them and “bore to them
great giants. And the giants begot Nephilim, and to the Nephilim were
born . . . And they were growing in accordance with their greatness.”59

... This passage reminds one of the old Mesopotamian concept—and
I am convinced it is a Mesopotamian concept, not a mere invention of
modern scholarship—according to which a (mythical) ruler is thought to
cohabite with a goddess or with her priestly incarnation.60 Accordingly,
the kings of the Ur III empire depict themselves in their hymns as
divine scions, as sons of the mythical ruler Lugalbanda and the Goddess
Ninsu(mu)na-k. In the present context it is not without interest that these
kings were thus becoming “brothers of Gilgamesh,” profiting somehow
from the hero’s legendary fame.

...The divine sonship, however, can be trace back to themiddle of the
third millennium. An Old Sumerian ruler of the south Mesopotamian
city state Lagash depicts himself in his text as follows:

(The god) [Ni]n[gir]su-k [imp]lanted the [semen] for (the ruler) E’[a]na-
tum in the [wom]b . . . rejoiced over [E’anatum]. (The goddess) Inana-k
accompanied him, named him “In the E’ana (temple) of Inana-k from (the
sacred precinct) Ibgal I bring him (= E’ana-Inana-lbgal-akak-atum)” and

58 Nickelsburg and VanderKam, Enoch, .
59 Ibid., .
60 This is a much disputed issue, best known under the heading “Sacred Marriage”

concept. What is interesting here is the feature of a divine-human interaction in the
sexual life and the consequences thereof. We are not concerned here with the hypothesis
of a purely metaphorical interpretation or with a possible actualization in an alleged
ritual. For a comparative evaluation of this topic see P. Lapinkivi,The Sumerian Sacred
Marriage in the Light of Comparative Evidence (SAAS ; Helsinki: Neo-Assyrian Text
Corpus Project, ); see further E. Cancik-Kirschbaum, “Hierogamie-Eine Skizze
zum Sachstand in der Altorientalistik,” in Gelebte Religionen: FS Hartmut Zinser (ed.
H. Piegeler, I. Pohl, and S. Rademacher; Würzburg: Königshausen & Neumann, ),
–; G.J. Selz, “The Divine Prototypes,” in Religion and Power: Divine Kingship in
the Ancient World and Beyond (ed. N. Brisch; Oriental Institute Seminars ; Chicago:
Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, ), –.
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set him on the legitimising knees of (the mother goddess) Ninchursag(a).
Ninchursag(a) [offered him] her legitimising breast.61

Ningirsu-k rejoiced over E’anatum, semen implanted into the womb by
Ningirsu-k. Ningirsu-k laid his span upon him, for (a length of) five fore-
arms he set his forearm upon him: (he measured) five forearms (cubits),
one span! (to the reconstructed measurements of this period ca. .metres).
Ningirsu-k, out of his great joy, [gave him] the kin[gship of Lagash].62

Hence, the ruler is the one “who has strength,”63 a precondition for his
successful rule.

... The aforementioned size of . meters makes just a small giant.
However, this size is an outward sign designating someone who trans-
gresses human measurements and norms. Accordingly it became possi-
ble to attribute to such an extraordinary ruler a sort of functional divinity,
as can be corroboratedby several additional arguments.We can therefore
say that the ruler is perceived as anAvatar, amanifestation of the state god
Ningirsu-k.

... A further consequence is that the appearance of the ruler was
perceived as perfect in every sense, physically and mentally, he is strong
and wise, these being the preconditions for his rule.64 Such perfection is
also mentioned repeatedly as a feature of the kings of Ur III; the best
sources for this are provided by their hymns.65 Therefore it does not
come as a surprise that in the texts from the last years of his reign, king

61 Ean. , :– (H. Steible, ed.,Die altsumerischen Bau- undWeihinschriften [ vols.;
Freiburger altorientalische Studien ; Wiesbaden: Steiner, ], :) = RIME ...,
:–. See D. Frayne, ed., Presargonic Period (– bc) (RIME ; Toronto: Univer-
sity of Toronto Press, ), –.

62 Ean. , :– (Steible,Die altsumerischen Bau- undWeihinschriften, :) = RIME
... (Frayne, Presargonic Period, ).

63 Ean. , : et passim (Steible,Die altsumerischen Bau- und Weihinschriften, :)
= RIME ... et passim (Frayne, Presargonic Period, ).

64 Compare, for example, I.J. Winter, “The Body of the Able Ruler: Towards an Under-
standing of the Statues of Gudea,” in DUMU-E-DUB-BA-A: Studies in Honor of Ake
W. Sjöberg (ed. H. Behrens, D. Loding, and M.T. Roth; Publications of the Samuel Noah
Kramer Fund ; Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Museum, ), –.

65 See already S.N. Kramer, “Kingship in Sumer and Akkad: The Ideal King,” in Le
palais et la royauté: Archéologie et civilization: Compte rendu de la XIXe Rencontre
Assyriologique Internationale organisée par le Groupe François Thureau-Dangin, Paris,
 juin– juillet  (ed. P. Garelli; Paris: Geuthner, ), –; J. Klein,The Royal
Hymns of Šulgi, King of Ur:Man’s Quest for Immortal Fame (Transactions of theAmerican
Philosophical Society .; Philadelphia: American Philosophical Society, ); and
numerous other works.
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Shulgi-r was marked with the divine classifier,66 which was traditionally
reserved for all sorts of deities. Roughly two centuries earlier the Old-
Akkadian king Narām-Sîn established this practice when he asserts that
after rescuing the land from dire straits the people from various cities
asked their gods to name him as their god and built him even a temple
in the capital city Agade.67 Such (self-)deification of the ruler was not
accepted unanimously in Mesopotamia: In the later cuneiform tradition
Narām-Sîn’s attempt to obliterate the border between the human and the
divine spheres was branded as blasphemous.

.. Like the giants, the rulers of Mesopotamia could have dreams.
Dreams do, of course, play amajor role all over the ancient Near East. For
lack of space I just mention some very early examples here. The observ-
able parallels may speak for themselves.

... The earliest attestation for a dream is attested in the famous stele of
vultures of the pre-Sargonic king of Lagash, E’anatum. In Ean. , :68
we read: “to the one who has lain down, to the one who has lain down
(the deity) stood at (his) head.”69 For our purpose, here it is noteworthy,
that a deity was the sender or transmitter of the dream.The dreamwas of
divine origin, considered as revelation of the divine will.70 Whereas the

66 Cf. D. Frayne, ed., Ur III Period (– bc) (RIME .; Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, ), .

67 See D. Frayne, ed., Sargonic and Gutian Periods (– bc) (RIME ; Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, ), –.

68 Steible,Die altsumerischen Bau- undWeihinschriften, : =RIME ... (Frayne,
Presargonic Period,).

69 We note that this passage follows the miraculous birth of the ruler E’anatum;
presumably he was thus especially fitted for the dream message.

70 The clearest reference to the divine relevation of a text is attested in the late Erra
Epic with his evident “apocalyptic” theme where the author Kabti-ilāni-Marduk actually
asserts in the colophon of the text: (:) “For (the god) Erra had burned with wrath
and planned to lay waste the countries and slay their peoples, but Ishum, his counsellor,
appeased him and (Erra) left a remnant! Kabti-ilāni-Marduk, the son of Dabibi, (was)
the composer of this tablet (= of this poem): (The deity) revealed it to him during the
night, and in the morning, when he recited (it), he did not skip a single (line) nor a single
line (of his own) did he add to it . . . .” (:) [Erra speaks] “The scribe who commits it
to memory shall escape the enemy country (and) shall be honoured in his own country.
In the sanctuary of (those) sages where they constantly mention my name, I will grant
them wisdom. To the house in which this tablet is placed—however furious Erra may
be, however murderous the Sebettu (pleaiades or seven sisters) may be—the sword of
destruction shall not come near.” (English translation by L. Cagni, The Poem of Erra
[Sources of the Ancient Near East .; Malibu: Undena Publications, ).
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giants sent Mahway to Enoch for an interpretation of their dreams,71 in
earliest parallels from Mesopotamia the deities undertake this task: The
Sumerian ruler Gudea had difficulties to understand the precisemeaning
of his dream and addresses the goddess Nanshe, firstly describing his
visions:

(:) Nanshe, mighty queen, lustration priestess, protecting genius, cher-
ished goddess ofmine, . . . You are the interpreter of dreams among the gods,
you are the queen of all the lands, O mother, my matter today is a dream.

There was someone in my dream, enormous as the skies, enormous as the
earth was he.

That one was a god as regards his head, he was the Thunderbird as regards
his wings, and a floodstorm as regards his lower body.There was a lion lying
on both his left and right side . . . (but) I did not understand what (exactly)
he intended. Daylight rose for me on the horizon.

(:) (Then) there was a woman—whoever she might have been—she
(the goddess Nissaba[k]) held in her hand a stylus of shining metal, on her
knees there was a tablet (with) stars of heaven, and she was consulting it.

(:) Furthermore, there was a warrior who bent (his) arm holding a lapis
lazuli plate onwhich hewas setting the ground-planof a house.He set before
me a brand-new basket, a brand-new brick-mould was adjusted and he let
the auspicious brick be in the mould for me.72

... Using much the same words the goddess explains the dream:
(:) My shepherd, I will interpret your dream for you from beginning
to end: The person who you said was as enormous as the skies, enormous
as the earth, who was a god as regards his head, who, as you said, was the
Thunderbird as regards his wings, and who, as you said, was a floodstorm
as regards his lower parts, at whose left and right a lion was lying—he was
in fact my brother Ningirsu-k; he talked to you about the building of his
shrine Eninnu. The daylight that had risen for you on the horizon—that
was your (personal) god Ningishzida-k: like daylight he will be able to rise
for you from there.

The young woman coming forward, who did something with sheaves, who
was holding a stylus of shining metal, had on her knees a tablet (with) stars,
which she was consulting was in fact my sister Nissaba-k—she announced
to you the bright star (auguring) the building of the House.

71 “Thereupon] all the giants [and monsters! grew afraid  and called Mahway. He
came to them and the giants pleaded with him and sent him to Enoch  [the noted
scribe]” (Q II:). Translation taken from the edition ofTheGnostic Society Library
(online: http://www.gnosis.org/library/dss/dss_book_of_giants.htm [ March ]).

72 The translation from Cylinder A follows D.O. Edzard, ed., Gudea and his Dynasty
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Furthermore, as for the warrior who bent his arm holding a lapis lazuli
plate—he was Ninduba: he was engraving thereon in all details the ground-
plan of the House.73

... Certainly, the setting of this dream is very different from those of
the Enoch tradition. We note, however, that the dreams in the Book of
Giants also show a clear connection with the scribal art, especially the
“Tablets of Heavens,” to the dreams as a message of God and also to
the flood. The latter motif as found in the Book of Giants shows a clear
connection to the story of the Erra Epic, where to Marduk’s horror, the
deity of pestilence and destruction, Erra, decides to annihilate mankind
and its foremost sanctuaries.The reason for the annihilation of the world
and the expression of a certain degree of hope looks very similar indeed.
It is important to note that this text from the eight century b.c.e. had
a considerable audience as can be deduced from the over  tablets
unearthed so far. Inmany respects, the wording of the text and its attitude
ask for elaborate comparisonwith the Jewish apocalyptical tradition, but
this would be another article.74

.. The story of Etana, one of the oldest tales in a Semitic language,75
was, as I have argued elsewhere, modeled after the then extant Sumerian
tales of the Gilgamesh Epic. Gilgamesh’s search for “the plant of life,” the
ú-nam-ti-la (šammu ša balā.ti) was, however, replaced by Etana’s search
for the plant of birth-giving (šammu ša alādi). The entire story runs as
follows:

... The gods build the first city Kish, but kingship is still in heaven. A
ruler is wanted (and found). Due to an illness, Etana’s wife is unable to
conceive. The plant of birth is wanted. In the ensuing episode eagle and
snake swore an oath of friendship. Suddenly the eagle plans to eat up the

(RIME .; Toronto: University of Toronto Press, ), – (emphases are mine,
G.J.S.).

73 The translation follows Edzard, Gudea,  (all emphases are mine, G.J.S.).
74 For an overview of Mesopotamian “apocalyptic motifs” see C. Wilcke, “Weltunter-

gang als Anfang: Theologische, anthropologische, politisch-historische und ästhetische
Ebenen der Interpretation der Sintflutgeschichte imbabylonischenAtram-

˘
has̄ıs-Epos,” in

Weltende: Beiträge zur Kultur- und Religionswissenschaft (ed. A. Jones; Wiesbaden: Har-
rassowitz, ), –.

75 See G.J. Selz, “Die Etana-Erzählung: Ursprung und Tradition eines der ältesten
epischen Texte in einer semitischen Sprache,”Acta Sumerologica (Japan)  (): –
; a different opinion is expressed by P. Steinkeller, “Early Semitic Literature andThird
Millennium Seals with Mythological Motifs,” in Literature and Literary Language at
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snake’s children; a baby eagle, with the name of Atra
˘
has̄ıs opposes this

plan, but eagle executes it. Now, the weeping snake seeks justice from the
sun-god.With the god’s help the eagle is trapped in a burrow, andnow the
eagle turns to the sun-god for help. He receives the answer that, because
of the taboo-violation he cannot help, but will send someone else.

Etana prays daily for the plant of birth and in a dream the sun-god tells
Etana to approach the eagle. In order to get the eagle’s support Etana helps
him out of his trap. Now the eagle, carrying Etana on his back, ascends
to the heavens. On the uppermost level of the heavens Etana becomes
afraid and the eagle takes him back to the earth.

The end of the story is missing, but that Etana finally got hold of the
plant of birth is very likely, since other sources mention his son.

. To summarize: I have tried to show that some features of the Enoch
tradition are a re-writing of very ancient concepts. I do not claim that
they all can be explained assuming dependencies, as earlier scholarship
has done. I do not intend to idolize “origins,” but what might eventually
comeout of such a research—if the topicsmentioned here are thoroughly
worked out and elaborated in detail—is, that our texts implicate many
more meanings than tradition may have supposed. In my opinion there
can be little doubt that the official transmission of texts in Mesopotamia
was supplemented by a wealth of oral tradition. Indeed, the situationmay
be comparable to the one attested in the (still) living oral tradition on
Enoch in the Balkanian vernaculars.

Ebla (ed. P. Fronzaroli; Quaderni di Semitistica ; Florence: Dipartimento di linguistica
Università di Firenze, ), – and pls. –. Further remarks on the ruler’s
ascension to heaven are discussed by G.J. Selz, “Der sogenannte ‘geflügelte Tempel’
und die ‘Himmelfahrt’ der Herrscher: Spekulationen über ein ungelöstes Problem der
altakkadischen Glyptik und dessen möglichen rituellen Hintergrund,” in Studi sul Vicino
Oriente Antico dedicati alla memoria di Luigi Cagni (ed. S. Graziani; Naples: Istituto
Universitario Orientale, ): –.



LEVI IN THE THIRD SKY:
ON THE “ASCENT TO HEAVEN” LEGENDS
WITHIN THEIR NEAR EASTERN CONTEXT
AND J.T. MILIK’S UNPUBLISHED VERSION

OF THE ARAMAIC LEVI DOCUMENT

Ursula Schattner-Rieser
ICP-ELCOA Paris and University of Zurich

. Introduction

This paper presents the reconstructed text of the Aramaic version of the
vision of Levi and his ascent to heaven, as described in the monograph
dealing with theAramaic Levi Document (ALD), written by Józef T.Milik
in the eighties, and rediscovered by Z. Kapera in . In his manuscript,
Milik offers some improved readings of Q and identifies the fragment
Q as a remnant of the vision of the ascent to heaven.

Milik’s work on theALD, as initially reported by him in  and 
and thought by him to be from the first part of the Book of the Patri-
archs (Livre des Patriarches) includes: . the primary text of a monograph
on the Testament of Levi, . an edition of the existing fragments of the
text, . notes for the preparation of tables providing a reconstruction of
the Qumran Aramaic fragments, . an appendix consisting of a French
translation of his reconstruction of the Testament of Levi, and . the orig-
inal handwritten manuscript, partly typed, and his notes from library
research, which bear the title “Testament de Lévi: Ma copie: I.”1 Regret-
tably, the introduction, the conclusion and some footnotes are lacking.

Milik’s version differs from those of other editors in many details. For
example, the mention of three visions and the opening title, which Milik

1 SeeZ.J. Kapera, “Preliminary Information about JozefT.Milik’sUnpublishedManu-
script of ‘The Testament of Levi,’ ” Polish Journal of Biblical Research  (): –
(); J.T. Milik, The Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of Qumrân Cave  (Oxford:
Clarendon, ), ; idem, “Écrits préesséniens de Qumrân: d’Hénoch à Amram,” in
Qumrân: Sa piété, sa théologie et son milieu (ed. M. Delcor; BETL ; Paris: Duculot,
), – ( n. ).—On the ALD see my edition and translation in which some
of Milk’s readings are already incorporated: U. Schattner-Rieser, “Document araméen de
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reconstructs as follows: ����� �� ���� �� ���� �� ��� ���� ��� ��� �
���
“copie du livre des paroles des visions de Lévi fils de Jacob fils de Isaac
fils d’Abraham,” as in the introductory formula to the Visions of Amram
(Q a–c  par. Q a i ). In T. Levi, the title was shortened to
three words: OΑντ@γρα��ν λBγων Λευ@ “copy of the words of Levi” (:)
and replaced elsewhere in the T.  Patr. by the word “Testament.”2

Like other scholars,3 Milik believes that the Greek T. Levi depends
upon the original Aramaic document and that there are few Christian
interpolations. For him, the “original form” contained ) the autobio-
graphical introduction, ) a first short vision concerning the city of Evil
(see below, in, according to Milik’s counting), ) the prayer, followed
by ) the second vision of the three or seven heavens, Levi’s ascent to
heaven and matters dealing with the priesthood, ) the commandment
of the angels concerning vengeance upon Shechem, the Shechem inci-
dent, Jacob’s wrath, the justification of the Shechem slaughter, the laws
governing the espousal of a violated or raped woman, ) a third vision in
which seven angels depict the consecration of the eternal Levitical priest-
hood, sacrificial laws and rules governing the wood to be used etc.,4 )
Levi’s visits to Bethel and Isaac, Isaac’s benediction of Levi, Levi’s investi-
ture in the priesthood by his father Jacob, Isaac’s instructions regarding
certain rituals, ) a life story and ) the wisdom speech.

For unknown reasons, Milik abandoned the idea of publication some
time during the s. It may be that poor health prevented him from
completing it. It is also possible that he recognized that his edition dif-
fered significantly from the official edition of theQumran fragments pre-

Lévi (Aramaic Levi Document): CL Cambridge a–f; CL Bodléienne a–d; Q; Q–
Qa–Qb–Q–Qa–Qb,” inLaBibliothèque deQumrân, vol. :Torah:
Genèse: Edition bilingue des manuscrits (ed. K. Berthelot, T. Legrand, and A. Paul; Paris:
Cerf, ), – (–).

2 Due to the use of the Aramaic verb ��� “to attend, deposit, recommend, order,
ordain,” which is translated by διατ@"ημι “to place, dispose of by a will” in T. Levi. Only
T. Reu., T. Naph., T. Gad, T. Ash and T. Jos. use the title “Copy of the Testament of . . .”;
other “Testaments” begin like the original Semitic Vorlage with “Copy of the words of
. . . ,” so do the Assumption of Moses and  En. :. Only in late Jewish Aramaic (�!�"�#��"$,
�!�"��%�&) and in Syriac, do we have the Greek borrowing (������) < δια",κη.

3 For example, P. Grelot, “Notes sur le Testament araméen de Lévi,” RB  ():
–, esp. ;M. Philonenko, Les interpolations chrétiennes des Testaments desDouze
Patriarches et lesManuscrits deQoumrân (Cahiers de la Revue d’histoire et de philosophie
religieuses ; Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, ), esp. , , –.

4 Confirmed by Milik’s v.  “C’était une vision—l’une comme l’ autre,” cf. the Cairo
Genizah Levi manuscript in the Bodleian Library in Oxford (CL), col. a line : ��� ����
��� ���� ��.
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pared by J. Greenfield and M. Stone5 as well as from É. Puech’s criti-
cal edition of the Cairo Genizah Levi fragments.6 Moreover, since his
commentary was based upon his reading of the manuscripts (e.g. col.
b of the Cairo Genizah Levi manuscript in the Cambridge University
library [CL]), many texts had to be changed or rearranged, so as to be
in agreement with those of the official editors. In addition, the number-
ing system for Qumran fragments had been changed recently, and Milik
had employed his own sigla, incorporated several other fragments and
improved or occasionally corrected his initial readings, which had been
published in DJD I.7 Milik proposes a reconstruction of the supposed
original ALD using five scrolls from Qumran8 (Q, Q, Q–
Q, Q,9 Q),10 the overlapping Aramaic Levi material in the
CairoGenizah fragments from theCambridgeUniversity Library and the
Bodleian Library in Oxford (CL), the eleventh century Greekmanuscript
of the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs from Mount Athos Koutlou-
mousiou  = MS e (GL) and a ninth century Syriac fragment, as well
as isolated material from the Greek Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs,
which he supposed to have been omitted in ALD (AL) and the Greek
T. Levi (GL). Although Puech first shared Milik’s view and proposed
the sigla QTestLevic for Q and QTestLevie for Q11 by adding
an additional fragment from Q, which received the designation

5 J.C. Greenfield and M.E. Stone in DJD XXII (): –. For example Milik’s
deciphering of Qa – offers a more important and quite different text from that
of the official edition.

6 É. Puech, “Le Testament de Lévi en araméen de la Geniza du Caire,”RevQ  ():
–.

7 J.T. Milik in DJD I (): – and pl. XVII.
8 Milik had already confirmed verbally to Robert A. Kugler that his identification of

the five scrolls belonging to the ALD included Q, Q, Q, Q and Q,
see R.A. Kugler, From Patriarch to Priest: The Levi-Priestly Tradition from Aramaic Levi
to Testament of Levi (SBLEJL ; Atlanta: Scholars Press, ),  and  n. .

9 Contrary to Kugler, From Patriarch to Priest, .
10 ForMilik, Q, whichhe entitled QLevic, is an integral part of theALD (vv. –

). He inserted the fragment between the apocalyptic passage of the “seven jubilees”
(T. Levi :–) and the verses concerning the “new priest” (T. Levi :–), in the
Wisdom speech. Furthermore, using the remains of Q, to which he assigns the
siglum QLevid and which describes the final destinies of the sons of light, he suggests
to insert vv. – in the final part of ALD, due to its parallels with T. Levi , the
Levitical paraeneses. He had reported this previously in an article in which he discussed
the “doctrine des deux voies,” see J.T. Milik, “Écrits préesseniens de Qumrân: d’Hénoch
à Amram,” in Qumrân: Sa piété, sa théologie et son milieu (ed. M. Delcor; BETL ; Paris:
Duculot, ), – (). For a differing view, cf. Kugler,From Patriarch to Priest, .

11 É. Puech, “Fragments d’un apocryphe de Lévi et le personnage eschatologique:
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QTestLevid, he revised this hypothesis later, and Q is currently
identified as QVisions of Amramf.12 This was initially Milik’s hypoth-
esis.13 On the other hand, Puech confirms the closeness of Q– to
T. Levi and calls the remnants an “Apocryphon of Levi.”14

Milik considers ALD to be one of the oldest pseudepigraphic pre-
Maccabean and pre-Qumranic texts, including material that goes back
to the Persian exile. Therefore, he suggests that its composition took
place during the third or fourth century b.c.e.15 The linguistic archaisms
retained by the second century b.c.e. copyists are the best proof of an
original dating from the Hellenistic or even the Persian period. The
orthography is usually defective and the scribe forgot, in one instance, to
replace the archaic demonstrative pronoun �� by the contemporary form
�� (Qa – ). An additional archaism is found in Qb – ,
where one reads ���� “wood” and not ���� as in Biblical Aramaic and later
Aramaic dialects.16 Another unusual orthography exists in Q  ,17
where the third personmasculine singular imperfect verb ���� is prefixed
with yôd and not “corrected” by adding the prefix lāmed and changing it
to ����.

QTestLévic–d(?) et QAJa,” inThe Madrid Qumran Congress: Proceedings of the Interna-
tional Congress on the Dead Sea Scrolls, Madrid –March,  (ed. J. Trebolle Barrera
and L. VegasMontaner;  vols.; STDJ .–; Leiden: Brill, ), :– (–).

12 É. Puech in DJD XXXI (): – ().
13 J.T. Milik, “QVision de #Amram et une citation d’Origène,” RB  (): –

(esp. –).
14 Puech, “Fragments d’un apocryphe de Lévi.”
15 Already in Milik, Books of Enoch,  and ; See also U. Schattner-Rieser, “Obser-

vations sur l’ araméen de Qumrân—la question de l’ araméen standard reconsidérée,” in
Józef Tadeusz Milik et Cinquantenaire de la découverte des manuscrits de la Mer Morte de
Qumrân (ed. D. Dlugosz and H. Ratajczak; Warsaw: Centrum Upowszechniania Nauki
Polskiej AkademiiNauk, ), –, esp. –. As an excellent epigraphist and philol-
ogist Milik differentiated between the date of the Vorlagen of different origins, and the
current compositions found in caves one and four, which are late copies of older texts.

16 U. Schattner-Rieser, Textes araméens de la mer Morte. Édition bilingue, vocalisée et
commentée (Langues et cultures anciennes ; Brusells: Safran, ), ; eadem, L’araméen
des manuscrits de la mer Morte, I. Grammaire (Instruments pour l’ étude des langues
de l’Orient ancient ; Lausanne: Zèbre, )  (α–Q) and  (VI.b). Incidentally, we
notice the strange language in the ALD text as given in J.C. Greenfield, M.E. Stone,
and E. Eshel,The Aramaic Levi Document: Edition, Translation, Commentary (SVTP ;
Leiden: Brill, ), . See alsoU. Schattner-Rieser, “L’ apport de la philologie araméenne
et l’ interprétation des archaïsmes linguistiques pour la datation des textes araméens de
Qumrân,” in Aramaica Qumranica: Proceedings of the Conference on the Aramaic Texts
from Qumran in Aix-en-Provence  June– July  (ed. K. Berthelot and D. Stoekl Ben
Ezra; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.

17 [ . . . ]�° �°�. � ���� � °[ ' ' ' ] “ . . . thus he/it will be . . .”
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Thus, one should always consider the linguistic evidence before assign-
ing a date to a text based upon purely palaeographic considerations. In
addition, it should be stressed that what later became T. Levi is a com-
posite work, combining typically Jewish beliefs with Mesopotamian and
Persian material. The apocalypse of the ascent to heaven, as well as other
extraterrestrial journey legends, are based upon ancient and widely dis-
seminated myths that are well attested in Mesopotamian literature. They
are very similar to Enoch’s ascent to heaven, which is undeniably a very
old text, not only conserved in Judeo-Christian literature but also in a
Mandaic legend.18 Another commonancient Near Eastern tale is the nar-
rative of the sage and the praise of wisdom (for example, A .hiqar, the
Seven Sages and Adapa, and the seven angels in ALD).19 Only later, the
various literary elements in theALD consolidated and shaped into a “tes-
tamentary” narrative, perhaps by Essene or Qumran copyists.

In comparison to others, Milik makes quite extensive usage of T. Levi
and it is obvious that, for him, ALD relied on a text very close to T. Levi.
Thus his reconstruction of theALD’s text is modelled upon T. Levi. Milik
also borrows from and/or discusses textual evidence based upon many
otherQumran fragments, such as Jubilees and the testamentary literature.
He even retranslates the passage CD :– from Hebrew to Aramaic,
with which he fills in vv. – of his French translation, followed
by Q .20 Although Milik shares some views with the other editors
of ALD, his reconstruction differs from Drawnel’s interpretation,21 as it
does, in many ways from those of Kugler and Greenfield, Stone, and
Eshel.22 Milik also demonstrates the dependence of Jubilees upon the
ALDmaterial.23

18 U. Schattner-Rieser, “Reminiszenzen anHenochsHimmelfahrt in dermandäischen
Literatur: Ein Beitrag zum Entstehungsmilieu apokrypher Texte aus Qumran,” Sacra
Scripta  (), forthcoming.

19 H. Kvanvig,The Roots of Apocalyptic: The Mesopotamian Background of the Enoch
Figure and of the Son of Man (WMANT ; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, ),
containing preciousdata concerningAkkadiandreamvisions andprimeval sages; see also
HenrykDrawnel’s chapter about the influence of elementarymetro-arithmetical exercises
common in the training ofMesopotamian scribal apprentices onALD, in H. Drawnel,An
Aramaic Wisdom Text from Qumran: A New Interpretation of the Levi Document (JSJSup
; Leiden: Brill, ), –.

20 See below and J.T. Milik, “Traduction continue du Testament de Lévi [Précédée
d’une note de l’ éditeur Z.J. Kapera],”QC  (): – ().

21 Drawnel, Aramaic Wisdom Text.
22 Kugler, From Patriarch to Priest; Greenfield, Stone, and Eshel, Aramaic Levi Docu-

ment.
23 This is at variance with Kugler’s thesis, see Kugler, From Patriarch to Priest, .
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. The Account of the Second Vision

The different editors of the ALD generally disagree as to whether the
original text contains one or two visions. Milik mentions three visions.
For him, the first two visions, according to T. Levi :–a, took place on
Mount Aspis, a mountain near Ebal ( γγ+ς ΓεQ�λ, T. Levi :) the mod-
ern et-Tûr, in the south of Abel-Mayin ( κ δε�ι&ν ΑQιλR, T. Levi :),
the Abel-Maoul24 of GL, which he identifies as Mount Gerizim. Milik
also expresses his conviction that ALD is of Samaritan origin. Whether
one agrees with his opinion or not,25 his arguments are interesting. The
first vision, a very short one, occurred due to the influence of the “spirit
of prophetic intelligence” (which he calls in French “l’ esprit prophétique
d’ intelligence”) and contains a vision of the “city of evil.”

The second vision, dealing with the “ascent to heaven,” is a dream
beginning with a prayer in the Aramaic Vorlage, is limited to only two
verses in T. Levi (:–). However, the prayer is conserved completely in
the Greek fragment of Mount Athos (Koutloumousiou E) and partially
in the Aramaic Qumran fragment Qa. With the help of the Athos
manuscript, Milik retranslates the entire prayer into Aramaic.

After the prayer, the gates of heaven are opened and an angel speaks to
Levi.26 Contrary to the views of other editors of ALD, Milik proposed to
integrate the following account of the ascent to heaven into the Aramaic
reconstruction. And the vision and ascent to heaven from Greek T. Levi
:– fill in vv. – in Milik’s reconstructed text. Milik himself noted
that a reconstruction using the minute fragments of Q is plausible,
but nevertheless remains hypothetical. Due to disparities with other
manuscripts ofALD, he estimated that Q consists of eleven columns,
corresponding to the beginning and the middle of ALD. He calculated a
total of  lines with  letters each. He seems to have identified other
fragments of Q not published in DJD I, which cannot be identified
at present. For Milik, there is no doubt that Levi’s vision of the heavens
mentions three firmaments (v. ). This understanding resulted from

24 Due to the confusion betweenΑ andΛ < ABEΛMAOYΛ < ABEΛMAOYA, which
corresponds to ��� ���, the Aramaic emphatic form of ���.

25 For an opposite view, see Greenfield, Stone, and Eshel, Aramaic Levi Document, 
n. ; R.A. Kugler,The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs (Guides to Apocrypha and
Pseudepigrapha; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, ), .

26 Cf. Qa  –: [ . . . ]�� ����� ���� ���� �� [������ ����] which corresponds
to vv. – according to Milik: “[Et voici] que s’ ouvrirent devant moi les portes du ciel
et un ange [m’appela disant: ‘Lévi, entre donc!’].”
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correcting his initial reading27 of Q a  from [. . . ]��� ���[ . . . ] to
��� �� ��]�° �°�� ���° [� . . . ], a reading confirmed by Puech.28 In my opinion,
the reconstruction of vv. – proposed by Milik is too long. If the
reading can be generally accepted, the reconstruction of v.  in Q
–+ – should be shortened as follows:

[�� ���� ���]�° ���� �° [��� ��� ����� ��� �� ��]�° �°�° � ���° [�� ����� ������] 
]�° ���� ��[ �]��� ��� �[��� ����] 

[ ���]�° ���� �°� �� ��° �° [ . . . ] �� �� ��[� �����] 

 39 [And the angel led me into] the thir[d hea]ven, [(which was) higher,
40 and I saw there] the heavenly [ligh]t, [(which was) much brighter than
(that)]

 [of the (first) two 41 heav]ens and there was no 42 limit . . .
 [43(44) and I asked] what is the [signi]fication of th[ese] heavens?

There can be no doubt about the reading of “three firmaments,” which
has been confirmed by the independent examination of E. Puech.29 Milik
corrected the reading of Q   from ]� ���� �° [ to ���� �[���, which
seems to imply that there are other heavens above these first three, which
are brighter and less gloomy.

For Milik, the priestly scribe of ALD proposes an image of the other-
world that is somewhat different from that described in Enoch. Under
the Mesopotamian influence of Babylonian astronomy, the scribe pro-
mulgates the idea of seven heavens. He retains the traditional teaching of
the threefold division of the universe, namely: a first, gloomy heaven, a
secondheaven ofwaters, and a third heaven of eternal light, identicalwith
paradise and the place of judgement. To these three heavens, the scribe
added a vertically positioned heavenly four-part realm, which contains
the temple palace.

Milik’s thesis is shared by Henk Jan de Jonge, who has demonstrated
that seven is the original number of firmaments described in T. Levi.
For him, the three firmament concept is a later transformation based
upon the importance of their contents. Indeed, the third firmament is
identified with paradise in Cor :–,  En. :– and in Apoc. Mos.
.

27 Milik in DJD I (): – and pl. XVII.
28 É. Puech, “Notes sur le Testament de Lévi de la grotte  (Q),” RevQ  (–

): – ().
29 Ibid.
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. Ancient Near Eastern Traditions30

The beliefs in the existence of seven heavens originated in Mesopotamia
at a rather late date, but the idea of three heavens was not less common
than that of seven.31 In Mesopotamian mythology, heaven is, in general,
not a place for humans. This is evident from the words of Gilgamesh to
his friend Enkidu: “Who can go up to heaven, my friend? Only the God
dwells with Shamash forever . . . ”32 This reservation is also found in the
Hebrew Bible, as one can see in Ps :: “The heavens are the Lord’s
heavens, but the earth He has given to the sons of men” (RSV). Similar
statements may be found in Deut : and : or in Prov :–.33
There is no need for one to ascend to heaven to learn the “secret things,”
which belong to God only (cf. Deut : and Sir :–). A direct
condemnation of this desire to ascend to heaven is found in Isa :–
.34 There, the prideful King of Babylon, whowants to ascend to heaven
and become like God, is cast down to the netherworld of worms and
maggots.

(Dream) Visions of the heavens or the netherworld and journeys
thereto are well represented in Mesopotamian mythology. Adela Yarbro
Collins writes: “Support for the conclusion that the motif of seven heav-
ens derives from the Babylonian tradition is its combination with the
notion of the correspondence between the earthly and the heavenly Par-
adise.”35 Although the seven heaven motif is to be found in Sumerian

30 For a general overview, see J.D. Tabor, “Heaven, Ascent to,” ABD :–.
31 A. Yarbro Collins, “The Seven Heavens in Jewish and Christian Apocalypses,” in

Death, Ecstasy, andOtherWorldly Journeys (ed. J.J. Collins andM. Fishbane; Albany: State
University of New York, ), – ().

32 Quoted from J.E. Wright,The Early History of Heaven (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, ), .

33 “ I neither learned wisdom Nor have knowledge of the Holy One.  Who has
ascended into heaven, or descended? Who has gathered the wind in His fists? Who has
bound the waters in a garment? Who has established all the ends of the earth? What is
His name, and what is His Son’s name, If you know?” (Prov :– NKJV).

34 “ For you have said in your heart: ‘I will ascend into heaven, I will exalt my throne
above the stars of God; I will also sit on the mount of the congregation On the farthest
sides of the north;  I will ascend above the heights of the clouds, I will be like the Most
High.’  Yet you shall be brought down to Sheol, To the lowest depths of the Pit” (Isa
:– NKJV).

35 As in Yarbro Collins, “Seven Heavens,” . Elsewhere she also states that Culianu
showed that there was never a link between the vaults of heaven and the planets (ibid.,
).
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literature, W.G. Lambert claims that the most common number of heav-
ens in second and early first millennia b.c.e. Babylonia was three.36

. On the Ascent Legends

There are some hundred magical incantation texts, called Maqlu, which
relate to the ascent to heaven (and the decent to the netherworld).37
Another text from the seventh century b.c.e. recounts a terrifying vision,
in a dream, in which the legendary Kummaya descends to the nether-
world.38

The tale most closely related to our ascent legend is to be found in the
Akkadian text of Adapa. The son of Ea, attempts to ascend to heaven in
order to obtain eternal life, but is cast back down to earth.39 A somewhat
similar story is told in the popular myth of Etana, one of the legendary
antediluvian kings of the Sumerian dynasty of Kish.40 There, heaven is
depicted as a three level structure.41 Etana, riding on the back of an eagle,
ascends to heaven, but he has to interrupt his journey and is unable to
enter the heavenly realm, because humans have no place in this restricted
place.42 Myths concerning seven firmaments are a well known motif in a
number of Sumerian incantations.43 OnAssyrian andBabylonian tablets,
the heavenly region consists of three heavens of precious stones and
bordered by gates.44 Anu, the king of heaven, dwells in the highest one,
where he sits on a throne.

36 Ibid., .
37 T. Abusch, “Ascent to the Stars in a Mesopotamian Ritual: Social Metaphor and

Religious Experience,” in Death, Ecstasy, and Other Worldly Journeys, –.
38 Kvanvig, Roots of Apocalyptic, –.
39 ANET, –.
40 Ibid., –. The text is known from six exemplars in Neo-Assyrian andMiddle-

Assyrian.
41 W. Horowitz, Mesopotamian Cosmic Geography (Mesopotamian Civilizations ;

Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, ), –.
42 Wright, Early History of Heaven, .
43 Horowitz, Mesopotamian Cosmic Geography, – (esp. ); Wright, Early

History of Heaven, .
44 Horowitz, Mesopotamian Cosmic Geography, xiii, , , , –; Wright, Early

History of Heaven, –.
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. The Persian Period

According to Wilhelm Bousset, it was the Persian context where the
notion of the ascent of the soul developed.45Thus also in Israel, interest in
a heavenly world originates during the Persian period, as a consequence
of the removal of God’s presence (shekhinah), the destruction of His tem-
ple, the exile of His people and the cessation of temple worship. Indeed,
apocalyptic views and Jewishmysticism overlap. Apocalyptic tales always
contained mystical aspects and mysticism developed to satisfy a differ-
ent religious need. Themain purpose of the ascent is a vision of God, the
Great Glory, who sits upon the heavenly throne (merkavah), “a likeness
with the appearance of a man high above it” (Ezek : NKJV).

We will not discuss here the possible techniques for “ascending.” It
seems evident that the rhythmic repetition of words and/or sounds and
behaviours, such asmourning, weeping, recitation of hymns, invocations
or prayers, ascetic practices and fasting may result in a “state of trance,”
which enables the righteous one to make the ascent.46

When the Persians rose to dominate the Near East, between  and
 b.c.e., a change occurred in popular imagery of the human being, the
human soul and celestial phenomena. Although the Persians built upon
older Assyrian and Babylonian traditions, they developed a different
belief pattern. They combined the Babylonian concept of seven, or at
leastmultiple, firmamentswith their belief that the soul indeeddoes enter
those heavens. From  to  b.c.e., Babylonian astrology developed
and the zodiac was invented.47

As John J. Collins haswritten, it is widely assumed that Persian thought
heavily influenced Jewish apocalyptic beliefs.48Most scriptural texts were
compiled late in the Sassanian period (– c.e.) but their roots may
be found in Persian literature from the pre-Christian period (at least

45 W. Bousset, “Die Himmelsreise der Seele,” AR  (): –, –.
46 See M. Himmelfarb, “The Practice of Ascent in the AncientMediterraneanWorld,”

in Death, Ecstasy, and Other Worldly Journeys, –; P. Alexander, “ (Hebrew Apoc-
alypse of) Enoch (Fifth–Sixth Century a.d.): A New Translation and Introduction,” in
OTP :– ().

47 Cf. the development of personal horoscopy, which related astronomy to a “science”
that determined calendrical issues. Qumran texts such as Q, Q, Q, etc. or
Noah’s encounter in QapGen ar V or Q ( En. ) are good examples of this kind
of science.

48 J.J. Collins, The Apocalyptic Imagination: An Introduction to Jewish Apocalyptic
Literature (nd ed.; The Biblical Resource Series; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), .
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as early as the Seleucid dynasty – b.c.e. or the Parthian dynasty
 b.c.e.– c.e.).

Throughout Persian history, visionary journey narratives, as for exam-
ple Zarathustra who seeks immortality or the heavenly journey of Arda
Viraf (Artai Viraz), seem to be derived from more ancient literature.
According to Anders Hultgård, the vision and ascent to heaven of Vish-
taspa is obviously based uponAvesticmaterial.49 In the case of the vision-
aries Vistaspa and Artai Viraz, the soul leaves the body while the body
remains on earth.50 Arda Viraf was supposedly selected by the assembly
to test the truth of Zoroastrianism. After seven days, he awakes joyous,
bringing greetings to the assembly from Ahura Mazda, Zarathustra and
the gods of the dead.The number seven is often mentioned in the text of
Arda Viraf.51

Yet another ascension to heaven myth is that dealing with the magi
Kartir, mentioned in a fragmentary inscription dating from the begin-
ning of the Sassanian period (third century c.e.). This legend describes
Kartir’s journey to the East, where, at last, he reaches heaven and is shown
the place that has been reserved for him in paradise. Then, he travels
through hell and crosses the bridge of Cinvat. On the way, he traverses
three levels and then is shown a throne of gold, a throne reserved for the
soul of the righteous one.52 The Videvat (–) mentions the ascension
of the soul. On the third day after death, the soul is taken by a young girl,
bright and white, and then travels, finally crossing the bridge into par-
adise. Vohu Mana rises from his golden throne and speaks with the soul
of the Righteous Person, who then continuous his journey to the throne
of Ahura Mazda.53

A combination of older Persian traditions and later apocalyptic mate-
rial is found in the Mandaic tale of Dinanukht, who ascended to the

49 A. Hultgård, “Mythe et histoire dans l’ Iran ancien: Étude de quelques thèmes dans
le Bahman Yašt,” in Apocalyptique iranienne et dualisme qoumrânien (ed. G. Widengren,
A. Hultgård, and M. Philonenko; Recherches intertestamentaires ; Paris: Maisonneuve,
), – ( n. ).

50 Ibid., .
51 M. Haug and E.W. West, eds.,The Book of Arda Viraf: The Pahlavi Text Prepared by

Destur Hoshangji Jamaspji Asa, Revised and Collated with further MSS., with an English
Translation and Introduction, and an Appendix Containing the Texts and Translations of
the Gosht-i Fryano, and Hadokht-nask (Bombay: Government Central Book, ).

52 A. Hultgård, “Trône de Dieu et trône des justes dans les traditions de l’ Iran ancien,”
in Le trône de Dieu (ed.M. Philonenko;WUNT; Tübingen:Mohr Siebeck, ), –
(–).

53 Ibid., –.
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seven heavens. Islamic legends alsomention the seven firmaments.54 Not
only are they cited several times in the Koran, but also in a long legend
called Miradj-Nameh, preserved in Turkish, which relates the ascension
of Mohammed and his journey through seven heavens. The seven heav-
ens are also described in detail in the Babylonian Talmud (b. .Hag. b; b.
Mena .h. a) and in Enoch.

. The Hebrew Bible,
Post-Biblical Literature, and Qumran

Although the Hebrew Bible itself is silent with regard to the number
of heavens, it would seem that, during their Babylonian exile, the Jews
adopted Babylonian cosmogony55 and the sevenfold division of the heav-
enly realm56 and incorporated them into their belief systems.Milik posits
this idea already in his Books of Enoch, where he tries to explain that
the ascent of Enoch and his extraterrestrial journey was strongly influ-
enced by Mesopotamian cosmic geography.57 Milik expresses the same
opinion regarding Levi’s ascent to heaven. He often refers to the similar-
ities between Enoch and Levi. The apocryphal literature and later Jew-
ish writings show an increasing interest in the heavenly realm.58 Sev-
eral Jewish and Christian apocalyptic texts, written between the second
century b.c.e. and the second century c.e., use the same motifs and the
existence of seven heavens is depicted not only in T. Levi, but also in
the Babylonian Talmud ( .Hagigah), the Ascension of Isaiah (preserved
in Ethiopian), Enoch, and the Apocalypse of Abraham (preserved in
Slavonic), although other ascension legends, such as the Apocalypse of
Baruch, speak of five firmaments.

Milik mentions the world view of the church father Irenaeus of Lyon
who wrote: “Now this world is encompassed by seven heavens, in which
dwell powers and angels and archangels, doing service to God, the Al-

54 C.J. Gruber and F.S. Colby,The Prophet’s Ascension: Cross-Cultural Encounters With
the IslamicMi#rājTales (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, ), –, , etc.

55 See E. Unger, “From the Cosmos Picture to theWorldMap,” ImagoMundi  ():
–; Horowitz,Mesopotamian Cosmic Geography, –.

56 See ibid., –.
57 Milik, Books of Enoch, –; P. Grelot, “La géographie mythique d’Hénoch,”RB 

(): –.
58 The biblical expression “heaven of heaven” indicates at least two firmaments. If we

translate the expression as “heaven of heavens,” it implies at least  firmaments. But,
certainly, in pre-exilic times the heavens are reserved for the Lord (Deut :: “Indeed
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mighty and Maker of all things, not as though He was in need, but that
they may not be idle and unprofitable and ineffectual.”59 On the other
hand, he also states that the three heaven theory is cited in Cor :, a
text from the first century c.e.

. Conclusion

These reconstructions give an idea of J.T. Milik’s work on the Testament
of Levi and his views as to the oldest form of the text and its composition.
As with any reconstruction, its Vorlage cannot be determined absolutely,
given the present state of research.Therefore, itmust be considered hypo-
thetical and in someways speculative.60 I hope thatMilik’s reconstruction
of the Aramaic text based upon tiny fragments will not arouse contro-
versy as was the case with his reconstruction of the text of Enoch. As
long as no other new texts are found, Milik’s version, following the order
of the Greek T. Levi in T.  Patr., is justified and merits being presented
to the scholarly world.

WithMilik’s decipherment of Q   (and Puech’s corroboration),
the existence of three firmaments in ALD is confirmed, which by no
means excludes the possible seven heaven concept suggested by Milik.
The Greek T. Levi (:–:) includes two versions, one involving three
heavens andone containing seven heavens. According toCharles, Bieten-
hard, and Kee, the Greek text evolved from a three heaven to a seven
heaven schema. On the other hand, H.J. de Jonge,61 in agreement with

heaven and the highest heavens belong to the Lord your God, also the earth with all that
is in it.” [NKJV]). From Qumran we have the fragmentary text of the Book of Mysteries,
and the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice that prove an increasing interest in the heavenly
realm. Also, in John :, Jesus reveals that “in My Father’s house are many mansions”
(NKJV).

59 Irenaeus, Epid. . Translation according to J. Armitage Robinson, St Irenaeus: The
Demonstration of the Apostolic Preaching: Translated from the Armenianwith Introduction
and Notes (Translations of Christian Literature, Series IV: Oriental Texts; London: SPCK,
), .

60 See Drawnel, Aramaic Wisdom Text, : “It must be stressed that, notwithstanding
all the painstakingly undertaken restoration, the Document still remains a fragmentary
composition. Its beginning and end are lacking, the results of the text reconstruction
are, therefore, not a final word concerning the textual form of the whole work. Further
research and, hopefully, further manuscript discovery, may shed a new light and change
many of the conclusions delineated in this study.”

61 H.J. de Jonge, “Die Textüberlieferung der Testamente der zwölf Patriarchen,” ZNW
 (): – (esp. ).
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Hunkin,62 whose edition improved upon that of Charles, demonstrates
that a seven heaven cosmography was the original concept.63

Themotifs of three and seven firmaments are ofMesopotamian origin
and are also part of Mandaic cosmogony.64 They reflect a wide spread
eastern tradition well represented in the Babylonian Talmud (b. .Hag.
b–a; b. Mena .h. a), in Enoch and in the Koran.65

The idea that the soul returns to the heavenly realm was common
to both Persia66 and Greece.67 However, both the Jewish and Christian
ascent to heaven legends have so much in commonwith Persian legends
and Babylonian cosmography in the vocabulary, the architectural repre-
sentation of the heavenly realm, and the belief in a final judgement of the
righteous that one should not deny a certain dependence from ancient
oriental sources.

Appendix 
Milik’s Text and Translation

Where Milik’s readings differ from other editions, it is hoped that they
will give rise to re-examination of the fragments in question. Émile Puech
has already corrected many of these tiny fragments and his reconstruc-
tions are generally in agreementwithMilik’s. Puech confirms that they all
belong to a scroll of the Testament of Levi and comes to the conclusion
that the scroll Q is more recent than the ALD copies coming from
Cave  (Q, a, b, Q and b) and dates it’s fragments to
the beginning of the first century b.c.e.68

Below, we present Milik’s reconstruction of the first  verses of the
document, from a total of .69 The first three “verses” are borrowed

62 J.W. Hunkin, “The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs,” JTS  (): –.
63 See the detailed discussion in Wright, Early History of Heaven, – and 

nn. –.
64 E.S. Drower,TheMandaeans of Iraq and Iran:Their Cults, Customs, Magic Legends,

and Folklore (Oxford: Clarendon, ; repr. Leiden: Brill, ),  n.  and  fig. .
65 See also the late Islamic legend of Mohammed’s ascent to the seven heavens in

A. Pavet de Courteille, ed., Mirâdj-nâmeh: Récit de l’ ascension de Mahomet au ciel
composé A.H. (/): Texte turc-oriental, publié pour la première fois d’après
le manuscript ouïgour de la Bibliothèque Nationale et traduit en français (; repr.
Amsterdam: Philo, ).

66 For the epigraphic evidence of the belief in an afterlife, see P. Lecoq, Les inscriptions
de la Perse achéménide (L’ aube des peoples; Paris: Gallimard, ).

67 Wright, Early History of Heaven, .
68 Puech, “Notes sur le Testament de Lévi de la grotte  (Q),” .
69 Milik, “Traduction continue du Testament de Lévi,” –.
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from T. Levi :–; :– (resulting in v. in–), which is followed by
the Aramaic prayer of Levi of Qa (v. ) and, lastly, by a retransla-
tion of the Greek fragment Koutloumousiou 70 (the vision and ascent
to heaven of Levi; it is similar to T. Levi :–). Verses – are a hypo-
thetical reconstruction based upon Qa and theminute fragments of
Q.

The symbols as employed by Milik are:

– in(itial or incipit?), in, in = T. Levi :–:?
– , , : verses conserved in ALD or Greek T. Levi, and some-
times only in T. Levi

– (), (), (): verses of Greek T. Levi reworked or summarized;
– ?, ?, ?: fragments of ALD or citations of Greek T. Levi of
uncertain origin;

– [[alternative reading]]

Concerning the Greek it should be mentioned that the accents are miss-
ing in Milik’s unfinished manuscript, hand typed by his wife Y. Zaluska.
in (= Τ. Levi :–) /1 OΑντ@γρα��ν λBγων Λευ@, Sσα δι0"ετ� τ�Hς υ;�Hς α�τ�=,

κατD π�ντα T π�ι,σ�υσι, κα� Sσα συναντ,σει α�τ�Hς Uως >μ0ρας κρ@σεως.
in/2 VΥγια@νων Wν Sτε  κ�λεσεν α�τ�Iς πρ)ς !αυτBν· ��"η γDρ α�τ#&, Sτι

μ0λλει Jπ�"ν,σκειν. Κα� Sτε συν,%"ησαν, εXπε πρ)ς α�τ�+ς·
in (= Τ. Levi :–) /1 OΕγM Λευ�  ν YαρρDν συνελ,�"ην, κα�  τ0%"ην  κεH,

κα� μετD τα=τα Wλ"�ν σIν τ#& πατρ� εLς Σ@κιμα.
in/2 NΗμην δZ νεAτερ�ς, 7σε�  τ&ν ε[κ�σι, Sτε  π�@ησα μετD ΣυμεMν τ�ν

 κδ@κησιν τ9ς Jδελ�9ς >μ&ν Δ@νας Jπ) τ�= VΕμμAρ.
in/3 VΩς δZ  π�ιμα@ν�μεν  ν OΑQελμα�+λ, πνε=μα συν0σεως Κυρ@�υ Wλ"εν  π’

 μ0, κα� π�ντας  Aρων Jν"ρAπ�υς J�αν@σαντας τ�ν *δ)ν α�τ&ν, κα� Sτι
τε@%η #\κ�δBμησεν !αυτG9 > Jδικ@α, κα�  π� π+ργ�υς > Jν�μ@α κ�"ηται,

in/4 κα�  λυπ�+μην περ� τ�= γ0ν�υς τ&ν Jν"ρAπων . . .

Qa

���� ���� ���] 7 ���° [ ����� ����� ���� �����] 6 
�	��� ���� �����] 8 ��� �[��� ���� ����� ���� ��� 
[����� ���� ����� ����� ����] 9 ����� ��	� �[��� 

����[� ����� ����� ��� �� 	��� ����] 10 ���� ��� ������ 
��� ������� ���[� ��� ����� ��� ����� �� �����] 11 ���� ��� 

	�� ����° [ �� �� ��� ���� ���� ����� ����] 12 
��� ��� ������ ����[� ���� ������ �(� ��� ��� ���] 13 ���� 

70 J.T. Milik, “Le Testament de Lévi en araméen: Fragment de la grotte  de Qumrân
(Pl. IV),” RB  (): –; Drawnel, Aramaic Wisdom Text, –.
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71 We corrected Milik’s suggestion: ����� ����� ��� �����.
72 Milik reads ����� which is grammatically more correct.
73 Milik’s initial reading of Q   is: ]° ���� °°�� ��

.
°[. Puech reads Q b:
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French Translation:
in Copie des paroles de Lévi qu’il recommanda à ses fils concernant ce qu’ils
auront à faire et ce qui leur arrivera jusqu’au jour du jugement. in Il était encore
en bonne santé lorsqu’il les convoqua chez lui, et cela en raison de la vision où il
lui avait été montré qu’il allait mourir. Et quand ils furent réunis il leur dit: in
Moi Lévi, je fus conçu à Harran et ce fut là que je naquis. in J’ étais tout jeune—
j’avais dix-huit ans, tandis que Siméon mon frère avait vingt ans, lorsque nous
vengeâmes notre sœur Dinah sur Sichem et Hamor. in Quand je faisais paître
mon troupeau à "Abel Mayîn, l’ esprit d’ intelligence vint sur moi et je vis tous les
hommes en train de corrompre leurs voies, et l’ injustice se construire des tours.
in Je me mis donc en deuil pour pleurer le genre humain, et je priai Dieu.

 Alors je nettoyai mes vêtements et les purifiai dans de l’ eau pure ; et je lavai
mon corps entiers dans de l’ eau vive et toutes mes voies je les rendis droites. 
Puis je levai mes yeux et mon visage vers le ciel et j’ouvris ma bouche et je parlai;
 j’étendis les doigts de mes mains et de mes bras comme il le faut en face du
sanctuaire céleste et je priai et je dis:

 «Mon74 Seigneur, tu connais tous les cœurs et toutes les intentions cal-
culées, toi seul tu (les) sais.  Etmaintenant bénis-moi etmes enfants aprèsmoi75
et accorde-moi tous les chemins de justice.76  Eloigne de moi, mon Seigneur,
l’ esprit d’ impiété et écarte de moi des pensées de mauvais penchant et la concu-
piscence écarte-(la) demoi. Mon Seigneur, montre moi l’ esprit saint et sagesse,
connaissance et force accorde-(les)moi  pour accomplir77 ce qui te plaît et trou-
ver ainsi ta miséricorde devant toi, mon Seigneur;  et pour commémorer selon
ton plaisir ce qui est beau et bon devant toi et louer tes actes à mon égard, mon
Seigneur.  Qu’aucun Satan ne me domine pour m’égarer hors de ta voie. 
Aie donc pitié demoi, mon Seigneur, et laisse-moi t’ approcher pour devenir ton
serviteur et fidèle ministre.  Que le rempart de ta paix m’entoure et que l’ abri
de ta domination m’abrite de tout mal.  Livre, mon Seigneur, mes ennemis . . .
 Pour ceci, efface l’ iniquité de dessous le ciel et élimine l’ iniquité de la face de la
terre.  Purifiemon cœur,mon Seigneur, de toute impureté et jem’ élèverai vers
toi, moi-même Lévi.  Souviens-toi, mon Seigneur, de ton serviteur Abraham
et ne détourne pas ta face du fils de ton serviteur Jacob.  Toi, mon Seigneur, tu
avais béniAbrahammonpère et Sarahmamère  et tu as promis de leur donner
une descendance78 juste bénie pour les siècles.  Exauce donc la prière de ton
serviteur Lévi  pour qu’il te devienne proche si tu associes ton serviteur à tes

]� �� ���[� and Q a  ]� ���� �� �[�, cf. Puech, “Notes sur le Testament de Lévi de
la grotte  (Q),” .

74 With the Aramaic, the Greek has κ+ριε “O Lord! (Seigneur!)”
75 Or with the Greek “my children (which) are with me.”
76 Or “ways of justice”; Milik, “Le Testament de Lévi en araméen,” , translates

“chemins de vérité.”
77 Lit. “to make, to do.”
78 Lit. “seed of justice.”



 ursula schattner-rieser

affaires comme  afin qu’une loi juste soit accomplie pour toute l’ éternité par
moi et par mes fils pour toutes les générations des siècles.  Et n’ écarte aucun
fils de ton serviteur loin de ta présence, tous les jours de l’ éternité».

 Puis je me tus et ne priai plus.

 Ensuite je me rendis rapidement à Sichem et j’entrai dans la cour de notre
maison  et pénétrai chez mon père Jacob. Et lorsque lui racontai-je ma vision,
 mon père m’ordonna de rentrer de "Abel Mayîn.

 Puis je montai sur le mont Garizim et sur son sommet je me couchai; 
je m’assis donc sur une pierre et voici que les songes m’assaillirent.  Puis des
visions me furent montrées dans mon songe et je vis des grandes merveilles à
travers la vision.  Je vis les cieux en haut qui s’ ouvraient et une montagne qui
apparaissait en bas,  si haute qu’elle touchait les cieux, tandis que moi je me
trouvais sur elle.  Et voici que s’ ouvrirent devant moi les portes du ciel et un
ange m’appela  disant: «Lévi, entre donc!»

 Ensuite nous entrâmes dans le premier ciel et je vis là-bas une grande
obscurité.  Alors nous passâmes du premier ciel et j’entrai dans le deuxième,
 et je vis là-bas des eaux abondantes suspendues entre les deux cieux;  neige
et glace étaient au-dessus des eaux et un feu brûlant au-dessus d’ elles.  Et en
plus l’ ange de Dieu m’ introduisit au troisième ciel, plus haut,  et je vis là la
lumière du ciel, beaucoup plus brillante que celle des deux (premiers) cieux, 
(ainsi que des tonnerres nombreux et des grands éclairs qui parcouraient le ciel)
sans qu’ils mettent  mesure au nombre de leurs apparitions. Et il n’y a avait
aucune limite  à la hauteur de ce ciel-ci comme il y’en avait à celle des deux
cieux.  Et je demandai: «Lequel de ces trois cieux est plus important?» Et je dis:
«Quelle est la signification de ces cieux?»  Et l’ ange me répondit disant: «Ne
t’ émerveille pas tellement sur ceux-ci!»  Et il me dit: «Jusqu’ici je t’ ai montré
trois cieux, mais tu verras encore quatre autres cieux beaucoup plus lumineux
que ceux-ci  et tu ne seras pas à même de les décrire, encore moins de saisir
l’ importance de ces cieux-là.  Quand tu y entreras . . .



levi in the third sky 

Appendix 
The Fragment about the Three Heavens

(Q ) in Comparison with Q  and 

Fig. . Drawing of Q  according to
PAM .79

The mention of the third sky in Q  80 fills in vv. ,  and  of
Milik’s reconstructed text by using Q –+ –.
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[ ���]�° ���� �°� �� ��° �° [� . . . ] �� �� ��[� �����] 

Comparison of Q  with Q  and 

Fig. . Drawing of Q  according to PAM .

Fig. . Drawing of Q  according to PAM .

79 The images are easily accessible in E. Tov, ed., The Dead Sea Scrolls Electronic
Reference Library (rev. ed.; Leiden: Brill, ).

80 Puech, “Notes sur le Testament de Lévi de la grotte  (Q),” ; U. Schattner-
Rieser, “J.T. Milik’s Monograph on the Testament of Levi and the Reconstructed Aramaic
Text of the Prayer of Levi and the Vision of Levi’s Ascent to Heaven from Qumran Caves
 and ,” QC  (): –; Milik, “Traduction continue du Testament de Lévi,”
–; Kapera, “Preliminary Information,” –.
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Modern Historiography—
Historical Memory in the Ancient Near East

Ancient Near Eastern cultures, which have produced a bulk of writ-
ten material, have not left us detailed reports about their own history.
Ancient Mesopotamia is a well documented culture, but the noticeable
absence of historical literature has been noted repeatedly: “texts are lack-
ing that would attest to the awareness of the scribes to the existence of
a historical continuum in the Mesopotamian civilization of which they
themselves and their tradition were only a part.”1 Qumran was a partic-
ular site of ancient Israelite culture. The library of the community liv-
ing on the site contained, besides biblical manuscripts, works reflecting
their worldview andworks expressing their ideas, some of them referring
to conflicts within their social spheres. Unfortunately, nothing about the
background of these conflicts or the history of thewriters has been found.
Any regular historiography is absent. According to the expectations of
modern history writing—or at least, in view of what ancient historiogra-
phers like Herodotus and his Greek colleagues did—no detailed narra-
tive in chronological order was written on the history of the community.
Still, one cannot say that they were not interested in history—in bibli-
cal history, as well as their own history—since pesharim were written as
interpretations of prophetic revelations. Nevertheless, the forms for the
expression of interest in the past were very different from ancient Greek
ones (and from modern ones).

Ancient Israel had a long historical tradition, and a particular tradition
of history writing. The history of Israel’s past is shaped in various books

1 A.L. Oppenheim, Ancient Mesopotamia: Portrait of a Dead Civilization (rev. ed.;
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, ), .
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focusing on various eras of history. These are not always reliable to the
standard of modern historiography; the narratives are presented with
the help of literary and folkloristic patterns and miraculous events.2
The desire to present a historical description and the reliability of the
product are not the same. For that purpose, it is necessary to distinguish
the aim of the historiographer and the historical facts which can be
reconstructed on the basis of other sources.3 “Wemay therefore conclude
that to qualify as a historiographic work, it is only necessary for the
author to be consciously seeking to describe the past. Whether or not
it belongs to this specific genre is determined neither by its historical
reliability nor by the degree of its objectivity.”4

The historical sequence, which opens in the book of Genesis and con-
cludes at the end of Kings, was written to perpetuate historicalmemory.
The genre historiography represents a large portion of biblical literature,
and thereby acquires qualitative importance.5 At the same time, these
works are very reticent. Even historical texts (i.e., in texts which, accord-
ing to Huizinga’s definition, were intended to accurately depict events
of history) are very laconic.6 Aside from some highlighted figures like
Saul, David and Solomon, the books of Kings and Chronicles do not go
into details concerning the history of the monarchy. The authors might
have worked from royal annals, more exhaustive materials than what

2 Fundamentalist interpretation tries to prove miraculous events with the help of
phenomena and results drawn from natural sciences. This is not necessary, since the
works had a special purpose, to express special ideas. The intention of the authors was
not to present reliable natural facts, but to convey an idea through the example of the
supernatural.

3 Works with the expression “biblical historiography” in their titles usually deal with
the difference between events narrated and the background reality of these events. Ideas
and ideology appearing in biblical history writing are treated more infrequently. For a
general overview of ancient Near Eastern and biblical historiography in the above sense,
see R.C. Dentan and J.J. Oberman, eds., The Idea of History in the Ancient Near East
(AOS ; NewHaven: Yale University Press, ; re-edition NewHaven: AmericanOri-
ental Society, ); D.N. Freedman, “The Biblical Idea of History,” Int  (): –
; H. Tadmor and M. Weinfeld, eds., History, Historiography and Interpretation: Studies
in Biblical and Cuneiform Literatures (Jerusalem: Magnes, ). Y. Amit, History and
Ideology: An Introduction to Historiography in the Hebrew Bible (Sheffield: Sheffield Aca-
demic Press, ) is a new overview on history writing in the Bible. See also H. Cancik,
Grundzüge der hethitischen und alttestamentlichen Geschichtsschreibung (Abhandlungen
des Deutschen Palästinavereins ; Wiesbaden: Harrasowitz, ).

4 Amit,History and Ideology, .
5 Ibid., .
6 J. Huizinga, “A Definition of the Concept of History,” in Philosophy and History:

Essays presented to Ernst Cassirer (ed. R. Klibansky and H.J. Paton; Oxford: Clarendon,
; repr. New York: Harper & Row, ), –, esp. .
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has been preserved in the biblical text. The history of the kingdom of
Israel and then the divided monarchy was redacted for the first time in
the Deuteronomistic History.7 Chronicles, the re-telling of the history
of the kingdoms in the frame of a world history, is another historical
work—with sometimes different, but notmore detailed description of the
divided monarchy. Both works contain a series of stereotyped descrip-
tions and not detailed historical narratives à la Herodotus, which had
become the basis of European historiography.8 It is worthy of note here
that “history is not how things happened, but an incomplete account,
written toward a specific end, of selected developments.This is an impor-
tant point, ignored in the survey of Near Eastern historiography previ-
ously mentioned.”9

Historiography is an important form of cultural memory. Remember-
ing the past in a community constitutes a form of self-definition.10 Bibli-
cal and ancient Near Eastern writings with historical concern—although
they represent a form different from that of Greek history writing—are
extremely important since they give an insight into the thinking and
identity of the group that produced them. It reflects how theywere think-
ing about the process of history, the causes and consequences of events,
and what they considered important (important things were meant to
be motives of events). Special narrative forms used as historiography are
also informative of the concepts of the culture in which they were writ-
ten.11 My aim here is to give a short overview of the specific forms and
methods of pieces of historical memory preserved in Qumran writings,

7 On the Deuteronomistic History and its problems, as well as Deuteronomistic
history writing, see T. Römer, The So-Called Deuteronomistic History: A Sociological,
Historical and Literary Introduction (London: T&T Clark, ). On history writing in
the Chronicles, see S. Japhet,The Ideology of the Book of Chronicles and its Place in Biblical
Thought (trans. A. Barber; BEATAJ ; Bern: Peter Lang, ).

8 On questions related to Greek history writing and modern historiography, there
is A. Momigliano’s very inspiring The Classical Foundations of Modern Historiography
(Berkeley: University of California Press, ).

9 B. Halpern,The First Historians: The Hebrew Bible and History (Philadelphia: Penn-
sylvania State University Press, ), . Modern comprehensive works deal only with
“Greek” and “European” types of historiography, see E. Breisach,Historiography: Ancient,
Medieval, and Modern (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, ). The introductory
part devotes but a few sentences to ancient Near Eastern history writing.

10 Jan Assmann gives an overall picture on the forms of historical memory. See the
chapter “Formen kollektiver Erinnerung: Kommunikatives und kulturelles Gedächtnis”
in his Das kulturelle Gedächtnis: Schrift, Erinnerung und politische Identität in frühen
Hochkulturen (München: Beck, ), –.

11 For an overview on Mesopotamian historiography, see J.J. Finkelstein, “Mesopo-
tamian Historiography,” Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society  ():
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in the background of ancient Near Eastern historiography—that is, how
much specific the Qumran view is and how it correlates with forms and
methods of historicalmemorywhich are known fromother ancient Near
Eastern cultures.

Investigated herein are concepts of historical time and ideology man-
ifested in the descriptions of the course of history as they are reflected in
the texts bearing the historical memory of the Qumran community. His-
torical tradition here has an overall meaning, including both traditions of
the patriarchal age (which meant a real history for the Qumran reader)
and the historical memory of the community of Qumran. The present
study aims to examine the attitudes towards history that the authors of
these texts held, what thewriters thought to be important in history, what
they thought to be the engine of history, and what they thought about the
causes of events and corollaries of human deeds.

Historical Memory in Qumran

The basic form of Qumran historical memory is interpretation. Biblical
history is frequently interpreted in Qumran works. Qumran interpreta-
tion has two basic forms: one is the paraphrasing of biblical narratives,
the other an explicit interpretation of texts. Biblical historical tradition
is paraphrased and interpreted in a number of so-called para-biblical
texts and “rewritten Bibles.”12 The explicit interpretation form is repre-
sented in the pesharim,13 a special form of historical memory in the life
of the Qumran community. The pesharim interpret continuous biblical
texts verse by verse by means of various literary devices. Interpretations

–. For principles and methods in Hittite historiography, see H.G. Güterbock,
“Hittite Historiography: A Survey” inHistory, Historiography and Interpretation, –.

12 Para-biblical texts are considered those paraphrasing biblical texts with an inter-
pretative aim. The term “rewritten Bibles” refers, according to G. Vermes, to narratives
that follow Scripture, but include “a substantial amount of supplements and interpretative
developments.” Not everything is retold, while other pericopae are retold with additions
and changes. See E. Schürer,The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ
( b.c.–a.d. ): A New English Version (rev. ed. G. Vermes et al.;  vols.; Edinburgh:
T&T Clark, –), .:.

13 The name is the plural form of the noun pesher or “interpretation.” It designates a
group of continuous interpretationswritten on prophetic books (Isaiah, and five, possibly
six of the Minor Prophets) and Psalms. For the pesher method and interpretative forms
resulting from this method, see S.L. Berrin, “Pesharim,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea
Scrolls (ed. L.H. Schiffman and J.C. VanderKam;  vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press,
), :–.
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are introduced by the word pesher (pl. pesharim). These texts were writ-
tenwith the aim of interpreting prophetic and psalm texts as references to
events contemporary to the author of the interpretation.The interpreted
texts containedmeaningful revelations for their intended sectarian audi-
ence. Events referred to in the interpretation are episodes memorable
in the history of the community. The authors’ concept-of and attitude-
to history were certainly defined by the community’s general attitude
toward history.The interpretations themselves speak in veiled terms (for
example, using nicknames for real persons) about the history of the com-
munity. Thus, the interpretations refer in a coded form to certain events
of the history of the community, as well as their conflicts with enemies,
supposedly over the second and first centuries b.c.e.

a. Para-Biblical Texts and Rewritten Bibles

Let us begin our overview with the so-called para-biblical texts and
rewritten Bibles, with works which retell the Bible in some form. Q,
Q, Q, and Qa are four fragmentary manuscripts from
Qumran Cave .14 They contain implicit commentaries on selected peri-
copae of the book of Genesis and explicit commentaries on selected
passages therein. The most extensive of these texts is QCommGen A
(Q).15 The text of its first fragment can be divided into two parts of
different character: a narrative part, which retells (or, rather only refers
to) biblical pericopae, following the biblical order of the narratives; and
a second part formed by a series of pesharim (i.e., interpretations of bib-
lical citations introduced by the formula pšrw ‘l).16 In spite of its literary
diversity, the text as a whole is homogeneous. Arranged in the chrono-
logical order of the events found in Genesis, it has a consistent struc-
ture throughout.17 The text of the manuscript seems to be divided into

14 Published by G. Brooke in DJD XXII (): –, –.
15 Formerly called “Pesher Genesis” and “Patriarchal Blessings,” QCommentary on

Genesis A contains six fragments in an early Herodian hand.
16 H. Stegemann, Die Essener, Qumran, Johannes der Täufer und Jesus: Ein Sachbuch

(Freiburg: Herder, ), –, considered the fragments of Q as belonging to
two different works. G.J. Brooke argued for the unity of the text that begins with col. I of
the present text and ends with col. VI, see “TheGenre of Q: From Poetry to Pesher,”
DSD  (): –, esp. –. Sharing this opinion, I will refer to the fragments
as parts of the same work.

17 For a detailed analysis of the sequences in the text, its formal setup and thematic
structure, see I. Fröhlich, “Themes, Structure and Genre of Pesher Genesis,” JQR 
(): –. M.J. Bernstein argues against reading the text in a thematic way and sees it
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paragraphs separated by vacats (at times in the middle of the line).
Each paragraph comprises two pericopae or, respectively, two pesharim
(except paragraph IV:–, which contains a single explicit interpretation
referring to Amalek).The pericopae and the pesharim illustrate examples
of opposite characters. The content of the paragraphs is following:

. The short introductory sentence—“[In] the four hundred and eight-
ieth year of Noah’s life, the end came for Noah” (I:)—refers to the
history of antediluvian mankind. It can be supposed that their his-
tory is described according to the Enochic tradition, focusing on the
sins of antediluvian humankind, which are sexual misdemeanors
(the mixed marriages of heavenly beings with earthly women),
practicing sorcery and magic. Events following the deeds of ante-
diluvian humankind are skipped in Q, and the text goes, with-
outmentioning the beginning of the Flood and the events preceding
it, to a description of the Flood (with calendar-like addenda about
the exact times of the events of the Flood). The second part of the
paragraph is formed by a report of Noah’s “landing” after the Flood
(II:).18

. The second paragraph cites the biblical mention of the curse of
Canaan, his subjection to his relatives (cf. Gen :–). The back-
ground of the cursing of Canaan in the Bible is the violation of a sex-
ual taboo committed by Canaan’s father Ham who “saw the naked-
ness of his father [i.e., Noah] and told his two brethren outside”
(Gen :). The next event mentioned in the second paragraph of
Q is a report of Abraham’s arrival to Canaan, and the covenant
that God made with him (Gen ) (II:–).

. The sin of the inhabitants of Sodom and Gomorrah forms the
content of the beginning of the third paragraph (the background of
the story is their sin and homosexuality, which is the violation of a
sexual taboo penned in biblical legislation).19The second part of the
paragraph is formed by a reference to the Aqedah (where Abraham
merits the covenant) and the blessing of Isaac (cf. Gen ) (III:–,
–).

as a running biblical commentary in a non-esoteric, simple sense. See his “Q: From
Rewritten Bible to Biblical Commentary,” JJS  (): –.

18 Unless otherwise indicated, translations from theHebrewBible are according to the
NRSV and translations of the Dead Sea Scrolls are taken from the DJD series.

19 Cf. Gen . Homosexuality is strictly banned in Old Testament legislation, see Lev
:; :; cf. :.
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. An oracle on the future seems to form a kind of dividing line in
the text. At the same time, it introduces a new form, the pesher. The
paragraph begins with a citation from Deut :, an oracle about
the annihilation of Amalek, enemy of Israel (IV:–).20 From here
to the end, the following paragraphs contain a series of explicit quo-
tations followed by interpretations introduced by the term pesher.

. The first fragment of the historical interpretations in pesher form is
introduced by a citation from the Blessing of Jacob, the disapproval
of Ruben, because he had violated a sexual prohibition by having
a forbidden relationship with the concubine of his father (cf. Gen
:). The second part of the paragraph consists of a citation from
the same biblical text, an oracle on the eternal reign of Judah and
blessings on the other sons of Jacob (IV:–).

Obviously, the series of paragraphs (articulated by vacats) of Q are
comprised of contrasting traditions about the sinners and the righteous.21
In the examples of Q, the sin is connectedwith the violation of a sex-
ual taboo.The punishment of the sinner is destruction or subjection.The
reward of the righteous is rescue from danger and/or taking possession
of land. Contemporary readers who were socialized in biblical ethical
tradition might have been well aware of the underlying meaning of the
references.22

QCommGen B (Q) and QCommGen C (Q) are further
fragmentary works which contain Genesis interpretations. The three
fragments of Q are too fragmentary for any thematic structure to
be established.23 There are no overlaps of this text with that of Q.
However, some themes are identical, like the story of theFlood. In Q,
revelation is given to Noah ( ), and instructions about clean animals (
) are referred to. Besides, the name of Belial is mentioned ( ). The
fragments labeled QCommMal (Qa) contain a prophetic citation
fromMal :–:

20 The destruction of Amalek has been a theme since the early Jewish interpretative
tradition. It can be found in T. Sim. :–:, and L.A.B. on Judg . Later Jewish tradition
associates Amalek with various sins, foremost with magic and astrology.

21 The labeling of groups “sinners” and “righteous” goes in the spirit of theMosaic law.
The author of Q uses Deuteronomic language and shows an apparently strong legal
interest. See G.J. Brooke, “TheThematic Content of Q,” JQR  (): –.

22 The punishment of certain sins (sexual sins, bloodshed, magic and cultic impurity)
is expulsion from the land and/or extinction of the family (kārēt). See P.D. Wright,
“Unclean and Clean: Old Testament,” ABD :–, esp. .

23 The fragments are written in a late Hasmonean or early Herodian hand.
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[Then those who revered the Lord spoke, each to] his [neighbor.The Lord]
attended [and listened, and a book of remembrancewaswritten before him
of those who reveared the Lord and thought on his name.] They shall be
mine, [says the Lord of hosts, a special possession on the day when I act,
and I will show pity o]n them as [a man shows pity on his son who serves
him. Then once more you shall see the difference] between the righteous
and the wicked, [between one who serves God and the one who does not
serve him.] (Qa  i –)

It is inferential that the prophetic words provide a key to the content
of Q.24 In all probability, its text contains biblical examples about
the righteous and the wicked, about those who are considered a “special
possession” of the Lord, and those who are not.25

The prophetic text provides a key to Q, too, since the concept of
the work matches perfectly with that of Mal :– when giving clear
historical examples of the righteous and thewicked—the righteous being
the heir of the land and the wicked the one who losses it. The prophetic
text makes mention of a “book of remembrance.” This calls to mind the
fragmentary overviews from Qumran which might have served as aide
memoires for historical examples of the sinner and the righteous.

The content of QCommGen C (Q)26 partly overlaps with that
of Q. Thus, it might be a variant of the first27 and a compilation of
historical examples to the prophetical words of Zech : cited in the text:
“[These are] the two anointed sons who [stand by the Lord of the whole
earth . . . ” ( ). The pericopae examples in the text are the following:
Noah’s drunkenness and the cursing of Canaan ( –, based on Gen
:–); a mention of Hagar ( ); the events leading up to the binding
of Isaac ( ); promise of the land given to a patriarch ( ); and the theme

24 The editor of the text thinks that it rather belongs to a commentary on Malachi, see
G. Brooke in DJD XXII (): –. He further thinks that the quotation refers to
the Teacher of Righteousness, see idem, “Prophecy,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls
:–, here . Dorothy M. Peters, supposing that Q and Qa may have
belonged together, argues that the quote from Mal :– “may signify a retrospective
view of the flood in Genesis to a time when the first differentiation was made between
the righteous and the wicked” (NoahTraditions in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Conversations and
Controversies of Antiquity [SBLEJL ; Atlanta: SBL, ], ).

25 The noun n .hlh occurs  times in the Qumran scrolls, mostly in the works found
in Cave .

26 Written in an early Herodian formal hand, see G. Brooke inDJD XXII (): –
.

27 Q cannot be a second copy of Q, but a parallel text to the work—either a
reworked, complementary version of it, or an interpretation of its narrativematerial from
a different point of view. In the following, I will deal with the text as a variant of Q.
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of the desecration of something ( ).28 These are followed by the words
of the blessing of Judah and the blessings given to the rest of the sons of
Jacob (– – and  –, based on Gen ).

QCommGen D (Qa)29 contains (partly citing Gen :) a de-
scription of the measurements of Noah’s ark (frgs. –), Noah’s debarka-
tion (frg. ),30 and something that the raven makes known to the latter
generations.

In view of the fragments contained in texts Q–Qa, it is Q
alone where the text’s formal structure and content, as well as the idea
behind this ordering, can be reconstructed.The hypothetical reconstruc-
tion of this idea is confirmed by the prophetic citation of Q. The
examples of the historical survey in Q serve as examples for the jus-
tification of the idea shaped in the prophetic words, while expressing an
unambigous attitude toward history.This attitude is centered around the
theme of the land and its appropriation by the righteous. The land pro-
vides structure to the survey of the history of humankind, and the history
of Israel from the beginning, including the time of the settlement of the
Israelite tribes. Three phases are distinct in this process (represented in
three paragraphs): sinful humanity lost the land; Canaan lost his right
to the land; Ruben lost his birthright and his claim to the land. More-
over, the righteous like Noah, Abraham, and Isaac obtain the land. The
oracle about the final doom of Amalek is equal to a symbolic elimina-
tion of all those who could endanger the righteous offspring’s chances
of taking possession of the land. This idea about history is apparently
Deuteronomistic.The text might have served thosewho identified them-
selveswith Judahwith historical examples, and it seems to be intended for
internal use by the community to reinforce its identity and ideology.31 Of
course, the text does not refer explicitly to this idea.This idea is expressed
by the way historical tradition is interpreted and referenced. The series
of references and interpretations gives a “skeletonised” overview of his-
tory with the recurring manifestation of certain regularities—that of the
loss of land by the sinners (especially those committing sins of a sexual
nature) and that of the acquisition of land by the righteous, by those who
do not violate the Law.

28 .Hwll meaning “pierced” or “profaned” or “trembled.” The verb reflects a purity-
centered outlook; it is not used in the pertinent part of Genesis.

29 Three fragments in a developed Herodian formal hand.
30 Cf. Q II:–.
31 D.K Falk,The Parabiblical Texts: Strategies for Extending the Scriptures in the Dead

Sea Scrolls (Library of Second Temple Studies ; London: T&T Clark, ), .
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b. Historical Surveys

The historical survey of the Damascus Document (CD :–:)32 is
headed by a “theoretical introduction” in the form of the paraphrase of a
biblical verse: “and not follow after thoughts of the guilty inclination and
after eyes of lust (#ny znwt)” (CD :).33 The expression could contain a
primary and a figurative meaning.The primary sense covers the violation
of any taboos of sexual character. In a figurative sense (as inmany biblical
metaphors), the expression is meant as infidelity to God, the practice of
cults celebrating alien gods. In the survey of the Damascus Document,
each example of “zĕnût” is introduced by the formula “for many went
astray through these” (or a variant of this sentence). In the following part
of the text, periods characterized either by sin or by righteousness are
listed. Unlike Q, each period has here a homogenous character.

. The first example is the story of the fallen angels (CD :–),
not referred to according to the tradition of Gen :–, but that of
Enoch, “the heavenly Watchers fell.”

. The second historical symbol is the biblical tradition about the sons
of Noah and their families (:). Its background could be the story
of Noah’s drunkenness, the sin of Ham, and the curse of Canaan
instead of Ham (Gen :–). The story refers to the violation
of a prohibition of sexual character.34 Since it is the breaking of a
commandment, the tradition referred to in the text of theDamascus
Document is an example of both: breaking the commandments and
committing a sin related to sexuality.

. The third symbol is the age of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob—a sinless
period due to Abraham, who kept the commandments.

. The period of the sons of Jacob is interpreted as an age of erring in
disobedience, referred to as the age in which “Jacob’s sons erred”
(:–). The sin behind the reference could be Reuben’s lying with

32 The earliest Qumran manuscript of the Damascus Document is dated to the begin-
ning of the first century b.c.e. On the basis of the terminus ante quem provided by the
earliest manuscript and the events referred to in the text, the date of the composition
might have been the middle of the second century b.c.e.

33 The reference is from Num : with transformations. Num : says, “And
whenever you see this in the tassel, you will remember all the Lord’s commands and obey
them, and not to go your own wanton ways, led astray by your own hearts and eyes.”

34 Exod : and :. Prohibition of sexual relations with parents and relatives in
Lev :–.
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Bilhah, the concubine of his father (Gen :), which can be
interpreted as an example for the sin of #ny znwt.

. The fifth symbol is the example of the Egyptian captivity, when
“their children in Egypt walked in the stubbornness of their hearts,
in taking counsel against the commandments of God, and doing
each one as he thought right” (:–). Thus, the sins committed in
Egypt probably consist of infidelity to Yahweh.

In the overview of theDamascus Document, periods of sin are listed. All
of them are related to sins such as the violation of sexual taboos, the
transgression of Noah’s laws, and idolatry. An example of the violation
of sexual taboos is to be found in four out of five examples. The bibli-
cal pericopae referred to are the same as in Q–Qa (except the
reference to the Egyptian captivity which does not figure in these texts).
Nevertheless, using the same examples of sexual sins, supplemented by
an example of idolatry, the author of the overview of theDamascus Doc-
ument creates a different system of historical ages from that of Q. In
the systemof theDamascusDocument, two sinful periods (and respective
falls) are followed by a sinless period. The latter one is followed again by
two sinful periods.The sinners are not contrastedwith any other contem-
porary group or person representing a different ethical background. Both
Jacob’s sons, as well as the generation under Egyptian captivity, are uni-
formly declared as sinners.The sins serving as a basis for labeling groups
and persons as sinners are sexual sins and idolatry.

Q is a fragment of an interpretation on historical events.35 Two
examples for the sinners and one for the righteous are given in the
manuscript dated to the late Hasmonean or early Herodian era. The sins
are related to bloodshed ( ii ) and to cultic offenses, each example of the
sin being introduced by this statement: “And they defiled their sanctuary”
( ii ).The righteous are told not to commit these sins, to despisewicked
property ( ii ), and not to walk in “erring spirit” ( ii ).

35 Edited under the title Catenae, together with Q and Q, by J.M. Allegro in
DJD V (): – and –. The bad state of preservation does not allow any rela-
tionship to be established between the fragments. A. Steudel, Der Midrasch zur Escha-
tologie aus der Qumrangemeinde (QMidrEschata.b): Materielle Rekonstruktion, Textbe-
stand, Gattung und traditionsgeschichtliche Einordnung des durch Q (“Florilegium”)
und Q (“Catena A”) repräsentiertenWerkes aus denQumranfunden (STDJ ; Leiden:
Brill, ), –, supposes that they form a composition with Q and Q.
This supposition is not confirmed by the text, since there is no overlap between the com-
positions. See also the comments ofM.Kister, “Marginalia Qumranica,”Tarbiz  ():
–, – (Hebrew).
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The examples cited in the text cannot be identified with any historical
eventwith any certainty.Mention ismade to a cultic sin that is supposedly
followed by a war. A possible biblical candidate for identification could
be Kgs , where the Assyrian victory over Israel and the subsequent
exile are interpreted by the Deuteronomistic Historian as a result of
“the sin of Jerobeam”—i.e., the establishment of a state religion in the
northern kingdom with its royal temples, cultic calendar, iconography
and priesthood.36 From post-biblical period, the rule of the Hasmonean
dynasty and the Roman conquest following it could be candidates for an
historical example.37

Q and Q are fragments of two separate interpretative works
(pesharim) on the historical tradition of Genesis.38 The title of the work
attested by Q, “pesher on the periods” (pšr #l hq.sym), is very indica-
tive of the concept of history in thework. In light of the term qē.s (meaning
“fixed time,” “length of time” or “period”), history is a sequence of pre-
cisely determined periods.39 The question is the principle of articulating
historical process, which can be answered on the basis of the content of
the text. The text in themanuscript is divided into paragraphs, separated
by vacats.

The first paragraph might have been a general introduction roughing
in larger chronological units of the history. The text speaks about divine

36 Later prophetic and Deuteronomistic tradition had created from Jeroboam a neg-
ative type of ruler, see C.D. Evans, “Naram-Sin and Jeroboam: The Archetypal Unheils-
herrscher in Mesopotamian and Biblical Historiography,” in Scripture in Context II: More
Essays on the Comparative Method (ed.W.W. Hallo, J.C. Moyer, and L.G. Perdue;Winona
Lake: Eisenbrauns, ), –. On the northern cult practice and its Deuteronomistic
reception, see J. Debus, Die Sünde Jerobeams: Studien zur Darstellung Jerobeams und der
Geschichte des Nordreichs in der deuteronomistischen Geschichtsschreibung (FRLANT ;
Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, ).

37 The temple cult under laterHasmonean rulers was considered in Qumran pesharim
(middle of the first century b.c.e.) as improper and illegitimate, as shown by recurring
refences to “the evil priest” (khn hrš#), an epithet used probably with a collective meaning
for several Hasmonean rulers. See R.A. Kugler, “Priests,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea
Scrolls :–, esp. – (“Significance of Priests for the Qumran Community”).

38 The first editor, J.M. Allegro, gave the name “Ages of Creation” to the fragments
belonging to Q–.The relation of Q and Q was discussed by J. Strugnell,
“Notes on marge du volume V des ‘Discoveries in the Judaean Desert of Jordan,’ ” RevQ 
(): – (–); J.T. Milik, “Milkî- .sedeq et Milkî-reša# dans les anciens écrits
juifs et chrétiens,” JJS  (): – (–). The fragments belong in fact to two
works, Q (frgs. –, called also “Pesher on the Periods”) and Q, see D. Dimant,
“The ‘Pesher on the Periods’ (Q and Q),” IOS  (): –.

39 The concept is known in biblical literature, see Dan :–, and in severalQumran
writings, see QS III:, ; IV:; QHa I:; QpHab VII:. The term is used in the
Animal Apocalypse ( En. –), and the Apocalypse of Weeks ( En. :–).
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determination preceding the act of the creation: “ . . . before He created
them, He set up their activities” (Q  ). The exact nature of the
“activities” is not known. Functioning and movement of luminaries, as
well as human activities in history are both equal candidates for the
meaning.40 The following part of Q presents history as a sequence
of precisely predetermined periods engraved on the heavenly tablets age
by age (Q  –) according to the “ages of their dominion” (q.sy
mmšlwtm) (Q  ).41

The following words refer, in all probability, to the particular systemof
history: “this is the order (zh srk) of the so[ns of Noah to Abraham un]til
he bore Isaac, the ten (’śrh) [generations]” (Q  –). The number
“ten” refers to the number of generations which lived before and after the
Flood, and this mention serve as a general introduction for the overview.
This is followed by a report on the birth of Isaac (Q  ). This event
marks the beginning of the next series of ten generations. Accordingly,
it is to be supposed that the first and second periods were the ten plus
ten generations from Adam to Abraham, the Flood being the divider
between them.The surviving fragments concern episodes that fall within
these two periods.

The second paragraph (Q  –) begins with a “pesher onAzazel
and the angels.”This is the beginning of the concrete examples for the his-
torical scheme.The events of antediluvian mankind’s history are referred
to according to the Enochic tradition ( En. –) with mention of the
giants and their fathers, the fallen angels. The author of the pesher in
Q identifies the leader of the angels with Azazel.42

Fragments – and – concern episodes from the life of Abraham.
The author clearly follows the biblical sequence of the episodes as they

40 On the idea that the working of heavenly luminaries is predetermined by God,
see QHa (QHª) I: and CD :.  En. – gives a description of a perfectly regular
functioning of the natural phenomena according to eternal rules which were determined
by God in the act of creation.

41 Dan :– writes about a final period determined in seventy year-weeks. The
idea that history is a consequent series of determined periods is clearly worded in
QpHabVII:.The underlying idea on determined periods (or generations, year-weeks)
in human history is quite general in Qumran writings, see e.g. CD : and passim;
QS I: and passim; QHa I: and passim; and ancient Jewish apocalypses like  En.
– (Animal Apocalypse) and  En. :– (Apocalypse of Weeks).

42 The passage reflects a good acknowledgement of the traditions related in Enoch
(the Aramaic text of which has remained inQumran fragments).The author of the pesher
combines two traditions, that of  En. – and  En. :– when giving the name Azazel
to the leader of the angels. According to  En. – the leader of the angels who went to
earth, begot children with women, and taught humans to sorcery was Shemi .hazah. The
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are narrated in Gen –. Biblical events referred to in Q are
possibly to be identified with the sin of the angels (Q  –), the
change of Abraham’s name (Q – i –), the visit of the three
angels to Abraham (Q – ii –), and the destruction of Sodom
and Gomorrah (Q – ii –). The mention of Mount Zion (–
ii –) preceding the angels’ visit to Abraham (cf. Gen ) may have to
do with Gen :–, where Abraham is promised the land that was
not chosen by Lot. That would also account for the mention of Lot in
this context (Q – ii ) and for the fact that the story about the
destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah follows it directly. All these events
took place before the birth of Isaac, which marks the beginning of the
second series of ten generations.43

Fragments – cannot be interpreted in the context of our theme.Cer-
tainly, interpretation was going on in reference to later ages. Unfortu-
nately, there is no material to reconstruct the scope and chronology of
the overview, which is seemingly built upon the opposition of the sinner
and the righteous. The special connection of human groups (the righ-
teous and the sinner) with the land is referred to in the two citations in
the text.44

Q is a work separate from Q, having a distinct subject matter
and literary form.The opening words of the text speak about the opposi-
tion of the ya .had and the sinners whose activity began with the sin of the
Watchers, who brought uncleanness to the earth. Sin will be active in his-
tory until its end. Sins in the world will call up divine punishments: “ . . .
severe diseases in their flesh, according to the mighty deeds of God and
corresponding to the sinners’ wickedness, according to their uncleanness
caused by the council of the sons of h[eaven] and earth, as a wicked asso-
ciation until the end” (Q  –). The opposite of the sinners is the
gathering of the righteous, “a holy congregation, destined for eternal life
and in the lot with His holy ones” (Q  –).

The detailed interpretation of the first period of ten generations, from
the beginning until the generation of Isaac, is to be read on frg. :

list of the leaders of tenmentions Asael. According to  En. :– Azazel (who is not said
here to be an angel) is the originator of various sins among men and women. The above
data suggest a dual leadership of the rebel angels.

43 See Dimant, “The ‘Pesher on the Periods’ (Q and Q),” –; eadem,
“Ages of Creation,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls :–.

44 Two biblical references are made, unfortunately both are fragmentary: “that is
wr]itten concerning the ear[th” (Q – ), and “th]at is written concerning Pha-
raoh[” (Q – ).
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“[Abraham until he sir]ed Isaac, [ten generations” (Q  ). The
detailed interpretation begins with the antediluvian age, the activity of
the fallen angels whose leader is again identified here with Azazel: “[The
prophetic interpretation concerningAzazel and the angels whowent in to
the daughters] ofman, so that [they] boremightyme[n] to them” (Q
 ; cf. Gen :). The period of Azazel and the angels is determined in
seventy year-weeks (Q  ).45This is equal to  years. Tallying this
data with the biblical chronology (the data that Noahwas  years old at
the beginning of the Flood, cf. Gen :), one can conclude that the fallen
angels came to the earth in the th year of Noah’s lifetime.46 Azazel’s
realm is with “those who love deceit (#wlh) and possess guilt” (Q
 ). Unfortunately, the rest of the text was lost, and further periods
and historical chronology are not known. The text must have contained
a detailed interpretation on at least two periods, that of antediluvian
mankind and the period from the Flood until the generation of Isaac.
Opposition of the sinner and the righteous is highlighted in the text.
Furthermore, deeds of the sinner are mentioned as historical examples,
with a chronology in generations and jubilees.

Q and Q are two separate works, each possessing a distinct
system of periodization and chronology. In Q, a chronology based
on generations is used, and the history ofmankind is divided into periods
according to generations. Two of these periods are known: the ten gen-
erations before the Flood and the ten generations following the Flood
until Abraham. The following part of the work is not known (but it is

45 It is to be noted that both Q and Q understand the generation of Isaac
(and not his birth) as a marker of the fulfilment and a new era. This phenomenon
may have related to the astrological view rather common in the era, that human life is
determined with generation. Qumran physiognomic texts (Q; Q) reflect the
belief that the character of a person’s “spirit” is determined, and it can be recognized on
the basis of the person’s physical characteristics. Q links physiognomywith astrology.
On the questions of Qumran physiognomy and astrology, see M. Popovic, “Reading
the Human Body and Writing in Code: Physiognomic Divination and Astrology in the
Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Flores Florentino: Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Early Jewish Studies
in Honour of Florentino García Martínez (ed. A. Hilhorst, É. Puech, and E. Tigchelaar;
JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), –; idem, “QZodiacal Physiognomy (Q) and
Physiognomics and Astrology in Second Temple Period Judaism,”Henoch  (): –
.

46 TheGenesis Apocryphon seemingly follows a different chronology when recounting
Lamech’s anxiety about the origin of the pregnancy of his wife Batenosh. Lamech is
worried that his wife (who is about to give birth to Noah) had conceived by one of
the Watchers. Thus the Watchers’ coming to earth (described in  En. –) would have
preceded Noah’s birth.
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to be supposed that the series of generic computation continued). The
borders of historical periods are determined by the generations.The text
speaks of a history preordained, a history written on heavenly tablets.
This idea is not comprehensible without the Enochic tradition, where
heavenly tablets are mentioned several times. According to one of the
ideas in Enochic tradition, history is written on heavenly tablets, and
Enoch controls them. In the other tradition, Enoch is visualized as sit-
ting in heaven and writing history on heavenly tablets.47 Q uses for
periodization the cycle of year-weeks (seven-year periods of sabbatical
years).This unit is known from the Bible and is used mainly in post-exile
works.48 Q, besides chronological periods, is acknowledged with a
periodization based on ethics, mentioning a period (or rather periods)
of sin, equal to an era of seventy year-weeks.

c.History in Enoch

The idea of preordained history is shaped in Enoch, the Aramaic text
of which was well known in Qumran.49 This collection contains, among
others, two historical overviews, both of them being part of the Qumran
Aramaic tradition. In  En. –, theAnimal Apocalypse, a short review
of human history is given, characterized and periodized with the help
of a system of symbols.50 Fragments of this part of the collection are to

47 F. García-Martínez, “TheHeavenly Tablets in the Book of Jubilees,” in Studies in the
Book of Jubilees (ed. M. Albani, J. Frey, and A. Lange; TSAJ ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck,
), –.

48 The system is known in Dan :–;  En. :–; :– (Apocalypse of
Weeks). The chronology of the book of Jubilees is built on a system of jubilees, cycles
of seven sabbatical years. On the system, see M.Weinfeld, “Sabbatical Year and Jubilee in
the Pentateuchal Laws and Their Ancient Near Eastern Background,” inThe Law in the
Bible and in Its Environment (ed. T. Veijola; Helsinki: Finnish Exegetical Society, ),
–.

49 This is true for chs. – (Book of the Watchers), and chs. – which belonged
to the core Enochic tradition formed by the middle of the second century b.c.e. The
Astronomical Book and the Book of Giants were also parts of this tradition (they have
not been retained by the translations). Chapters – are not represented in theQumran
manuscript tradition and probably were not known inQumran (theymight have resulted
from later additions to the work).

50 A commentary to the text is P.A. Tiller, A Commentary on the Animal Apocalypse of
IEnoch (SBLEJL ; Atlanta: Scholars Press, ). See also I. Fröhlich, “The Symbolical
Language of the Animal Apocalypse of Enoch (Enoch –),” RevQ  (): –
; eadem, “Time and Times and Half a Time”: Historical Consciousness in the Jewish
Literature of the Persian and Hellenistic Eras (JSPSup ; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, ), –.
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be found among the Aramaic Enoch fragments from Qumran (Q–
Q). The Enochic Animal Apocalypse uses earlier Enoch tradition
( En. –) as well as biblical, historical and prophetic tradition up
to the age of the Maccabean uprising. Human figures in the overview
are symbolized by animals. The symbols change in the course of the
narrative, and the appearance of a new symbol indicates the beginning
of a new period in human history.

. The first period (from Adam to the antediluvian era) is character-
ized by the symbol of the bull.The colour of the animal indicates the
character of the given human figure: white bulls and cows stand for
the elect (Adam, Eve), while people considered as sinners (Cain and
his descendants) are symbolized by black bulls and cows.The colour
red has a neutral significance; figures symbolized by this colour are
victims (Abel) or play no important role in the further narrative.

. With the story of the fallen angels (related according to the tradition
in  En. ), there is a change of symbols. The children born from
the union of women (symbolized by black cows) with the Watch-
ers (symbolized by stars) are wild animals ( En. :; :; :;
:). The elect (Noah, Shem, Abraham, and Isaac) are symbolized
by white bulls (with the exception of Noah, who is transformed into
a human being, cf.  En. :). The sinners (children of the Watch-
ers, identified with peoples foreign to Israel and other foreign peo-
ples descended from Ham and Abraham) are symbolized by wild
animals.

. The third historical period is characterized by the symbol of the
sheep.This period beginswith Jacob, father of twelve sons, ancestors
of the tribes of Israel.The elect are characterized by the colour white
and additionally by changes in their size and form. Moses appears
as a big ram who is transformed later into a human being ( En.
:). Samuel and Saul, too, are symbolized by rams ( En. :–
). David appears as a lamb growing into a ram. God is called the
Lord of the Sheep.Themost important figure of this period is Elijah.
According to  En. :, the Lord of the Sheep takes a ewe, Elijah,
up to Enoch, who lives in a tower (that is, in a heavenly sanctuary).
The end of this period is marked by Elijah.

. The figures of the fourth period are sheep and shepherds. Sheep
stand for the people of Israel, and seventy shepherds stand for their
rulers. The shepherds are commissioned by the Lord of the Sheep.
When they accomplish their work, they have to give an account of it
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to their followers. In heaven, Enoch bears witness to the shepherds’
work, and he will also be their witness “in the end of times,” when
they will be judged, together with the Watchers.

The fourth period, the activity of the seventy shepherds, is subdivided
again into four periods:

a. The rule of shepherds for twelve “hours,” the time of the Babylonian
captivity. The shepherds deliver the sheep to wild animals—that
is, to hostile peoples. The animals destroy “the house,” which is a
reference to the historical event of the destruction of the Temple of
Jerusalem ( b.c.e.), and the mark of the first sub-period ( En.
:–a).

b. The activity of further shepherds working for twenty-three “hours,”
the Persian period. In this epoch, “three are returning to the flock”
(a possible reference to Zerubbabel, Ezra, andNehemiah). Comple-
tion of “the house” (rebuilding of the Second Temple in ) marks
the end of the second sub-period ( En. :b–:).

c. The rule of further shepherds for twenty-three “hours,” domination
by the Greeks. During this time, wild animals keep on ravaging
the sheep. No historical events are referenced specifically and it is
unclear when the period ends ( En. :–).

d. The flock is tended (consecutively) by twelve shepherds during the
time between the Hellenistic religious reforms of Antiochus IV and
the final judgment. During this time, white lambs appear in the
flock and they begin to open the eyes of the other sheep, whichwere
blind until that time.51 Reference is made to the murder of the high
priest Onias III ( b.c.e.). The period ends with the events at the
beginning of the Maccabean revolt expressed in symbolic terms.
Some white lambs grow horns on their heads, then a white ram
appears with a large horn—the figure of Judas Maccabeus ( En.
:–).

The series of periods of human history are closed by a divine judgement
over theWatchers and the shepherds. A white bull appears and the sheep
change into white bulls and cows ( En. :–). According to the
views of the author(s) of the overview, human history is divided into dis-

51 On the symbolism, see J.C. VanderKam, “Open and Closed Eyes in the Animal
Apocalypse (Enoch –),” in The Idea of Biblical Interpretation: Essays in Honor of
James L. Kugel (ed. H. Najman and J.H. Newman; JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), –
.
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tinct periods and sub-periods. Periods are characterized by human activ-
ity that can be evaluated ethically. Symbols (figures and colours) are used
in the work to express this ethical evaluation. Sins referred to are viola-
tions of divine ethical commands (bloodshed, mixing of races and deliv-
ering the elect to destroyers). Unlike other surveys, the overview uses,
besides ethical evaluation, a chronological scheme with explicit numeri-
cal values. The four-part division (repeated in the fourth period) is char-
acteristic of the literary works of the Danielic collection, the redaction of
which might have been roughly contemporaneous with the Enochic sur-
vey.52This four-part division is combined with the symbolism of seventy,
epitomized in the description of the activity of the seventy shepherds,
which covered a period of seventy “hours.” This seventy-scheme is an
interpretation of Jeremiah’s prophecy of the seventy years of exile. The
image of the seventy shepherds shifts the emphasis to a more synchronic
or cosmic idea of the seventy nations and their heavenly counterparts.53
The overview is a political allegory where animals represent nations or
ethnic groups. The final transformation of animals back into white cat-
tle must be understood as the ultimate elimination of the separate iden-
tities of the different nations. Foreign nations originate from the sinful
relationship of the Watchers with earthly women. Thus, in the Enochic
conception of post-exilic imperialism, Israel is at the mercy of demonic
powers represented by rapacious animals assisted by bad shepherds.54

It seems that history is a recurring system.This system is expressed by
the appearance of the white bull following the divine judgement. With

52 On the Animal Apocalypse and Daniel, see Fröhlich, “Symbolical Language,” –
; J.R. Davila, “The Animal Apocalypse and Daniel,” in Enoch and Qumran Origins:
New Light on a Forgotten Connection (ed. G. Boccaccini; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ),
–.

53 A. Yarbro Collins, Cosmology and Eschatology in Jewish and Christian Apocalypti-
cism (JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), . Differently G.W.E. Nickelsburg, Enoch : A
Commentary on the Book of Enoch, Chapters –; – (Hermeneia; Minneapolis:
Fortress, ), . To be consulted: K. Klaus, “The Astral Laws as the Basis of Time,
Universal History, and the Eschatological Turn in theAstronomical Book and the Animal
Apocalypse of Enoch,” inThe Early Enoch Literature (ed. G. Boccaccini and J.J. Collins;
JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.

54 L.T. Stuckenbruck, “ ‘Reading the Present’ in the Animal Apocalypse (Enoch –
),” in Reading the Present in the Qumran Library: The Perception of the Contemporary
by Means of Scriptural Interpretations (ed. K. De Troyer and A. Lange; SBLSymS ;
Atlanta: SBL, ), –; P.A. Tiller, “Israel at the Mercy of Demonic Powers: An
Enochic Interpretation of Postexilic Imperialism,” in Conflicted Boundaries in Wisdom
andApocalypticism (ed. B.G.Wright III and L.M.Wills; SBLSymS ; Atlanta: SBL, ),
–.
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the appearance of the white bull, however, it is to be expected that the
renewal will bring a substantial change: the disappearance of sin.

Another overview, the Apocalypse of Weeks ( En. +), might
have been known in Qumran, too. No fragment of this part of the
Enochic collection is preserved in the Aramaic manuscript tradition
except for a fragmentary commentary written about it. Q is an
interpretation of theApocalypse ofWeeks from the Enochic collection—a
lengthy review of history in the guise of a prophecy based on the Enochic
periodization of history. Seven historical periods are presented in the
work. The periods themselves are not characterized in detail; the main
character of the period is given by the event occurring at the end of the
period.The seven historical periods are followed by three eschatological
ones and the whole history is concluded by a divine intervention and
final judgment.55 The apocalypse is composed of traditional materials,
but in its present form, it is a unified product of a single author, reflecting
his views and attitudes toward history. The Apocalypse concerns the
righteous community, especially the community of the end time.The idea
of “righteousness” (qšt’) is perhaps the key concept in the Apocalypse.
The naming of the group of the righteous is known only from the Greek
text of the work: hoi dikaioi, “the righteous.”56 It is Enoch, a prototype of
righteousness,who reads the history from a book.Thus, the “weeks” (i.e.,
the periods of human history) are the following:

. Primeval period concludes with the time of Enoch. This period is
generally characterized as a time of righteousness (:).

. The second period is that of “wickedness and deceit.” Sinful times
are divided by the Flood conceived as a first end, and the time of
iniquity after the flood (:).

. The third period is not well determined. At the end of the period
“a man shall be elected as the plant of righteous judgment, and
his posterity shall become the plant of righteousness for evermore.”
The third period is characterized by God choosing Abraham and
symbolized as the plant that engenders Israel (:).

55 Weeks – form a narrative on meta-history. On the structure of the work, see
M.E. Stone, “Apocalyptic Literature,” in JewishWritings of the SecondTemple Period: Apoc-
rypha, Pseudepigrapha, Qumran SectarianWritings, Philo, Josephus (ed. idem;CRINT.;
Assen:VanGorcum, ), –, esp. . History narrated in theAnimal Apocalypse
( En. –) is also periodized with the help of the symbols used for human characters
in the overview, see Fröhlich, “Symbolic Language,” –.

56 Cf. QS III:,  (bny .sdq).
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. The main characteristic of period four is that “visions of the holy
and righteous shall be seen” at its end. The period concludes by the
giving of the Law following the exodus (:).

. At the end of the fifth period, “the house of glory and dominion
shall be built for ever.” This period is characterized by the building
of the Solomonic temple (:).

. Period six is characterized generally by sins resulting in blindness.
Only one positive event breaks with the general character of the
period: “and in it aman shall ascend” (a reference to the ascension to
heaven of the prophet Elijah, cf. Kgs :).Theperiod is concluded
by a divine punishment, the burning of the Temple, followed by the
exile (:).

. Period seven is the longest and describes the rising of “an apos-
tate generation.” At the end of the period, the righteous elect will
be elected as an “eternal plant of righteousness, to receive sevenfold
instruction concerning all His creation.”This period concludeswith
the author’s own time, when his community becomes the recip-
ient of “sevenfold wisdom and knowledge.” No mention is made
either of the rebuilding of the temple or of Zerubbabel (:–;
:).

. The eighth week will be characterized by righteousness, and “a
righteous judgement may be executed on the oppressors”—that is,
“sinners shall be delivered into the hands of the righteous,” and
“they shall acquire houses through their righteousness” (:–
).

. In the ninth week, the righteous judgement is revealed to the whole
world. This means the extermination of sin, and “all the works of
the godless shall vanish from all the earth” (:b).

. The tenth week is divided into seven parts, and at the end of the
seventh part, “there shall be the great eternal judgement.” This will
be the time of the final judgement of the Watchers when God “will
execute vengeance amongst the angels.” Simultaneously, it will be
the time of the renewal of heaven and earth. The heavenly bodies
will give sevenfold lights, and sin will cease (:–).

The commentary in QPesher on the Apocalypse of Weeks (Q)
concerns the events ofweeks five and six (line ). Periods are prearranged,
and “en]graved [in the heavenly tablets]” (line ). Periods five and six are
contrasting periods, the foregoing being the era of the temple building of
Solomon (line ), the subsequent one that of the exile of the last Judean
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king Zedekiah (line ). The mention of the sons of Levi and the Kittim
(lines –) might refer to a later period that cannot be identified with
certainty.

d. Chronologies and Lists

Q is a biblical chronology patterned according the “chronology of
the generations of the righteous.”The text is fragmentary; the only known
mark of its putative era is that of Isaac’s generation at Abraham’s age of
, the mark between the first and second period (frgs.  and ).

The periodization is seemingly made on an ethical basis, combined
with a periodization by generations, following biblical tradition. A re-
markable point in the text is the counting of the new generation begin-
ning with Isaac. According to Gen :, “Abraham was a hundred years
old when his son Isaac was born to him.” The temporal aspect of the
promise given to Abraham about the birth of a son is indefinite.57 The
mention of Abraham’s  years of age as the time of the beginning of the
period of Isaac in Q means that the author antedated Isaac’s gener-
ation about one year—that is, he counted Isaac’s lifetime either from the
promise (supposed to be about one year before his birth) or his concep-
tion (nine months before birth, which is not a full year).58

Q is a list of “false prophets” (line ), according to the chronology
of biblical tradition.59 Nothing but names are mentioned in the list—
names of prophets who mislead their contemporaries when giving false
interpretation of the divine word.

57 According to Gen : “Then one said, ‘I will surely return to you in due season,
and your wife Sarah shall have a son,’ ” thus, the time of the angels’ visit preceded Isaac’s
birth at least by nine months.

58 The same concept is to be found in Q  – which mentions a period of ten
generations after Noah, from Shem to Abraham, until the time “when he begot Isaac.”
Similarly, the dividing line between the two periods of the life of Abraham is the begetting
of Isaac in Q; the text of II:– refers to events preceding the begetting of Isaac (the
last event mentioned here is the promise of the land to Abraham and his descendants),
while the subsequent paragraph (II:–III end) refers to Abraham as to the father of Isaac
(the scene of the Aqedah, the willingness of Abraham to sacrifice his son).

59 The four prophets at the end of the list are all known as the enemies of Jeremiah.
Ahab and Zedekiah from Judah were accused by Jeremiah of false prophesying and
adultery (Jer :–). Shemaiah from Babylonia prophesied a near end of the exile
(Jer :–). Jeremiah’s main enemy, Hananiah, uttered prophecies against those of
Jeremiah. His prophecies remained unfulfilled and the prophet himself died the next year
(Jer ).
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 Balaam [son of] Beor;
 [The] old man from Bethel;
 [Zede]kiah son of Che[na]anah;
 [Aha]b son of K[ol]aiah;
 [Zede]kiah son of Ma[a]seiah;
 [Shemaiah the Ne]helamite;
 [Hananiah son of Az]zur;
 [Yohanan son of Sim]on.60

The activity of some of these prophets is documented from biblical tra-
dition.61 Their prophecies did not come true; consequently, their words
were not inspired by God. They were not the transmitters of the divine
word though they styled themselves as prophets.The list of the prophets
begins with Balaam, the false prophet par excellence, and continues with
names from consequent periods. It is obvious that the list of sinners (the
false prophets) serves to demonstrate the activity of the wicked in a cer-
tain period.The chronology of the prophets extends from the age of wan-
dering in the wilderness (according to biblical chronology) to the Mac-
cabean era, ending with Yohanan son of Simon, ancestor of the Mac-
cabean dynasty. Putting his name on the list means a critique by the com-
piler of the list against the Hasmonean regime.

60 The reconstruction and transcription of line  is debated. Immediately after publica-
tion, Alexander Rofé and ElishaQimron independently suggested that the line be supple-
mented to read “[Yohanan ben Sim]eon” the Hebrew name for John Hyrcanus, the Has-
monean prince who ruled – b.c.e. See E. Qimron, “On the List of False Prophets
from Qumran,” Tarbiz  (): – (Hebrew); A. Rofé, “A List of False Prophets
from Qumran: Two Riddles and their Solution,” Haaretz April ,  (Hebrew). This
suggestion is taken into consideration byM. Broshi andA. Yardeni, “On netinim andFalse
Prophets,” in Solving Riddles and Untying Knots: Biblical, Epigraphic, and Semitic Studies
in Honor of Jonas C. Greenfield (ed. Z. Zevit, S. Gitin, and M. Sokoloff; Winona Lake:
Eisenbrauns, ), – (–). Other contributions to the understanding of this text
include A. Shemesh, “A Note on Q ‘List of False Prophets,’ ” RevQ  (): –
; K. Beyer, Die aramäischen Texte vom Toten Meer: samt den Inschriften aus Palästina,
dem Testament Levis aus der Kairoer Genisa, der Fastenrolle und den alten talmudischen
Zitaten: Aramaistische Einleitung, Text, Übersetzung, Deutung, Grammatik/Wörterbuch,
deutsch-aramäischeWortliste, Register ( vols. and Ergänzungsband; Göttingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht, //), :.

61 On Balaam, son of Beor, see Num –; “the old man from Bethel” is to be
identified with a nameless prophet from Bethel mentioned in Kgs :–; Zedekiah
son of Chenaanah was a prophet who promised Ahab victory against the Arameans at
Ramoth-gilead (cf. Kgs :–; Chr :–); Ahab ben Kolaiah and Zedekiah the
son of Maaseiah, were condemned by Jeremiah for their false prophecies (Jer :–).
Shemaiah the Nehelamite was a false prophet in Babylon and contemporary of Jeremiah
(Jer :, –); Yohanan ben Shimon from the clan of Joarib was the grandfather of
Judas Maccabeus (Macc :; cf. : and Josephus, Ant. .).
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A parallel of the list is Q, a list of temple servants (netinim). None
of the names on the list can be identified with names known from other
sources. The last line of the fragment holds the names “Kawik” (?) and
“To[biah]” (line ), the latter being a possible reference to the Tobiad
family. Unfortunately, there are no further data to support this identifica-
tion. Although the negative attitude of rabbinic Judaism towards temple-
servantsmay not have been true for earlier ages,62 it can be supposed that
the list bears a kind of negative genealogy.63

Further names on the list are those of temple-servants (netinim), so
the text in itself is not a historic overview. Nevertheless, being a list of
sinners, it might have served as a basis for such a work, and perhaps it
was compiled with such a purpose, serving as the preliminary work (an
aide memoire or a reference) towards the composition of an overview or
a detailed narrative.

e. Eschatological Texts

QMelch (Q) is an eschatological work dealing with the end of
history, the (pre-ordained) time of “the final days” (’ .hryt hymym)64 and
“the Day of Atonement (ywm hkpwrym) at the end of the tenth jubilee,”65
in which atonement shall be made “for all the sons of [light and for] the
men [of] the lot (gwrl) of Mel[chi]zedek” (II:–). Their opposite, the
sinners, are mentioned as belonging to Belial’s lot (gwrl). The nature of
their sins is not specified; neither is the role they played during the course
of previous human history.

Thus, the text concentrates on the end of history. Events preceding
the final judgement are not known. The only system revealed in human
history is a chronological one, that of the jubilees, a system for which
the book of Jubilees—a work very well known in Qumran66—provides

62 On temple-servants, see B.A. Levine, “The Netînîm,” JBL  (): –;
idem, “Later Sources on the Netinim,” in Orient and Occident: Essays Presented to Cyrus
H. Gordon on his Sixty-Fifth Birthday (ed. H.A. Hoffner; AOAT ; Kevelaer: Butzon &
Bercker, ), –; J.P. Weinberg, “Netînîm und ‘Söhne der Sklaven Salomos’ im
.–. Jh. v.u.Z.,” ZAW  (): –.

63 Broshi and Yardeni, “On netinim and False Prophets.”
64 The eschatological idea expressed in this term occurs  times in the scrolls, most

often in basic texts like CD :; :; QSa I:; QpHab II:; IX:.
65 Jubilees is an overview of fifty jubilees, the last one being that of the exodus from

Egypt and the lawgiving on Mount Sinai (Jub. :).
66 Fragments of the original Hebrew of the book were found in fourteen (possibly

fifteen) manuscripts, see J.C. VanderKam, “The Jubilees Fragments from Qumran Cave
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copious evidence.67 Jubilees gives an overview of a long historical period
(from the creation to the giving of the Law at Sinai) in jubilees—that is,
in chronological units of fourty-nine years (= jubilees), each of which
consists of seven “weeks of years.”68 QMelch mentions just one period
of ten jubilees, which is the last one, followed by the Day of Atonement
(II:–). Ten jubilees are equal to five hundred years.69 It is not known if
this is a period to be counted from the author’s time to the end, or if the
author expects a near eschatological end. In the latter case, the data relate
to his past,70 and considering the age of themanuscript (dated to the first
half of the first century c.e.),71 which might not be very far from that of
the composition of the work, one can suppose that the beginning of the
ten-jubilee periodwas thought to be the destruction of the Temple.Thus,
the end was expected around the beginning of the first century b.c.e.72

Ethical Impurities and Semiotization of the History

Looking over the texts treated here, one can conclude that they present
various attitudes to history and historical time. Periodization in the

,” inTheMadrid QumranCongress: Proceedings of the International Congress on the Dead
Sea Scrolls, Madrid – March,  (ed. J. Trebolle Barrera and L. VegasMontaner; 
vols.; STDJ .–; Leiden: Brill, ), :–, esp. .

67 The system of jubilee years is detailed in Lev :–. It was the end of the cycle
of seven sabbatical years (the fiftieth year) when liberty to Israelites who had become
enslaved for debt was given back, and land propriety was restored to families who had
been compelled to sell it out of economic need. The chronological system of the book of
Jubilees is based on a system of jubilees and year-weeks. QMelch II: cites Lev : on
jubilees, and II: cites Isa : on the proclamation of the end of a jubilee.

68 Besides chronological periodization there is a periodization with the help of literary
motifs, see Fröhlich, “Time and Times and Half a Time,” –.

69 The year of jubilee came at the end of the cycle of seven sabbatical years. Lev :–
 specifies it as the fiftieth year. There was also in biblical tradition a counting system
based on sabbatical years, of  and  year periods, see Dan :–.

70 The manuscript of QMelch can be dated paleographically to the middle of the
first century b.c.e. or slightly later.The work itself may have been written earlier, the end
of the second century b.c.e.

71 A.S. van der Woude, “Melchisedek als himmlische Erlösergestalt in den neugefun-
denen eschatologischen Midraschim aus Qumran Höhle XI,” OtSt  (): –,
esp. .

72 A system identical with that of Dan . A remarkable parallel is the system of the
Damascus Document counting a period of  years beginning with  the end of which
was the beginning of the history of the “covenanters.”The number was, in all probability,
chosen consciously from one of the manuscript traditions of Ezek :. Based on these
countings the beginnings of the school were the beginning of the second century.
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works is made sometime on a chronological basis (years, generations,
weekdays), but more often on some other basis, especially on an ethical
qualification of the characters of historical times. The two systems—
the chronological and the ethical one—may be combined among them.
Ethical qualification of the erasmeans an opposition of the sinner and the
righteous. The righteous are characterised by the keeping of the Mosaic
Law. No specific virtues are mentioned in the texts. Contrary to this, sins
are always appraised. Sins referred to in the historical surveys may be
placed in three categories.The first is cultic sin (including false prophecy
and improper religious practice labeled as walking in “erring spirit”).The
second sin is bloodshed. The third category comprises various kinds of
sexual sins. These sins have a special place in the religious worldview of
the Deuteronomic legislation. They are sins which pollute the land.
Polluting the Sacred—the presence of unclean objects in the sanctuary

and inappropriate cult practices make the sanctuary impure. Priests are
not to come into contact with anything impure in order not to bring
impurity into the sanctuary.73 Priests, priestly households and Israelites
are not to contaminate sacrificial meat and other offerings.74 If they do,
they are liable to the kārēt or “cutting-off” penalty.75 Non-legislative
literature gives several examples for the view that illicit forms of the cult
were considered as polluting the sacred.76
Sexual sins are usually described as “fornication” (zĕnût).Zĕnûtmeans

the violation of any of the prohibitions concerning sexual relations—
in particular, those listed in Lev . These are incest, i.e., sexual rela-
tion between blood relatives and persons in the place of a blood rela-
tive such as a stepmother (vv. –), adultery (v. ), homosexual rela-
tions and prostitution (v. ) and bestiality (v. ). The basis for this

73 This is the rationale of the law prohibiting the priests to contact death impurity,
see Lev :– (prescriptions for priests), and Lev :– (prescriptions for the high
priest). Legal texts do not mention, but it is obvious, that contact with other impurities
like blood was also forbidden. See e.g. Luke :–, the parable of the Good Samaritan
where the priest and the Levite making for a service in the Temple of Jerusalem avoid
even the sight of the bleeding man who lies by the roadside.

74 Lev :–; :–; Num :, ; Lev :–; :–; Num :, .
75 The punishment of kārēt (noun from the verb krt “to cut off”) means not only the

death of the sinner, but also the discontinuance of his progeny.
76 During Josiah’s cultic reform objects considered as improper to the cult were

eliminated from the temple, and defiled, and after that the sanctuarywas ritually cleansed,
see Kgs :, , , . Prolonged illicit cult practice—Canaanite cults and “Jeroboam’s
sin,” theNorthern formofYahwism—were interpreted as causes of the fall of the kingdom
in  b.c.e., and cause of the exile of the Northern tribes (cf. Kgs :–).
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biblical view is the sum of biblical laws concerning sexuality. Accord-
ing to Lev , sexual sins pollute persons (vv. , , , ) and the
land (vv. , , ). Polluting the land results in expulsion from it
(vv. , ) and kārēt or “cutting-off” for the people (v. ). Overlap-
ping with permitted impurities is the case of intercourse with a menstru-
ant (v. ).77 This sexual relationship is forbidden with a penalty of kārēt
attached.78
Bloodshed and homicide ( .hamās) mean shedding innocent blood. In-

stitutional forms of bloodshed, like war or blood feud, do not fall into
this category.79 Yet, any corpse, including any that results from homicide,
pollutes persons and objects for seven days.80 According to the priestly
legislation, homicide brings pollution on the land whether the killing
was intentional or unintentional.81 The death of the murderer removes
the pollution.82 The rite described in Deut :– serves to remove
the pollution of the earth caused by a murder in which the culprit is
not known. The polluted earth becomes barren; the land is said not to
produce well for Cain because of Abel’s murder.83The corpse of a hanged
person left on the tree for the night also defiles the land.84
Idolatry and magic (considered often as zĕnût) mean further ethi-

cal impurities. Offering a child to Molek pollutes the sanctuary.85 The
offender is to be put to death by stoning. A divine punishment to the
person for the same sin is the kārēt (“cutting-off”). Consulting the dead,
an idolatrous act, also defiles a person.86Non-P literature generally attests

77 Also Lev :; cf. Lev :.
78 A special case in Deuteronomy is the prohibition of the re-marriage with a divorced

wife after her secondmarriage.The woman is considered as impure for her first husband;
should she marry him, the land would be defiled (Deut :–; cf. Jer :–).

79 This impurity is distinct from that of corpse contamination. Corpse contamination
arises from the state of the corpse itself; homicide pollution arises from an illicit act of
killing.

80 Cf. Num :–.
81 Num :–.
82 Num :, –, ; cf. Gen :–. In the case of manslaughter, the slayer must

reside in a city of refuge until the death of the high priest. The priest’s death apparently
purges the pollution (Num :, , –, , ).

83 Gen :–; Sam :–; Hos :–; Ps :.
84 This prohibition occurs only in Deut :–. Notwithstanding this it was consid-

ered in everyday practice, and this was the reason for asking for Jesus’ body from Pilate
and burying it before night, see Mark :–; Matt :–; Luke :–; John
:– (the last two sources explain the practice with the beginning of the Shabbat).

85 Lev :–.
86 Lev :; :.
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that idols were considered as impure and polluting for the devotees,87 the
sanctuary88 and the land.89 Deuteronomy places idolatrous implements
under .hērem (“extreme dedication”) status. This is why the Israelite con-
querors of Canaan are to destroy the implements (Deut :, ).

Moral impurities have special consequences concerning the relation of
the sinner and the land.The redactor of theHoliness Code considered the
territory of Canaan not only a “promised land”—a land that the chosen
people will inherit as a result of a divine promise—but also as holy, and as
such, bound by certain obligations related to holy things. Other parts of
the legal literature of the Bible also reflect a similar attitude to these sins.
The observance of special laws means a prerequisite of the maintenance
of the purity of people and the land, as well as a precondition for the
survival of human beings on the land.

In summary, ethical impurities are generally considered in the bib-
lical view as polluting the person and the land on which the sin was
committed. The punishment of the ethical impurities in the legislative
parts of the Bible is kārēt, annihilation of the sinner and his offspring.
In non-legislative texts, punishment for sinful impurity is often exile or
other destruction.90 This punishment serves as a means of rectification
and purification. Another consequencemay be agricultural failure.91The
people’s repentance and their restoration from exile may be discussed in
terms of purification.92

Ethical impurities have an important and constant element: their rela-
tion to the land.93 It is a general anthropologic phenomenon that peo-

87 Josh :; Jer :; Ezek :, , , ; :–; :, –, , ; :, , ;
:; Ps :–; cf. Gen :; Hos :–; :.

88 Jer :; :; Ezek :; :–; Chr :.
89 Jer :–; Ezek :–; cf. Jer : of Jerusalem.
90 Cf. Isa :–; Ezek :; :–, , ; :–; :–; Mic :; cf. Ezra

:.
91 Cf. Gen :; Isa :–; Jer :.
92 Cf. Jer :–; Ezek :–; :–.
93 The relation of any people to the land they live on is a basic anthropological concept.

This relation is regulated in human cultures by special rules and prescriptions. Human
groups were thought to be enabled to live on the land only by keeping these rules. On the
biblical concept of the land and rules enabling people to live on it, see W.D. Davies,The
Territorial Dimension of Judaism (Berkeley: University of California Press, ), –
 (“Reflections on the Doctrine of The Land”); G. Strecker, ed., Das Land Israel in
biblischer Zeit: Jerusalem-Symposium  der Hebräischen Universität und der Georg-
August-Universität (GTA ; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, ); B. Halpern-
Amaru, Rewriting the Bible: Land and Covenant in Post-Biblical Jewish Literature (Valley
Forge: Trinity, ); W.D. Davies,TheGospel and the Land: Early Christianity and Jewish
Territorial Doctrine (Berkeley: University of California Press, ).
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ple living in a country have a special relation with the land they live on,
and they formulate their right to the land in cosmic and legal terms.The
idea of the relation of certain sins with the rule over the land is very well
known in the historiographies of several ancient Near Eastern cultures.94
The Old Babylonian Chronicle (the so-calledWeidner Chronicle) relates
the history of several Old Babylonian dynasties one after another, giving
with it an evaluation of the rule of each king and dynasty.95 The events
that happened under various kings are evaluated from the point of view
of the Esagila, the temple of the god Marduk in Babylon. The destiny of
the dynasties is determined by the relation of their kings to the cult of
Marduk. The kings—with rare exceptions—commit some cultic sin dur-
ing their rule: they confiscate the fish caught for a sacrifice for Marduk,
eat the fish prepared for the offering or fail to perform the ritual sacri-
fice for the god. Another type of sin mentioned in the account is blood-
shed. According to the chronicle, “Naramsin destroyed the creatures of
Babili.” Ritual sin or bloodshed in each case calls for punishment, which
is the attack of foreign hordes and/or the fall of the dynasty.TheWeidner
Chronicle, actually a Fürstenspiegel, a literary letter written by one Baby-
lonian king to another “aiming to warn the reader to take care to provide
for the Esagil cult, lest he suffer the fate of former rulers whowere not so
careful. . . . The emphasis is on maintaining ritual performance in order
to insure the throne.”96The aim of its author was describing the past and
showing regularities in it. The text is the clearest example for the idea of
the semiotization of history in the name of ethics.97 The underlying idea
is that history consists of a series of similar periods, and each period ends
with a fall caused by ritual sin or bloodshed.

This principle seems to be a constant element inMesopotamian histo-
riography. The Cyrus Cylinder, issued by the Persian ruler Cyrus after
the capture of Babylon in , also mentions cultic sins and blood-
shed as causes of the fall of the last Babylonian king. Nabonid “removed
the images of the gods from their thrones and had copies put in their

94 On Mesopotamian Historiography, see Finkelstein, “Mesopotamian Historiogra-
phy.”

95 For the full text and Sitz im Leben of the chronicle, see B.T. Arnold, “The Weidner
Chronicle and the Idea of History in Israel and Mesopotamia,” in Faith, Tradition, and
History: Old Testament Historiography in Its Near Eastern Context (ed. A.R. Millard,
J.K. Hoffmeier, and D.W. Baker; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, ), –.

96 Ibid., .
97 Expression of Jan Assmann, see the chapter with the identical title “Semiotisierung

im Zeichen von Strafe und Rettung” in his Das kulturelle Gedächtnis, –.
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places,” “introduced improper cults in the city ofUr and other holy cities,”
“failed to supply the holy cities with necessary things” and made Baby-
lon’s inhabitants suffer. These were the reasons why Marduk left the city
and gave Babylon’s kingdom to Cyrus, King of Ansan. (Of course, the text
was composed by Babylonian priests, adherents of Cyrus.)

Hittite historiography is characterized by the same principles, albeit in
a somewhat different form.98 In a work known asMurshili’s Prayers, the
country is afflicted with pestilence, drought and famine.The ill fate is due
to divine punishment. The king asks for an oracle concerning its cause,
which turns out to be a sin committed against the gods. This is followed
by expiation: a huge sacrifice, the public confession of the sin and praise
for the offended deity.

The Egyptian Demotic Chronicle, written in the third century b.c.e.,
relates the history of the twenty-eighth to thirtieth dynasties. Accord-
ing to the chronicle, the reason why a king loses his throne to another is
always the sin he has committed. Chinese historiography institutional-
ized this principle. In China, the new king had to write down the history
of his predecessors and to prove that the predecessor had forfeited the
support of the gods.99

Biblical Historiography and Qumran Pesharim

As to biblical historiography, themost common example of this principle
is the justification of the fall of the northern kingdom Israel in  b.c.e.
in Kgs . The chronicle attributes the fall of the northern kingdom
to a steady-state cultic impurity resulting from “Jeroboam’s sin” (i.e., the
northern form of the cult of Yahweh, considered by the chronicler as
illicit).100 This sin was committed by each of the Israelite kings (even
by Jehu, the devotee par excellence of Yahweh) (Kgs :–). The
same principle is present in the historical narratives on the first kings.
Saul’s story comprises a series of narrative elements relating to his cultic
offences and bloodshed. David’s three sons commit ethical sins of a
sexual character and will be disinherited (the rape of Tamar by Amnon,

98 See the seminal article of H. Güterbock, “Die historische Tradition und ihre lit-
erarische Gestaltung bei Babyloniern und Hethitern bis ,” ZA  (): –; 
(): –.

99 Assmann, Das kulturelle Gedächtnis, .
100 On Jeroboam’s figure as a “bad king” in Deuteronomistic historiography, see Evans,

“Naram-Sin and Jeroboam.”
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Absalom lying with his father’s concubines, and Adonijah asking for his
father’s concubine as a wife).101

Historical outlines from Qumran continue this tradition. They inter-
pret historical tradition in the name of ethics, highlighting events and
periods characterized by the above types of sins and glorifying people
known from biblical tradition as righteous for not committing these
sins.

If one considers the pesharim in the light of the results presented
above, one might have more insight into the intellectual background
of these very distinctive writings. The pesharim cite prophetic writings
(and not historical narratives!) verse by verse, and “translate” the text,
identifying its textual elements one by one with persons and events
of a later age. It is generally known that the interpretations relate to
the events and persons of the age of the author of the interpretation.
However, the interpretation represents again a kind of coded language
where nicknames are used for real persons and events. These nicknames
are inmost cases typological names originating froma common tradition
(and almost never from the texts commented upon) and attributed with
a collective sense. The prophetic text often becomes a pretext for the
author of the commentary, which secedes from the text commented
upon. Accordingly, the commentary read alone has its own meaning,
referring to various events in the history of the community. The author’s
attitude to history—and, accordingly, the reason for the commentary—
is that the prophet’s world relates not only to his own time, but also to
a remote era which is identical with the present of the author of the
commentary.According to this, the figures and personsmentioned in the
prophecy are to be identified with those of the author of the commentary.
Thus, the events referred to in the coded text are fulfilled prophecies, and
this fact assigns to the events a much greater significance.

Although the names cover real historical persons (sometimes, having
a collective meaning, they can refer to several persons), we do not make
here any attempt to identify any of these names with historical persons.
What we intend to examine here are the types of events mentioned in
these sources and the opinion of the authors about their significance,
their role in the course of the process of human history, the reason why
even these events were mentioned, and the reason why others were not.
Pesharim refer continuously to the history of the community in a coded

101 Sam ; :–; Kgs :–, respectively.



 ida fröhlich

way.They usually present a situation where the wicked and the righteous
are opposed. The following are sins of the wicked:

“Cultic offences” were religious practices considered illicit, expressed
in terms such as erring, lies, false teachings, lack of knowledge, as well as
symbolical names like “the Liar” ("yš hkzb), “the Scoffer” ("yš hl.swn, "nšy
hl.swn), “the Spreader of Lies, who deceived many” (QpHab X:).102The
designations of the Pharisees as “Seekers after Smooth Things” (dwršy
h .hlqwt) refer to their halakhah, considered erroneous (QpNah [Q]
– i ).103 For a similar reason, they are also called “the misleaders of
Ephraim” (QpNah – ii ).104TheWicked Priest (khn hrš#) “forgot God
who had f[ed them,] His ordinances they cast behind them, which He
had sent to them [by the hand of] His servants the prophets” (QpHos
[Q] II:–). “The priests of Jeru]s[al]em which went astray”
(QpMic [Q]  ). The atrocity of the Evil Priest against the Righ-
teous Teacher, when he tried to force his ideas on the Teacher and his
community and wanted to cause them stumbling (lkšylm) (QpHab XI:
–), can again be labeled as a “cultic sin.”

A more literal cultic offence is the sin of the Wicked Priest who
“committed his abhorrent deeds, defiling the Temple of God” (QpHab
XII:–).

Violence was committed when “the Young Lion of Wrath” hanged
people alive (QpNah – i –). Ephraim, the city of the Seekers after
Smooth Things, whose sins are lies, deceit and looting, is called “city of
bloodshed” (Nah :; QpNah – ii –). The Hasmoneans are men-
tioned as theWicked Dynasty (byt ’šm[tm]) who called in the Kittim, the
enemy ravaging the land (QpHab IV:–). They are guilty of “build-
ing a worthless city by bloodshed (dmym) and forming a community by
lies (šqr)” (QpHab X:).105 The oppression of the holy people is often
mentioned in other places in the pesharim.106

102 “The Scoffer” is based on Isa :; “the assembly of the Scoffers (#dt "nšy hl.swn)
who are in Jerusalem” (QpIsab [Q] II:).

103 The name originates from Isa : .halāqôt “smooth things.”
104 They “mislead many (yt#w rbym) by their false teaching, and their lying tongue

and their wily lip; kings, princes, priests, and populace together with the resident alien”
(QpNah – ii –).

105 The Wicked Priest had a reputation for reliability at the beginning of his term of
service but later on, when he became ruler over Israel, “he became proud and forsook
God and betrayed the commandments for the sake of riches” (QpHab VIII:–).

106 The oppressors are theMan of the Lie who turned against the elect (QpPsa [Q]
– iv ), and “the wicked princes who oppress his holy people, who will perish like
smoke that is lost in the wind” (QpPsa – iii –).
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A new element among the sins is looting, the collecting of “ill-gotten
riches from the plunder of the people” by the “later priests in Jerusalem”
(QpHab IX:). The looting of the Wicked Priest (although he collected
the goods of the sinners) and his other deeds are characterized as “impu-
rity” (kwl ndt .tm"h) (QpHabVIII:–).TheEvil Priest “stole the assets
of the poor” in Judah (QpHabXII:–).This sin recalls the second item
of the list called the “three traps of Belial” mentioned in CD :– oth-
erwise known from a fragment of the pesharim as the “traps of Belial”
(p .hy bly#l) (QpPsa [Q] – ii –) which the “Community of the
Poor” will escape. The “traps of Belial” mean fornication (znwt), wealth
(hwn) and defiling the sanctuary (.tm’ hmqdš) (CD :–). Looting and
gathering of riches by force is a specific form of the sin of violence ( .hms)
considered by Essenes as leading to destruction.

The Righteous

The righteous are mentioned in the pesharim as “those who obey the Law
among the Jews” (QpHab VIII:–). They are those who observe the
Law correctly “in the House of Judah” in every situation. They are the
“loyal ones, obedient to the Law, whose hands will not cease from loyal
service even when the Last Days seem long to them” (QpHab VII:–
). Righteous “have not let their eyes lead them into fornication during
the time of wickedness” (QpHab V:–).

The righteous are characterized by the authentic interpretation of the
Law, in a special way. Authentic interpretation of the Law by the (Righ-
teous) Priest is interpretation that he received from “the Priest in whose
[heart] God has put [the abil]ity to explain all the words of his servants
the prophets, through [whom] God has foretold everything that is to
come upon his people and [his] com[munity]” (QpHab II:–); “the
Teacher of Righteousness to whom God made known all the mysteri-
ous revelations of his servants the prophets” (QpHab VII:–). Thus,
the prophetic revelations are valid for the history of later generations,
according to the Essenes’ concept of historical time.

Periodization and Endtime

History in the pesharim is a continuous time divided in periods. The
periods are determined by God; their coming end is a divine secret. “All
the times fixed by God will come about in due course as He ordained
that they should by his inscrutable insight” (QpHab VII:–). The
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sins of the wicked “will be doubled against them in the time which
precedes the judgment, ‘But the righteous man is rewarded with life
for his fidelity’ (Hab :b)” (QpHab VII:). Their proper religious
practice, their fidelity to the Righteous Teacher, and the authority of the
right practice are the basis of their rescue in the future, “whom God
will rescue from among those doomed to judgement, because of their
suffering and their loyalty to the Teacher of Righteousness” (QpHab
VIII:–).

Punishment and Reward

The evil deeds of “the misleaders of Ephraim” and their deceit “will be
revealed at the end of time to all Israel” (QpNah – iii ). The “sack
of the later priests of Jerusalem will be handed over to the army of
the Kittim”(QpHab IX:–). The wicked, together with the idolatrous
gentiles, will be exterminated from the land. “In the day of judgement,
God will exterminate all those who worship false gods, as well as the
wicked, from the earth” (QpHab XIII:–). “The wi[c]ked princes . . .
will perish like smoke that is los[t in the win]d” (QpPsa – iii –).
The wicked ones of Israel will be cut off and destroyed forever (QpPsa
– iii –).107

The Righteous will be rescued “from among those doomed to judge-
ment, because of their suffering and their loyalty to the Teacher of Righ-
teousness” (QpHabVIII:–). “The congregation of the PoorOnes” will
inherit the land (of Israel) (QpPsa – iii –). The “righteous ones”
will possess the land for thousand (generations) (QpPsa – iv –).
Similarly, QpPsb (Q) speaks of “those who] take possession of the
inheritance” when interpreting Ps  (QpPsb  ).

Conclusions

The views according towhich the history of the community is interpreted
in the pesharim are the same as in the narrative exegesis. Some notions
have slightly changed. For example, the idea of “cultic offence,” here
indicates a false interpretation of the Torah, and the religious observance
based on this halakhah.This cultic offence, together with bloodshed and

107 The interpretation is based on a Psalms verse (Ps :–) in which the ethical
principle of the possession of the land is formulated.
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looting, leads to disinheritence of the sinner. Narrative exegesis (related
immediately to the text) and pesharim, a coded history of the community
based on interpretations alienated from the text interpreted, explain the
fall of the sinners on the same basis as the ancient Near Eastern texts.
The basis on which historical facts and events are evaluated is an ethical
viewpoint; the overviews they give represent a “semiotization of the
history in the name of ethics.”108 This attitude manifests itself in both
forms of historical interpretation, the short overviews, and the explicit
interpretation of the pesharim. It is in line with the ancient Near Eastern
tradition of historical memory, trying to show the essential motives that
rule history—a schema meant to be effective in giving responses to
questions of later ages.

108 Assman, Das kulturelle Gedächtnis, –.





PROTECTION OF OWNERSHIP IN THE DEEDS OF SALE:
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. Introduction

Ownership is “the legal relation between a person (individual, group,
corporation, or government) and an object.”1 The deeds of sale record
the process of transmission of ownership from one contracting party to
another.

The transfer of ownership from the vendor to the buyer generally
has, in Aramaic deeds of sale, these phases: . declaration of the sale,
. payment receipt clause, . description of the property, . withdrawal
clause, . investiture clause, . guarantees, and . witnesses.2

Many aspects of the transmission of ownership and its protection
in the Aramaic and Hebrew deeds of sale in antiquity have already
been studied.3 The purpose of this study is to analyze the principles

* I am grateful to Prof. Sophie Démare-Lafont for reading this manuscript and for
helping me to improve the concept of my argumentation. I am entirely responsible for
possible errors in the article.This study is the result of a research activity which is part of
the grant project GAČR //P “Critical Analysis of the New Epigraphic Evidence
Related to the History of the Province of Samaria from the th Century bce to the st
century ce,” which has provided financial support for its editing.

1 TheNewEncyclopaedia Britannica:Micropaedia: Ready Reference (ed. R.P. Gwinn et
al.; th ed.; Chicago: Encyclopaedia Britannica, ), :.

2 Cf. also E. Cussini, “The Aramaic Law of Sale and the Cuneiform Legal Tradition”
(PhD. diss., The John Hopkins University, ), –.

3 I list some of the most important of these studies in chronological order: R. Yaron,
Introduction to the Law of the Aramaic Papyri (Oxford: Clarendon, ), –; Cussini,
“Aramaic Law of Sale”; H.M. Cotton and J.C. Greenfield, “Babatha’s Property and the Law
of Succession in the Babatha Archive,”ZPE  (): –; E. Cussini, “Transfer of
Property at Palmyra,” Aram  (): –; Y. Muffs, Studies in the Aramaic Legal
Papyri from Elephantine (HO ; Leiden: Brill, ); L.H. Schiffman, “Reflections on
the Deeds of Sale from the Judaean Desert in Light of Rabbinic Literature,” in Law in
the Documents of the Judaean Desert (ed. R. Katzoff and D. Schaps; JSJSup ; Leiden:
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of legal protections of ownership behind the terminological unity and
diversity in the deeds of sale discovered in the vicinity of the Dead
Sea in the light of documents discovered in other places. This effort is
enabled by the fact that all important corpora containing Aramaic and
Hebrew deeds of sale related to ancient Palestine are published. I ana-
lyze Aramaic, Hebrew, Nabataean, Greek and Syriac deeds of sale dis-
covered in Elephantine, Wadi Daliyeh, Na .hal .Hever, Wadi Murabba#at,
Dura Europos and belonging to the Seiyâl Collection in chronological
order.

I focus on the final stage of the process of the acquisition of ownership
by the buyer: the definition of the rights of the new owner (buyer) over
the acquired property in the investiture clause,4 and the description of the
duties of the old owner (vendor) concerning the protection of the buyer’s
rights over the acquired property in the guarantees.

The guarantees in deeds of sale protect the buyer’s party against evic-
tion by the vendor’s party or by a third person.The vendor is presumedof
bad faith in protecting the buyer’s party against eviction by the vendor’s
party: this guarantee requires the vendor to refrain. The vendor’s party
cannot contest the sale. If the vendor’s party contests the sale, he acts in
bad faith and must pay a penalty to the buyer. The vendor is presumed
of good faith in protecting the buyer’s party against eviction by a third
person. The vendor sold his property in good faith and he must be able
to prove it. This guarantee requires the vendor to act: he must assist the
buyer and clear the sold property from claims of a third person before
the court.

The deeds of sale contain different methods of protecting the buyer’s
ownership. The presumption of good or bad faith as well as the penalty
and compensation as themeans of protection are not represented in these
deeds in the same way. Their combinations can vary from place to place
and from period to period.

Brill, ), –. The Aramaic legal tradition was recently studied, with an in-depth
analysis of the warranty clause, by A.D. Gross, Continuity and Innovation in the Aramaic
Legal Tradition (JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), –. I amnot able to discussGross’s
studyin this article: I received the book when the article was already prepared for the
press. Nevertheless, the perspective and results presented by Gross are different from
mine.

4 For the analysis of the šall̄ı.t clause, see D.M. Gropp, “Origin and Development of
the Aramaic šall̄ı.t Clause,” JNES  (): –; A.F. Botta, “The Legal Function and
Egyptian Background of the 	��� Clause: A Reevaluation,”Maarav  (): –.
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. Elephantine (Egypt,
Second Half of Fifth century b.c.e.)

Two deeds of sale from Elephantine, TAD B. and TAD B., stipulate
the protection of the buyer’s ownership against claims raised by the
vendor’s party, as well as by a third person.5

.. TAD B.: Sale of Abandoned Property

The document TAD B., dated to  September  b.c.e., concerns
the sale of an abandoned house, situated in the fortress of Elephantine,
by Bagazushta, son of Bazu, and lady Wbyl, daughter of Shatibara, to
Ananyah, son of Azaryah, for the price of one karsh and four shekels
of silver by the stone of the king.

The ownership of the abandoned house is transferred in the clauses of
withdrawal of the vendors6 and investiture of the buyer. The investiture
clause gives rights to the buyer over the bought property, as well as the
right of disposal of the property to the buyer’s children or in case of gift
to a third person.7

The investiture clause is followed by a double guarantee of protection
against the vendor’s party, containing two waivers of suit or process in
the matter of the sold property:8 each waiver is followed by a stipulation
of a penalty in case of violation of the waiver.

The first guarantee forbids to the vendors to intend suit or process
against the buyer,9 his sons and daughters and a third person,10 deter-
mines the penalty of twenty karsh of silver to be paid by the vendors to

5 I quote the texts from Elephantine under abbreviation TAD according to B. Porten
and A. Yardeni, Textbook of Aramaic Documents from Ancient Egypt, vol. : Contracts
(Jerusalem: The Hebrew University, ).

6 ���� ��� ��� ���� �� ��� ����� �� ����� ��� ����  �� ����� ���
� ��� “I, Bagazushta, and
"wbl, all , we sold and gave to you, and we withdrew from it from this day and forever”
(TAD B.:–).

7 ����� ���� �� ���� ����� �� ����� �� ����� 	��� ����� �� ����� ��� “you, Ananyah, son
of Azaryah, have right to this house, and your sons after you, and to whom you desire to
give it” (TAD B.:–).

8 For the analysis of this “double clause,” see Yaron, Introduction, .
9 ��� ����� �� ����� ��� ���� �� ��� ���� ��� ���� ��� ���
� ��� �� ���� “we shall not be

able to institute against you suit or process in the name of this house which we sold and
gave you and from which we withdrew” (TAD B.:–).

10 ����� ���� �� ���� ���� �� ��� ��
� ���� ��� “and we shall not be able to institute
against son of yours or daughter or to whom you desire to give” (TAD B.:–).
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the buyer in case of violation of the waiver,11 and ends by the reaffirma-
tion of the investiture of the buyer’s party.12

The secondguarantee forbids the suit or process lead by the children of
the vendors against the buyer,13 stipulates the penalty of twenty karsh of
silver in case of violation of this waiver14 and finishes by the reaffirmation
of the investiture of the buyer’s party.15 This second guarantee does not
protect the third person in the case of gift.

In these two guarantees protecting the buyer’s party against eviction by
the vendor’s party, the vendor is presumed of bad faith: the vendor’s party
is not supposed to act and to raise claims concerning the sold property.
If the vendor’s party acts and contests the transaction, it is consequently
penalized by the payment of twenty karsh of silver to the buyer.The buyer
does not lose the purchased property.

The status of a third person is different: suit or process in the matter
of the buyer’s ownership is allowed to a third person. The third person
is not a contracting party and his claims are not followed by penalizing
the claimant. In the case of claims raised by a third person, the vendor
must act to protect the buyer’s property.The vendor’s party is presumedof
good faith: they sold the property in good faith so they are able to protect it
against other claims. The vendor’s party must cleanse (���) the property
and give it back to the buyer or his children within thirty days.16 If they
do not cleanse, they are liable to pay compensation—not a penalty—to
the buyer. The compensation consists of either another similar house or

11 ��� �
�  ���� �
� �� ���� ���� ����� ���� �� ���� �� ���� ��� ���
� ���� ��� ����
 ��
������ “if we institute against you suit or process or institute against son or daughter of
yours or to whom you desire to give, we shall give you silver,  karsh, silver zuz to ten”
(TAD B.:–).

12 ����� ���� �� ���� ����� �� ���� ��� �� ���� ����� “and the house is moreover yours and
your children’s after you and to whom you desire to give it” (TAD B.:).

13 ���� ���� ������ �� ��� ���� ��� ���� ��� ���
� �� ���� �� ���� ��� “and son or daughter
of ours shall not be able to institute against you suit or process in the name of this house
whose boundaries are written above” (TAD B.:–).

14 � ��� �
�  ���� �
� �� ������ �� ���� ��� ��
� ���
 �� “if they institute against you
or institute suit against son or daughter of yours, they shall give you silver  karsh, silver
zuz to the ” (TAD B.:).

15 ����� �� ���� ��� �� ���� ����� “and the house is moreover yours and your children’s
after you” (TAD B.:).

16   ���� ��� �� ����� ����� ���� ���� �� ���� ��� ��
�� ���
� ���� ��
 ��� “and if another
person institute against you or institute against son or daughter of yours, we shall stand
up and cleanse and give to you within  days.” (TAD B.:–).
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of the price of the sold property (one karsh and four shekels of silver) and
other expenses.17

I have summarized the status of the personswho can attack the owner-
ship of the buyer’s party. I shall now summarize the status of the persons
who are protected by the contract.The protection of the ownership of the
buyer, of his children and of any other owner who receives the property
from the buyer as a gift, is not equal. The buyer and his children are pro-
tected by the vendor and his children against suit or process instituted by
the vendor, his children and by a third person.The third person—owner
of the sold property in the case of gift—is protected only by the vendor
against suit or process instituted by the vendor. The third person is not
protected against the vendor’s children and against the claims of another
third person.

In sum, the means of protection in the case of acting in bad faith by
the vendor’s party is the payment of a penalty fixed by the contract to the
buyer. In the case of impossibility to defend the sold property in a process
instituted by a third person, the vendor is simply required to recompense
the buyer; he is not penalized, because he is presumed of good faith. In
cases of penalization or compensation, the vendor or his children are
liable only to the buyer, not to his children or to the person who receives
the ownership as a gift.The personsmentioned in the investiture clause—
buyer, his children, third person in case of gift—are separately considered
in the stipulation of their protection: their protection is nuanced and very
precisely determined.

.. TAD B.: Sale of Apartment to Son-in-Law

The document TAD B. was written on  December  b.c.e. in
Elephantine and concerns a sale of a house by Anani, son of Azaryah,
and his wife Tapamet, to Anani, son of Haggai, son of Meshullam, son of
Besas.

17 �� ����� �� ����� ��� �� �� �� ������ ���� ����� ��� �� ���� ����� ���� ���� �� ���
���� �� ���� ��� �� ���� �� ������  ���  ��� ��
� �� ���� ���� ���� ��� �� ��� �� ���
�� ���� �� “and if we do not cleanse (it), we or our children shall give you a house in the
likeness of your house and its measurements, unless a son, male or female, of "pwly or a
daughter of his should come and we will not be able to cleanse (it. Then) we shall give
you your silver,  karsh,  shekels and the (value of) the building (improvements) which
you will have built in it and all the fittings that will have gone into that house” (TAD
B.:–).
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The investiture clause gives the authority over the bought property to
the buyer as well as to his children after him, or to a third person in
the case of gift or sale.18 All these potential owners are protected against
suit or process instituted by the vendors, by their sons or daughters,
brother, sister, partner-in-chattel, partner-in-land and guarantor: none
of these persons can institute suit or process.19 The vendor’s party as
well as other persons are bound by this guarantee: they have to abstain.
Consequently, whoever (vendor’s party or a third person) institutes a
suit, whoever complains in front of the prefect, the lord or the judge,
or whoever would like to contest the sale by another deed of sale, acts
in bad faith and is liable to pay the penalty of twenty karsh of silver to
the buyer or his children, not to the other persons in the case of gift or
sale.20

The contract does not admit claims concerning the sold house pre-
sumed of good faith, thus the clearance of the property is absent as well as
the possibility of compensation of the lost property.The protection of the
ownership is absolute, nobody can contest.The vendor is not responsible
for a suit or process instituted by other persons: he cannot be penalized in
case of suit or process concerning the buyer’s ownership by the vendor’s
relatives or other persons.

18 ���� ���� �� ���� ����� �	��� ����� ���� ��� ��� ���� �� �� 	��� ���� ��� ( . . . ) ��� ����
�
�� �� ���� �� �� “this house . . . you, Anani, have right to it from this day and forever
and your children have right after you and anyone to whom you give it affectionately or
to whom you sell it for silver” (TAD .:–).

19 �� �
� ���� ��	� �
� ����� �� ����� �� ����� ��� �� ��� ���� ��� ���� ��� ����� ���� ��
��
�� �� ���� �� ���� �� �� ���� �� �� ���� �� �
�� �� ���� ��� ����� ����� ���� ���� ��
���� 
����� 
���� “we shall not be able to bring against you suit or process in the name of
this house which we sold and gave you and you gave us its price silver and our heart was
satisfied; moreover, we shall not be able to bring against your sons or your daughters or to
whom you give it for silver or affectionately; moreover, son of ours or daughter, brother
or sister of ours, partner-in-chattel or partner-in-land or guarantor of ours shall not be
able” (TAD B.:–).

20 ��� ���� ��� ���� ���� �

� ���� ���� ��� �� ���� �� ����� ����� ����� ��� ����� ��
�� ����� ���� �� ����� ��� �� ��� ���� ��� ����� ��� ��
 ���� ���� ��� ���� ��� ���� ��
��� �
� ���� �����  ���� �
� ��
��� ������ “whoever shall bring against you suit or
bring against your sons or against a man to whom you give, or whoever shall complain
against you to prefect or lord or judge in the name of this house whose measurements
is written above, or whoever shall take out against you a new or old document in the
name of this house which we sold and gave you, shall be liable and shall give you or your
children a penalty of silver,  karsh by the stone of the king, pure silver” (TAD B.:–
).
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. Wadi Daliyeh (ca. – b.c.e.)

The Wadi Daliyeh manuscripts, written in the city of Samaria in the
fourth century b.c.e., before , are quite fragmentary. Not one of
the preserved documents is complete.21 So the analysis of protection of
ownership in deeds of sale is based upon a reconstruction.22 Most of the
deeds of sale concern sales of slaves; two deeds seem to concern a sale of
immovable property, other fragmentary deeds seem to concern a lease of
the services of slaves, loans etc.23

As far as we can reconstruct the texts from the fragments, it seems
that the investiture clause does not determine particular rights of the new
owner of the property. It simply states that the buyer took possession of
the slave,24 that the slave belongs to him,25 that he has the right of disposal
of the slave,26 and that the vendor is no longer owner.27 Other specific
rights (to sell, to give, etc.) are not specified.

The clauses concerning protection of ownership are two: the “defen-
sion”28 clause and the contravention clause. These guarantees contain,

21 F.M.Cross, “Samaria Papyrus : AnAramaic Slave Conveyance of  B.C.E. Found
in theWâdı̄ ed-Dâliyeh,” ErIsr  (): *–*; idem, “AReport on the Samaria Papyri,”
in Congress Volume: Jerusalem  (ed. J.A. Emerton; VTSup ; Leiden: Brill, ),
–; D.M. Gropp in DJD XXVIII (): –; J. Dušek, Les manuscrits araméens du
Wadi Daliyeh et la Samarie vers – av. J.-C. (Culture and History of the Ancient
Near East  Leiden: Brill, ).

22 I use the reconstruction published in Dušek, Les manuscrits araméens du Wadi
Daliyeh; for the overview of the legal formulary of the Wadi Daliyeh documents see
pp. –. See also J. Dušek, “Formulaires juridiques dans les contrats du wadi Dali-
yeh,” in Trois millénaires de formulaires juridiques (ed. S. Démare-Lafont and A. Lemaire;
Hautes études orientales ; Moyen et Proche Orient ; Geneva: Droz, ), –.

23 Dušek, Les manuscrits araméens du Wadi Daliyeh, –.
24 (�����) �
�� (���) �� S-� B-� “and B(uyer) took possession of the said S (slave)

(before him)” (WDSP :–; :; :–; :).
25 ����� (������ �� ������) �� ���\���� ��� “he will be/has become his slave (and his

sons’ after him) in perpetuity” (WDSP :[–], :; :; :; :[–]).
26 �� S-�B 	��� “the B(uyer) has authority over the said S(lave)” (WDSP :; :; :).
27 ���� ���� ��� ��� ���� �� �� V 	��� �� “V(endor) has no authority nor his sons and

brothers of his hereafter” (WDSP :; :[–]; :).
28 The term “defension” clause is a transposition to English of the German “Defen-

sionsklausel” used by H. Petschow for example in Die neubabylonischen Kaufformulare
(Leipziger rechtswissenschaftliche Studien ; Leipzig:Weicher, ), –.The term
“defension clause” is used in the English terminology for theAramaic legal texts for exam-
ple in Cross, “Samaria Papyrus ”; Gropp in DJD XXVIII (): –; Y. Yadin et al.,
eds.,The Documents from the Bar Kokhba Period in the Cave of Letters: Hebrew, Aramaic
and Nabataean-Aramaic Papyri (JDS; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, ), –
, etc.
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according to D.M. Gropp, some features of the Neo-Babylonian legal tra-
dition of deeds of sale.29 The guarantees with penalties are not identical
in all deeds of sale, but we present here their summary overview.30

The “defension” clause protects property acquired by the buyer against
eviction in processes (����) and stipulates the clearance of the property in
such a case by the vendor.The buyer, his sons or a third personwho owes
the deed of sale,31 can be protected against a process instituted by the
vendor or by the vendor’s party (one of his men, one of his colleagues or
servants),32 or by other persons.33 The vendor is presumed of good faith:
he sold his property and he must be able to protect it before a tribunal:
the vendor must cleanse (���) the property from claims and give it back
(���) to the buyer.34 The case of non-clearance is perhaps mentioned in
WDSP:–,35 but it is only a fragment of the formula and does not allow
possible conclusions.

The contravention clause concerns the violation (��� “change”) of the
contract by the vendor presumed of bad faith.36 The vendor acts in bad
faith if he contests the sale37 and the receipt of payment.38 In this case, the

29 Gropp inDJDXXVIII (): –; idem, “The Samaria Papyri and the Babylonio-
Aramaean Symbiosis,” in Semitic Papyrology in Context: A Climate of Creativity: Papers
from a New York University Conference Marking the Retirement of Baruch A. Levine (ed.
L.H. Schiffman; Culture and History of the Ancient Near East ; Leiden: Brill, ),
–, esp. –.

30 For a more in-depth description see Dušek, Les manuscrits araméens du Wadi
Daliyeh, –.

31 �
��� ��� ��	� �� ��
 �� ���� ���� ( . . . ) �� “if ( . . . ) enter into litigation with a man
who owes this deed” (WDSP :; :).

32 (�� S ��	 ��) (������) B �� ���� ���� (���� �� �� ����� ���� ��� ��) V ��� �� (��) “if I,
V(endor) (or one of my men, my colleagues or of my servants), enter into litigation with
B(uyer) (and his sons) (concerning the said S[lave])” (WDSP :; :[–]; :; :[–];
:; :[–]; r:; :; :).

33 (������ �� ����� ���) B �� ���� ���� ���� ��
 ��� “and if someone else enter into
litigation with B(uyer) (and his sons after him)” (WDSP :[–]; :; :–).

34 �� ���� ���� V ��� “I, V(endor), will cleanse and give (the sold object) to you”
(WDSP :; :; :; :; :[–]; :; :).

35 [����] �� ��� “if I do not [cleanse . . . ]” (WDSP :[–]).
36 (��� �����) ��� ��
�� ���� �� “or if I change this bond (in these terms)” (WDSP

:[–]; :; :; :; :; :; :; :; :).
37 �� ���� �� ���� ��� S-� ��� (��) ���� “and I say (to you) that I did not sell to you this

S(lave)” (WDSP :; :[–]; :; :[–]; :–; :[–]; :).
38 (B ���� \) ��� ��� ���� �� (X �) (���) ��
�� “and I do not receive from you (this)

(X shekels of) silver (/from the hand of B[uyer])” (WDSP :[–]; :; :[–]; :[–];
:[–]?; :; :; :); or �� ���� �� ��� ��
�� “and I have not given to you the silver”
(WDSP :[–]).
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buyer is quit,39 the vendor is in debt40 and penalized. The vendor must
return to the buyer the price of the purchased property.41 He is liable to
pay the penalty fixed by the contract to the buyer42 and the buyer must
accept it.43 The vendor must pay an additional penalty for each slave in
case of sale of more than one slave.44 The restitution of the price and the
payment of the penalties by the vendor to the buyer do not cancel the
transaction: the buyer is not deprived of his rights of ownership over the
purchased property.45 It means the restitution of the price to the buyer
is not compensation for lost property, as in Elephantine, but constitutes
part of the cumulative penalty.

In sum, the contract presupposes that the vendor sold the property in
good faith and is able to clear it before a tribunal in the event of claims
raised by his party or by a third person.This is the sense of the “defension”
clause. According to the contravention clause, if the vendor contests the
sale, his contesting is presumed of bad faith and he is penalized. The
sense of the contravention clause and of the cumulative penalties seems
to be to prevent the vendor from declining his responsibility for the sale,
presupposed in the “defension” clause.

. Cave of Letters (First–Second Century c.e.)

The Cave of Letters in Na .hal .Hever produced Nabataean, Greek and
Aramaic deeds of sale from first and second centuries c.e.

39 ���� ��‹�›�� “you are quit before me” (WDSP :; :[–]; :[–]).
40 ��� ��� (����) “(and afterwards) I am liable” (WDSP :; :; :; :).
41 (B ���) �� ���� ����� �� ���� �� X � ��
� �� “also the silver, X sh(eqels), which you

gave to me, I return to you (you B[uyer])” (WDSP :; :; :[–]; :; :?; :–?;
:[–]; :;  frg. :).

42 X ��� �
� (����� �� �����) B �� ���� ���� “I will pay, I will give to you, B(yuer), (and
your sons after you), X silver minas silver” (WDSP :; :; :; :[–]; :[–];
:).

43 X ��� �
� (���� ���) ���� �� �� �
��� “you will take possession of X silver minas
without litigation (and without liabilities)” (WDSP :[–]; :; :[–]; :?).

44 X ��� �
�  ���� B-� ���� “I will pay to B(uyer)  silver mina for each person”
(WDSP :; :[–]; :[–]; :–?; :[–]).

45 �� S-� V ��� 	��� ��� “and I, V(endor), have not authority over the said S(lave)”
(WDSP :; :; :; :); (������ �� ������) B 	���� “and B(uyer) (and his sons after
him) has authority” (WDSP :[–]; :[–]).
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.. Nabataean-Aramaic Deeds of Sale:
P. Yadin , P. Yadin  and X .Hev/Se Nab. 

Two double Nabataean deeds concerning a sale were discovered in the
Cave of Letters:46 P. Yadin  (/ c.e.)47 and P. Yadin  (/ c.e.).48
P. Yadin  concerns the purchase of a date palm plantation by Archelaus,
the commander, fromAbi#adan; P. Yadin  is a deed of purchase of a date
palm plantation by Shim#on. These two documents were written in the
Nabataean kingdom before its Roman annexation ( c.e.).49

The third Nabataean deed of sale, listed as X .Hev/Se Nab. , records
the sale of a parcel of a real estate by a woman Shalom to Š#d’lhy; this
document was dated by A. Yardeni to ca.  c.e.50

The investiture, “defension” and contravention clauses are preserved:
they are identical in all three documents. According to the investiture
clause, the buyer acquires in the purchase the rights forever to buy, to
sell, to pledge, to inherit and grant as gift and to do with these purchases
whatever he wishes.51 Like in the Wadi Daliyeh documents, the clauses
protecting the buyer’s ownership are two: the “defension” clause and the
contravention clause.

The “defension” clause presupposes that the vendor sold the property
in good faith and is able to protect it. This clause forbids lawsuit (���),
process (���), or oath (����) in the matter of the bought property,52
stipulates the vendor’s obligation to cleanse (���)53 the property from all

46 Yadin et al., Documents from the Bar Kokhba Period, –.
47 rd of Kislev, year  of Rab"el II, Nabataean king.
48 nd of .Tebet, year  of Rab"el II, Nabataean king.
49 Aspects of language and formulation of the Nabataean documents were compared

to the Jewish-Aramaic documents by B.A. Levine, “TheVariousWorkings of theAramaic
Legal Tradition: Jews andNabataeans in theNa .hal .HeverArchive,” inTheDead Sea Scrolls
Fifty Years After Their Discovery: Proceedings of the Jerusalem Congress, July –, 
(ed. L.H. Schiffman et al.; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, ), –.

50 A. Yardeni, Textbook of Aramaic, Hebrew and Nabataean Documentary Texts from
the Judaean Desert and Related Material ( vols.; Jerusalem: The Hebrew University,
), :– and :.

51 ���� �� ��� �� ��� B ���� �� �� ��� ������ ������ ������ ������ ������ ������ �����
��� ��� ��� ��	� “to buy and to sell, and to pledge, and to inherit and grant as gift, and
to do with these purchases all that he wishes (accrues to) this B(uyer) from the day on
which this document is written and forever” (P. Yadin :–, –; P. Yadin :–,
–; X .Hev/Se Nab. :–).

52 (���) ���� ��� ��� ��� ��� �� �� “that it not be subject to lawsuit or contest or oath
(whatsoever)” (P. Yadin :, ; P. Yadin :, ; X .Hev/Se Nab. :).

53 See Y.C.Greenfield, “The ‘DefensionClause’ in SomeDocuments fromNa .hal .Hever
and Na .hal .Se"elim,” RevQ  (): –; repr. in #Al Kanfei Yonah: Collected Studies
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claims54 and states that the purchased property is clean from the vendor’s
claims or from claims in vendor’s name.55 Compared to theWadiDaliyeh
deeds of sale the “defension” clause is more developed.56

The contravention clause protects the buyer’s ownership against the
actions of the vendor presumed of bad faith. Like in the Wadi Daliyeh
documents, the vendor is penalized in the contravention clause in case
of violation (��� “change”) of the contract. If the vendor contests the
sale, he must give back to the buyer the price of the purchase, must pay
all that the vendor may claim or that may be claimed in vendor’s name
against the buyer and the vendor will pay an undetermined penalty also
to theNabataean king.57Thismeans that the penalty consists of the price,
of other expenses and of payment to the ruler. This penalty against the
vendor has no consequences for the buyer’s party: the buyer, his heirs
or another person who owns the deed of sale, has the right of disposal
over the bought property and remains clean.58 The return of the price—
which corresponds to the compensation in the Elephantine documents—
has the role of penalty.The compensation of the lost property itself is not
considered in the contract.

of Jonas C. Greenfield on Semitic Philology (ed. S.M. Paul, M.E. Stone, and A. Pinnick;
Leiden: Brill, ), :–.

54 ������ �� ��� B ��� �� ����� ����� ���� ��� ���� �� �� ��� ����� ��� V ��� ���� ���
��� �� ����� �� “and that I will clear, I, this V(endor), these purchases from anyone at
all, distant or near, and I will free them up to you, you, this B(uyer); to you and to your
sons after you, forever” (P. Yadin :–, –; P. Yadin :–, –; X .Hev/Se Nab.
:–).

55 ( . . . ) ��� ������ ���� ���� ������ ���� �� �� �� ���V ��� ��� ��� B ��� �°°°�� ��� ����
“and as well, clean and . . . are you, this same B(uyer), fromme, I this V(endor), from all
that Imay claimor thatmay be claimed inmyname against you regarding these purchases
( . . . )” (P. Yadin :–, –; P. Yadin :[–], –; X .Hev/Se Nab. :–).

56 ������ ����� . . . ������� ������� ������ . . . ��
�� ����� �� �� ����� ���\���� ����� ����
���� ����� �� ������� ����� ������ “clearance and specification and accounting and oath
concerning what may still be claimed regarding . . . And (there is) agreement regarding
exchange rates and profits . . . (regarding) purchases and clearances, as is customary for
purchases and clearances, as is written, forever.” (P. Yadin :–, –; P. Yadin :–
, –; X .Hev/SeNab. :–). For the commentary, see Yadin et al.,Documents from
the Bar Kokhba Period, .

57 �� ������ ��� ����� ��� �� ���B ��� �� ���� ���� �� �� ��� �� ����� . . . ���V ��� ���
��� ���� ���� ������� ��� ���� ���� ������ ���� “And if I, V(endor), this, shall deviate
from this (agreement) without authority, then I shall owe to you, you, this B(uyer), the
entire price of these purchases, and all and everything that I may claim or that may be
claimed inmy name against you regarding them. And to our lord Rab"el theKing, as well”
(P. Yadin :–, –; P. Yadin :[–], –; X .Hev/Se Nab. :[–]).

58 . . . ���� 	���� “and empowered and clean . . .” (P. Yadin :, –; P. Yadin :–
; X .Hev/Se Nab. :[–]).
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.. P. Yadin : An Aramaic Deed of Sale

Aramaic contract P. Yadin  was written in  c.e. in the Roman
Provincia Arabia. According to the editio princeps, this contract is a deed
of purchase for an ass or donkey and a female animal, by Yehoseph, son
of Shim#on, from his brother, whose name is lost.59 The interpretation of
the text was reconsidered and rightly corrected by Hillel I. Newman: the
contract is a deed of sale where Yehoseph, son of Shim#on, acts as vendor
and pronounces the guarantees for the sold property on lines –.60

The “defension” clause seems to be in the lines –,61 and the contra-
vention clause concerning the violation (��� “change”) of the contract
by the vendor, punished by the penalties, is attested in lines –.62 The
penalty should be paid also to Caesar.63

This form of legal protection of the buyer’s ownership seems to belong
to the same legal tradition as the Nabataean deeds of sale.

.. Greek Deeds of Sale from the Cave of Letters

Two deeds of sale recording the same transaction were discovered in the
Cave of Letters: a deed of purchase of a date crop (P. Yadin ) and deed
of sale of a date crop (P. Yadin ). Both documents were written on
 September  c.e., in Maoza, district of Zoara (Roman Provincia
Arabia), and belong to the Babatha’s archive.64 These two deeds do not
contain the investiture clause. A. Radzyner identified in these deeds of
sale some elements of a labor-lease agreement.65

P. Yadin , belonging to the buyer, contains a clause concerning
payment of a penalty by the vendor to the buyer in case of default of
fulfillment of the contract, and the buyer’s right of execution (πρR�ις).66

59 Yadin et al., Documents from the Bar Kokhba Period, –.
60 H.I. Newman, “P. Yadin : A Correction,” JJS  (): –.
61 [����� �]��� ��� ���� �� �� ��� ����[�� ]�[ ] ° ��� [�]�

 ��� ���� �� ����� ��� �� �°°° [

] “I will [not] havewith you anything neither small nor larg[e . . . ] I, . . . [ ] . . . [regarding]
these purchases, from any person whomsever, fa[r or near . . . ]” (P. Yadin :–).

62 [ ]° ��� ��� �� ���� ° ��� �� ����� °°°°� ��� “And if I . . . and deviate from this, you will
have with me (= I will owe you) the entire [ . . . (= amount)]” (P. Yadin :).

63 ��� �
�� ������� “and to our lord, Caesar, as well” (P. Yadin :).
64 N. Lewis, ed., The Documents from the Bar Kokhba Period in the Cave of Letters:

Greek Papyri (JDS ; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, ), –.
65 A. Radzyner, “P. Yadin –: Sale or Lease?” in Law in theDocuments of the Judaean

Desert (ed. Katzoff and Schaps), –.
66 “And if I do not provide you with the aforesaid dates in full and drying time, I will
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P. Yadin , belonging to the vendor, contains a “defension” clause stip-
ulating the vendor’s obligation to cleanse (κα"αρ�π�ιεHν) the property in
case of claims (Jντιπ�@ησις “claim”).67This “defension” clause is followed
by the contravention clause for the case when the vendor does not cleanse
the property from the claims: in this case the vendor must pay a penalty
of twenty silver denarii.68 Apparently, the non-clearance of the property
of the claims is considered proof of the vendor’s bad faith: he is penal-
ized by a fixed sum; the contract mentions no compensation of the lost
property because of claims.

It is very interesting to see that the guarantees in two documents
concerning the same transaction, pronounced both by the vendor, are
different. The copy belonging to the buyer (P. Yadin ) is focused on the
non-fulfillment of the contract by the vendor with the buyer’s right of
execution upon the vendor’s property.The copy belonging to the vendor
(P. Yadin ) reflects a different legal tradition of guarantees with clauses
of “defension” and contravention focused upon the vendor’s duties. In
sum, the buyer’s copy informs the buyer about his right of execution
(πρR�ις) on the vendor’s property, and the vendor’s copy informs the
vendor concerning his duties to protect the sold property against other
claims.

. Hebrew and Aramaic Deeds of Sale fromWadi
Murabba#at, Wadi Seiyâl/Na .hal .Hever and Q

The other deeds of sale from Judean Desert, written in Aramaic or in
Hebrew, which contain clauses protecting the buyer’s ownership, reflect
a different legal tradition than the Aramaic/Nabataean deeds of sale
mentioned previously. It concerns deeds of sale from Wadi Murabba#at

give you for each several talent [of “splits”] two denarii and of Syrian and Naaran (?) one
“black.” Both uponmyself and uponmy property or frommy guarantor, from whichever
the person acting through (you) or for (you), (your) right of execution (πρR�ις) shall be
valid everywhere, the formal question having in good faith been asked and acknowledged
in reply” (P. Yadin :–).

67 “I shall clear (κα"αρ�π�ιεHν) the right to the aforesaid orchards for you of every
counterclaimant” (P. Yadin :–).

68 “And if anyone enters a counterclaim (Jντιπ�@ησις) against you because of your
purchase and I do not firmly validate [it] for you as aforesaid, I shall be owing to you
in return for your labors and expenses twenty silver denarii, interposing no objection”
(P. Yadin :–).
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and from the Seiyâl Collection.69 All these deeds of sale contain the
same type of guarantee concerning legal protection of the buyer’s own-
ership, with some variants.70 The deeds of sale from Wadi Murabba#at
are dated between  and  c.e., to the era of “liberation of Israel”
(����� ����
).71 The deeds of sale from the Seiyâl Collection are dated to
the third year of “freedom of Israel” (����� �[�]��) under Shim#on bar
Kosiba, the prince of Israel (– c.e.).72

The investiture clause is wholly or partially preserved in Mur  and
in X .Hev/Se , a, , ,  and : these contracts express authority over
the purchased property, in Aramaic as well as in Hebrew, by the term ���
“to have power.”73This term ��� appears together with the term 	��� “to
have authority” in X .Hev/Se ,.74 The investiture clause can give to the
buyer and to his inheritors—with small variants—the right to buy, to sell,
etc. and to do with the purchased property whatever they desire.75

The vendor is responsible for and guarantor of the transaction,76 by
the means of property that he owns or may acquire,77 for the protection
of the buyer’s ownership: the vendor will defend the buyer’s property
against a dispute and challenge,78 in some cases also against damage79

69 Mur ; Mur ; X .Hev/Se , a, , ,  and .
70 Theguarantee clauses are not preserved in somedeeds of sale fromWadiMurabba#at

(Mur , , , ).
71 Deeds of sale are dated to  c.e. (Mur ),  c.e.? (Mur ),  c.e. (Mur )

and  c.e. (Mur ).
72 ����� ���� ��
� �� ����� (��� ��\) ��� ����� �(�)��. Deeds of sale are dated to

the third year of the freedom of Israel:  or  c.e. (X .Hev/Se  and a) and  c.e.
(X .Hev/Se ). The date of subscription of the contract is not preserved in the other
Aramaic and Hebrew deeds of sale belonging to this corpus.

73 Mur :; X .Hev/Se a:; :; :; :.
74 See also P. Yadin a:–.
75 In Hebrew: ����� �� �� ����� “to do whatever you wish” (Mur :). In Aramaic:

������� ����� “to dig and to deepen” (X .Hev/Se :); �� �� �� ���[�]�� ��[�]���� �����
���� “to buy and to se[l]l, and to [d]o with it whatever you desire” (X .Hev/Se :); �����
������� ����� ������ [��]��� ������� “to dig and to deepen, to bu[ild] and to erect, to
buy and to sell” (X .Hev/Se :–); ���� �� ��� �� ����� “to do with it whatever you
desire” (X .Hev/Se :); ����� �� �� �� ������ ������� ����� “to buy and to sell and to do
whatever they desire” (X .Hev/Se :–).

76 Hebrew: ������ ������ (Mur :). In Aramaic: ������ ������ (X .Hev/Se :; :;
:; :), ������ ����� (Mur :), ���� ���� (X .Hev/Se a:).

77 Aramaic: ���� ��� �� ���� �� ��� “and all that I own and whatever I will acquire”
(X .Hev/Se :; :; :); ��[�� ��� �
]�� �� ������ ��[��] “[The fulfill]ment of my
payment from my prop[erty and whatever I will acq]uire” (X .Hev/Se a:; :). In
Hebrew: ������ �� ��� ��� (Mur :).

78 �
�� ���(Mur :; :; X .Hev/Se :; :).
79 ���� (X .Hev/Se :).
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and annulment.80 In case of these attacks on the buyer’s ownership the
vendor will cleanse (��� or ���)81 and establish (���) the sale before the
buyer and his inheritors.82 The vendor as a guarantor of the transaction
is presumed of good faith.

We can see that, compared to the other deeds of sale fromElephantine,
Wadi Daliyeh and Na .hal .Hever, the clauses concerning protection of the
buyer’s ownership in the Aramaic and Hebrew deeds of sale from Wadi
Murabba#at and from the Seiyâl Collection are considerably simplified
and can be compared to P. Yadin  (see above, §.). The concept of
presumption of the vendor’s bad faith is absent. The buyer is implicitly
protected against all attacks on his acquired ownership: the vendor must
cleanse the sold property from all attacks and warrants this protection by
all his property that he owns or may acquire.

The guarantee, by the means of property that the vendor owns or
may acquire, is interesting. In Palestine we find this principle especially
in the context of the right of execution in the Greek deeds from the
Cave of Letters published by N. Lewis83 and in other contracts from
WadiMurabba#at and from the Seiyâl Collection:84 in theGreekmarriage
contracts,85 in a Greek contract of deposit,86 in Aramaic and Greek deeds
of acknowledgement of debt,87 in a Greek deed of loan of hypothec,88
and in a Greek deed of sale.89 All these deeds were written under Roman
administration.This clause gives to one contracting party, or to a person

80 ��	� (Mur :); ��	� (X .Hev/Se :).
81 Greenfield, “ ‘Defension Clause.’ ”
82 �[�]��� �[��]� ���� ���� ������� ������ “to cleanse and to establish the place

before you and be[fo]re your inherit[o]rs” (X .Hev/Se :–); ��]��� �� ���� ������ �����
����� ����[ “to cleanse and to establish the sale before you and before your inheritors”
(X .Hev/Se : and Mur :–).

83 Lewis, Documents from the Bar Kokhba Period.
84 The promissory note X .Hev/Se : is an exception: it contains the guarantee by all

property, but the reference to the execution is absent.
85 In the Cave of Letters: P. Yadin :–, – (Babatha Archive,  April  c.e.,

in Maoza, Zoara disctrict, Provincia Arabia). In the Seiyâl Collection: X .Hev/Se  (P. Ya-
din ) (Salome Komaïs Archive,  August  c.e., in Maoza, Zoara district, admin-
istrative region of Petra, Provincia Arabia); X .Hev/Se : ( c.e., in Aristoboulias,
Provincia Judaea). In Wadi Murabba#at: Mur :– ( c.e., in Bethbassi, toparchy
of Herodion, Provincia Judaea).

86 P. Yadin :–[], – ( February  c.e., in Maoza, district of Zoara,
Provincia Arabia).

87 Mur :– ar (/ c.e., year two of Caesar Nero, in .Siwata); Mur :– gr
(? c.e.).

88 P. Yadin :–, – ( May , in Ein Gedi village of lord Caesar).
89 For the Greek deeds of sale, see above, §..
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who is not a party to the agreement, the right of execution (πρR�ις) upon
present and future property of the other contracting party,90 in case of
default of fulfillment of the obligations stipulated in the contract.

The practice of execution, in case of default of fulfillment of obli-
gations, stipulated in the contract is known in the Greek papyri from
Ptolemaic and Roman Egypt. These contracts—and especially the mar-
riage contracts—contain the praxis clause concerning the right of execu-
tion. This praxis clause concerning execution seems to be—according to
H.J. Wolff—a result of the actions of Greek tribunals in Ptolemaic Egypt
in cases concerning personal claims.91

H. Cottonmentions that the clause of guarantee by present and future
property exists in some Demotic marriage contracts from Egypt,92 and
states that this clause is not known in the Greek marriage contracts from
Egypt.93 According to H. Cotton, the formula concerning the guarantee
by present and future property is among the Greek contracts attested
only in deeds contracted by Jews and discovered in the Judean Desert.94
Nevertheless the combination of the praxis clause with the guarantee by
present and future property is also attested in Syria, in four deeds from
Dura Europos written in the second and third centuries c.e.95 Thus the
deeds from the Judean Desert probably reflect a legal practice common
to Syria and Palestine which is not exclusively Jewish.

The principle of absolute guarantee by the vendor’s property, which
evokes the right of execution of the Greek contracts, was probably adopt-
ed to the Aramaic and Hebrew deeds of sale from the legal formulary
from Ptolemaic Egypt. It is not proven if the Greek influence comes
from the time of Ptolemaic rule over Palestine or if it was later. One
Greek deed of sale, written in the Ptolemaic period in Transjordan (birta
of Ammanitis), is preserved in the archive of Zenon from Caunos: it

90 ]ν τε E%ει κα� ]ν ^ν  πικτ,σηται κυρ@ως “both those which he possesses and those
which he may validly acquire in addition” (P. Yadin :–).

91 H.J.Wolff, “The Praxis-Provision in Papyrus Contracts,” TAPA  (): –.
92 P.W. Pestman,Marriage and Matrimonial Property in Ancient Egypt (Leiden: Brill,

), –, esp. –. H.M. Cotton refers to this text inDJD XXVII (): .
93 H. Cotton, “A Cancelled Marriage Contract from the Judaean Desert (XHev/Se Gr.

),” JRS  (): –, esp. –.
94 Ibid., .
95 P.Dura :– (Antichretic Loan,  c.e.); P.Dura :– (Antichretic Loan, first

half of second century c.e.); P.Dura :– (Loan on Security, / c.e.); P.Dura :–
 (Deposit,  c.e.). According to C.B. Welles et al.,The Excavations at Dura-Europos:
Final Report, vol. .: The Parchments and Papyri (New Haven: Yale University Press,
).
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is a deed concerning the sale of a Babylonian slave girl Sphragis by
Nicanor to Zenon, written in April–May  b.c.e.,96 but unfortunately
this contract does not contain any guarantee. The situation is similar in
P.Dura  from the second century b.c.e. written under the Seleucid
administration.97 The oldest Aramaic evidence of guarantee by present
and future property seems to be attested in a small fragment of an
Aramaic deed of sale: Q. The text may be dated paleographically to
the late first century b.c.e.98 In Palestine, the oldest Aramaic evidence of
the right of execution upon present and future property in case of default
of payment is in an acknowledgement of debt from Wadi Murabba#at
Mur :– written / c.e., in the time of Caesar Nero, under Roman
administration.

. Dura Europos (Second–Third Century c.e.)

One Syriac and four Greek deeds of sale were discovered in Dura Euro-
pos, in Syria.99

.. Syriac Deed of Sale of Female Slave

One Syriac deed of female slave written in  c.e. in Edessa under
Roman rule100 was discovered in Dura Europos (P.Dura ).101 In this
deed of sale we find the structure that is already known from the deeds of
sale fromWadi Daliyeh and from the Nabataean deeds of sale (P. Yadin 

96 P.Cairo Zen. . X. Durand, Des Grecs en Palestine au IIIe siècle avant Jésus-
Christ: Le dossier syrien des archives de Zénon de Caunos (–) (CahRB ; Paris:
Gabalda, ), –.

97 See below, §..
98 A. Yardeni in DJD XXVII (): –.
99 Welles et al., Parchments and Papyri.
100 “In the year  of Autokrator Caesar Marcus Antonius Gordianus Eusebes Eutuches

Sebastos . . .” (P.Dura :–).
101 C.C. Torrey, “A Syriac Parchment from Edessa of the Year  A.D.,” ZS  ():

–; C. Brockelmann, “Zu dem Syrischen Kaufvertrag aus Edessa,” ZS  ():
; Welles et al., Parchments and Papyri, – and pls. LXIX–LXXI; J.A. Goldstein,
“The Syriac Bill of Sale from Dura-Europos,” JNES  (): –; H.J.W. Drijvers, ed.,
Old Syriac (Edessean) Inscriptions: With an Introduction, Indices and a Glossary (SSS ;
Leiden: Brill, ), –; idem and J.F. Healey,The Old Syriac Inscriptions of Edessa
and Osrhoene: Texts, Translations and Commentary (HO ; Leiden: Brill, ), –
.
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and , X .Hev/Se Nab. ), from the Aramaic P. Yadin  and Greek P. Yadin
: the investiture clause is followed by the “defension” and contravention
clauses.

In the investiture clause, the buyer receives the right of disposal of the
bought property and the right to purchase, to sell or to do whatever he
wishes.102

The “defension” clause protects the buyer against any person who
enters into litigation (���) or raises complaint against (�	
 in eth-
pa#al) the buyer or his inheritors: in this case, the vendor or his inheritors
will cleanse (��
) and clear (���) the property and will give it back to
the buyer.103 The vendor is presumed of good faith.

The contravention clause forbids the revocation (�����) of the con-
tract by the vendor:104 denial of sale by the vendor is not admitted and
the determination of penalty is absent. The absence of penalty and the
simple prohibition of contestation of the sale by the vendor seem to indi-
cate that the contract knows the presumption of bad faith, but does not
admit it.

.. Greek Deeds of Sale

Four Greek deeds of sale were discovered in Dura Europos: P.Dura
 (second century b.c.e.) written under the Seleucid administration,
P.Dura  ( c.e.), P.Dura  ( c.e.) and P.Dura  (ca. –
c.e.), written under Roman administration.

P.Dura , written more than three centuries before the other deeds
of sale from Dura Europos, contains only a statement concerning the
penalty for default equal to the price of the sold property.105

102
����� ��
 ��
�� ���� ������ ����� ���� ��� ��
� ������ ��
��  
�

��!�� "� �� #$���� ���%��� ����� �� “that from this day and forever you, Tiro,
the buyer, and your heirs will have authority over this female slave whom I have sold to
you, to keep or to sell or to do with her whatever you wish” (P.Dura :–).

103
��
�  $&' "( )
���� *( �� ����� ���� *( �	
�� �� ��#� +�� ���

����,���������
������� )����������%
��(-�
���.�,����������


����� ����� 
#/� “and if anyone shall enter into litigation or raise complaint with Tiro,
the buyer, or with his heirs on account of this slave whom I have sold to him, I, Matar#ata,
the seller, and my heirs will arise and make legal declaration and cleanse and clear (her)
and I will confirm her in the possession of Tiro, the buyer” (P.Dura :–).

104
��
 ��0� 1��� ����� ����� ��� “And I will not be empowered to revoke

the words of this document” (P.Dura :).
105 “(Date. Place. Philip, son of Amynander, citizen of Europos?, has sold lands belong-

ing to him) together with fruit trees and farm buildings and gardens and all appurte-
nances which lie in the ekas of Arybbas in the kleros of Conon according to the existing
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The rights over purchased property acquired by the buyer are defined
in the investiture clause only in P.Dura : the buyer has the right to
acquire, to employ, to sell and to administer as he pleases.106

The guarantees are well preserved only in P.Dura  and : they
contain the guarantees with “defension” and contravention clauses, sim-
ilar to the Syriac P.Dura . The “defension” clause compels the ven-
dor to cleanse (κα"αρ�π�ιεHν) the property if somebody lays claim
( μπ�ιεHν).107 The contravention clause determines specific cumulative
penalties in case of non-clearance by the vendor, and the property be-
longs to the buyer.108 The cumulative penalty consists in P.Dura  of the
double amount of whatever loss and an additional penalty of  drach-
mae (= price of the sale),109 and of double the price of the sale and other
loss in P.Dura .110

The guarantees in P.Dura  are fragmentary, but seem to reflect the
same schema as in P.Dura  and .111 This schema, where the price
of the property is not a compensation of loss, but a part of the penalty,
fits the schema known in the manuscripts fromWadi Daliyeh and in the
Nabataean deeds of sale.

records of survey against the sum of  drachmae as principal and the like amount as
penalty for default . . .” (P.Dura :–).

106 “ . . . which the price the seller has received from the buyer, and he has transferred to
him the land to have it as owner securely for all time, to acquire (κτRσ"αι) and to employ
(%ρRσ"αι), to sell (πωλεHν) and to administer, in such fashion as he pleases (δι[�ι]κεHν
τρBπ#ω #]ς ^ν α;ρ9"αι)” (P.Dura :–).

107 “Lysias, the seller, acts as guarantor and broker according to the law and has
undertaken, if anyone lays claim to the objects of sale, the slave and the half-share of
the vineyard, that he will oppose it and establish a clear title for Heliodorus” (P.Dura
:–, –); “the seller furnishes to the buyer the above purchase unencumbered,
unmortgaged, free from any title dispute, and clear of claims; if he does not so furnish
it, and if anyone raising a claim gets possession of the above mentioned purchase or any
part of it, then the seller will contest the claim in the courts and clear the title for the
purchaser” (P.Dura :–).

108 “While this deed of sale shall be valid nevertheless” (P.Dura :–).
109 “If he does not establish a clear title, andHeliodorus suffers any loss in consequence,

he will pay to him double the amount of whatever loss has occurred and an additional
penalty of  drachmae” (P.Dura :–).

110 “If not, he will pay him double the amount of the price and the loss similarly”
(P.Dura :–).

111 “ . . . he undertakes thus, that if anyone [laying claim, shall gain possession of the
above purchase or a part] thereof, he himself will take a stand [. . . and clear the title] and
free it for [(the purchaser), or if not, he will pay him] the price which he received doubly
[and the damage in addition; and this] sale shall remain [valid even so . . . ]” (P.Dura ,
frgs. a–b).
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. Conclusions

I have analyzed legal texts written during approximately  years, from
the fifth century b.c.e. (Elephantine) until the third century c.e. (Dura
Europos), in Aramaic, Hebrew, Nabataean, Greek and Syriac, especially
in Palestine, but also in Egypt and in Syria. Over such a long period
and large area, we admit that the available evidence is very scanty. It is
nevertheless possible to distinguish—within the analyzed texts—three
main groups, according to the form and content of the guarantees.

.. Elephantine

The deeds of sale from Elephantine compose the first and oldest group
written in the Persian period, like the Wadi Daliyeh documents. The
form of their guarantees is different from the group of theWadi Daliyeh
documents and other later documents; the principles are similar but
not the same.112 This means that, within the Persian Empire, the law
protecting purchased property was not identical in all satrapies: it was
at least different in Egypt and in Palestine (satrapy of Transeuphrates).

The guarantees in the two deeds of sale from Elephantine are perhaps
the most logical. The principle of protection of the buyer is very simple:
the vendor is penalized by a high sum of silver, fixed by the contract, in
case of an act in bad faith, but hemust recompense the buyer when acting
in good faith and the buyer is evicted, without other penalizations. This
simple principle is in both deeds of sale, TAD B. and B., with the
difference that the actions of all persons (vendor’s party and third person)
are presumed of bad faith in B..

.. Aramaic Tradition in Palestine and Syria

The second group, which is themost impressive, consists of the following
deeds of sale:

– deeds of sale from Wadi Daliyeh from the fourth century b.c.e.
(province of Samaria under Persian rule);

112 The form of final clauses (clauses concerning the protection of the buyer’s own-
ership) of the deeds of sale from Elephantine and fromWadi Daliyeh were compared by
D.M.Gropp: these two corpora represent two different legal traditions. D.M.Gropp, “The
Wadi Daliyeh Documents Compared to the Elephantine Documents,” inThe Dead Sea
Scrolls Fifty Years After Their Discovery (ed. Schiffman et al.), –.
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– Nabataean deeds of sale from the Cave of Letters (P. Yadin  and )
and from the Seiyâl Collection (X .Hev/Se Nab. ) written at the end
of the first century c.e. in the Nabataean kingdom;

– Aramaic P. Yadin  written in  c.e. (Roman Provincia Arabia);
– Greek P. Yadin , written in  c.e. in Maoza (Roman Provincia
Arabia);

– Greek deeds of sale from Dura Europos (P.Dura , , and ),
written in  c.e.,  c.e. and ca. – c.e., under Roman
administration;

– Syriac deed of sale from Dura Europos (P.Dura ) written in
 c.e. in Edessa, under Roman rule.

These deeds of sale from Syria-Palestine, written during approximately
 years (fourth century b.c.e.–third century c.e.), seem to reflect
the same—or similar—legal tradition of the protection of the buyer’s
rights. This legal tradition is attested in Palestine and Syria, especially
in Aramaic or its later dialects, but also in Greek texts, under Persian,
Nabataean and Roman administration. This overview shows that the
Roman administration in Palestine and Syria probably did not interfere
excessively with local legal traditions of sale.The oldest corpus belonging
to this tradition consists of the deeds of sale fromWadiDaliyehwithNeo-
Babylonian legal features.113

The rights of the buyer over the bought property are defined in the
investiture clause: the Nabataean documents and P.Dura  define spe-
cific rights of ownership acquired by the buyer’s party (authority over the
property, right to buy, to sell, to give, etc.), Wadi Daliyeh documents are
more brief and Greek P. Yadin  does not contain an investiture clause.
Unlike the Elephantine documents the “defension” and contravention
clauses seem to be independent of the content of the investiture clause.

Protection of buyer’s ownership consists of the “defension” and con-
travention clauses. The “defension” clause stipulates the vendor’s duty to
cleanse the buyer’s property if somebody raises a claim concerning it.This
clause presumes that the vendor sold the property in good faith.The con-
travention clause prevents the vendor from contesting the sale (verb ���
is often used), against an action in bad faith. This contravention clause
is the condition sine qua non of the application of the “defension” clause.
The threat of penalties in the contravention clause forces the vendor to
execute the clearance stipulated in the “defension” clause.

113 Gropp in DJD XXVIII (): –; idem, “Samaria Papyri,” –.
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The principle of the vendor presumed of good/bad faith known in the
Elephantine documents also exists in these deeds, but the consequences
of the action in good and bad faith are different.The vendor’s action in the
“defension” clause is presumed of good faith, and his action concerned in
the contravention clause is presumed of bad faith.

The main difference from the Elephantine texts is in the use of the
return of the price of the sold property by the vendor to the buyer. In
deeds of sale from Elephantine, it has the role of compensation of the lost
property paid by the vendor to the buyer in the event of his eviction.
But in the texts from Syria-Palestine, and especially in the Aramaic
documents fromWadi Daliyeh, in theNabataean deeds of sale and in the
Greek deeds of sale fromDura Europos, the return of the price of the sold
property is part of the penalty that is to be paid by the vendor to the seller
in case of violation of the contract by the vendor’s party. An attempt at
eviction of the buyer, when the vendor cannot clear the property, seems to
be considered as proof of the bad faith of the vendor and he is penalized;
without consequences for the buyer’s ownership.

.. Greek Influence in Aramaic and Hebrew Texts

The third group consists of Aramaic andHebrewdeeds of sale fromWadi
Murabba#at and the Seiyâl Collection written during the second Jewish
revolt against Rome, in the “free Israel” of Shim#on bar Kokhba between
– c.e.114

The investiture clause in the deeds from Wadi Murabba#at and the
Seiyâl Collection reflect the same legal tradition as the documents from
the second group (see above, §.).

The guarantees protecting the ownership in these deeds seem to be
influenced by the clauses concerning the right of execution (praxis) well
attested in the Greek documents from the Judean Desert written under
Roman rule and from Syria (Dura Europos).115 This influence in the
Aramaic and Hebrew deeds of sale perhaps came from Ptolemaic Egypt
and might be older than the Roman occupation of Palestine, but we are
unable to prove it.116

114 Mur ; Mur ; X .Hev/Se , a, , ,  and .
115 See above, §.
116 H. Cotton came to a similar conclusion in thematter of the Greekmarriage contract

P. Yadin  concluded between two Jews but reflecting a Greek legal practice from Egypt:
H. Cotton, “X .Hev/Se ar  of  or C.E.: A Wife’s Renunciation of Claims,” JJS 
(): –, esp. .
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This legal tradition seems to have coexisted in the deeds of sale,
at least in first and second centuries c.e. in Palestine, together with
the older Aramaic legal tradition (see above, §.). The Greek deeds
P. Yadin  with the buyer’s right of execution and P. Yadin  with
“defension” and contravention clauses prove that both types of guarantees
(see above, §§. and .) were used in the contract concerning the same
transaction, according to the owner of the contract (vendor and buyer).





PUBLIC MEMORY AND PUBLIC DISPUTE:
COUNCIL MINUTES BETWEEN ROMAN EGYPT

AND THE DEAD SEA*

Bernhard Palme
University of Vienna

Approximately one million papyri and similar handwritten documents,
one would guess, are preserved in museums and collections all over the
world. After  years of papyrological research some , papyri
(in various ancient languages) have been published, and the number
grows by ca.  new texts each year.1 The bulk of those documents
originates and was discovered in Egypt, of course. The diversity of texts
and types of documents could too easily create the impression that
the papyrological evidence in its entirety offers a fairly representative
view of almost all aspects of life in antiquity. But even in Egypt the
geographical and chronological distribution of preserved papyri is very
uneven and concentrates on a few sites,mostly situated on the fringe area
of ancient settlements.2 Most of the material which survived from the
Ptolemaic and Roman periods was produced and found in villages, while
nearly all papyri from the Byzantine period come from cities, mainly
themetropoleis—that is, the chief towns in each district, nomós. Equally
uneven is the spreading of preserved papyri over the centuries.3

* The papyrological abbreviations used in this article follow J.F. Oates et al., Checklist
of Editions of Greek, Latin, Demotic and Coptic Papyri, Ostraca andTablets (th ed.; BASP-
Sup ; Oakville: American Society of Papyrologists, ). An updated electronic version
of this list is available online: http://scriptorium.lib.duke.edu/papyrus/texts/clist.html

1 These calculations are based on P. van Minnen, “The Millennium of Papyrology
(–)?” in Akten des . Internationalen Papyrologenkongresses, Wien .–. Juli 
(ed. B. Palme; Wien: Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, ), –,
and idem, “The Future of Papyrology,” in The Oxford Handbook of Papyrology (ed.
R.S. Bagnall; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), –, esp. .

2 The most comprehensive treatments are still K. Preisendanz, Papyrusfunde und
Papyrusforschung (Leipzig: Hiersemann, ), –, and E.G. Turner, Greek Papyri:
An Introduction (nd ed.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), –. An excellent
recent overview is provided by H. Cuvigny, “The Finds of Papyri: The Archaeology of
Papyrology,” inThe Oxford Handbook of Papyrology, –.

3 W. Habermann, “Zur chronologischen Verteilung der papyrologischen Zeugnisse,”
ZPE  (): –, based on the Heidelberger Gesamtverzeichnis (HGV): http://
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From the point of view of a documentary papyrologist, one could
ask: What is the value of the comparatively small number of papyri,
wooden panels and ostraca preserved from other parts of the Graeco-
Roman world? Even an optimistic estimation would count hardly more
than thousand documents from outside Egypt—slightly more than one
percent of the published evidence available at the moment.4 Probably
all papyrologists would agree though, that the scientific value of those
documents cannot be estimated high enough.5 First, they provide very
welcome information about some parts of the ancient world that are
much less well documented—and less well known—than Egypt. Second,
and even more important, they give us the possibility to compare and
sometimes to correct our historical conclusions based on the evidence
from Egypt.6 Granted that Egypt stands somewhat apart from the other
provinces of the Roman Empire and that analogy is a tool to be used
with caution, papyri from outside Egypt are of essential methodological
importance, even if their limited number and restriction to a handful of
finding places offer hardly more than some selective spotlights.

Literary and documentary papyrology—or let’s say: classical philology
and ancient history—equally profited from the new texts from outside
Egypt. To quote just the most prominent discoveries:Who could now-a-
days imagine the papyrological world without the orphic papyrus found
in Derveni nearThessaloniki in northernGreece,7 or without the literary
and philosophical texts from the Villa dei papiri in Herculaneum? No

aquila.papy.uni-heidelberg.de. On peculiarities of the papyrological evidence cf. B. Pal-
me, “The Range of Documentary Texts: Types and Categories,” inThe Oxford Handbook
of Papyrology, –.

4 H.M.Cotton,W.E.H. Cockle, and F.G.B.Millar, “ThePapyrology of the RomanNear
East: A Survey,” JRS  (): – provide a catalogue of more than  papyri
written outside of Egypt. Since then, the corpora P. Euphr., P. Petra I and III, as well
as some single documents from outside Egypt have been published (see e.g., F. Mitthof
andA. Papathomas, “Ein Papyruszeugnis aus dem spätantiken Karien,”Chiron  []:
–).

5 Cf. the considerations of J. Gascou, “ThePapyrology of the Near East,” inTheOxford
Handbook of Papyrology, –.

6 For the spread of papyrus in the ancient world, see N. Lewis, Papyrus in Classical
Antiquity (Oxford: Clarendon, ), –, focusing on the Greek papyri. On the
importance of Hebrew and Aramaic papyri, see the brilliant surveys in L.H. Schiffman,
ed., Semitic Papyrology in Context: A Climate of Creativity: Papers from a New York
University Conference Marking the Retirement of Baruch A. Levine (Culture and History
of the Ancient Near East ; Leiden: Brill, ).

7 T. Kouremenos, G.M. Parássoglou, and K. Tsantsanoglou, eds., The Derveni Pa-
pyrus: Edited with Introduction and Commentary (Studi e testi per il Corpus dei papiri
filosofici greci e latini ; Florence: Olschki, ).
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legal historian would ignore the tabellae found in Pompeji, and certainly
no historian of the Roman and post-Roman period would miss the Latin
letters on the wooden tabletts from Vindolanda at Hadrians Wall and
Vindonissa in Switzerland, or the Latin ostraca from BuNjem in Libya,
the papyri from Byzantine Ravenna or the Tablettes Albertini from the
Vandalic kingdom inAfrica.8TheNear East has, of course, the lion’s share
of handwritten documents from outside Egypt. Besides the treasures
from the Judean Desert and Dead Sea area—the core subject of the
present volume—one should mention the famous papyri from Dura
Europos in theRoman provinceMesopotamia. Andwe still may hope for
sensational new discoveries like the carbonised papyri from Byzantine
Petra or the small dossier from the Euphrates (but this time in the Roman
province Syria) that turned up some years ago.9

Sometimes even a single line may open a totally new chapter in the
endless story of what we call cultural history. To give just one example: A
small scrap, found in a Roman camp at Masada turned out to contain
the beginning of Dido’s first speech in Virgil, Aen. .; at the other
end of the Empire, at Vindolanda, a military camp at Hadrians Wall,
a verse of Aen. . was identified on a small wooden tablet; and in
the Desert between the Nile Valley and the Red Sea someone copied
Aen. .–. Probably all three attempts to write down some lines of
Virgil were done by Roman soldiers.10 Occasionally Agathe Tyche, the
patroness of papyrology, provides us with a group of connected text—
that’s what papyrologists call an “archive.”11 Dozens of such papyrus

8 Corpora of papyri, ostraca, and wooden tablets from outside Egypt: Europe: P. Ital.
I–III, T. Sulpicii, T. Vindol. I–III, T. Vindon., O. Cret. Chers.—North-Africa: T. Alb.,
O. BuNjem.—Near East: P. Petra, P. Murabba#at, P. .Hever, P. Jud. Des. Misc., P. Babatha =
P. Yadin I, P. Yadin II, P. Ness. III.—Mesopotamia: P. Dura, P. Euphrates.

9 In addition to P. Euphrates, cf. the preliminary report of D. Feissel and J. Gascou,
“Documents d’ archives Romains inédits du Moyen Euphrate (IIIe siècle après J.-C.),”
CRAI  (): –, and the Syriac texts in J. Teixidor, “Deux documents syriaques
du IIIe siècle après J.-C., provenant duMoyen Euphrate,”CRAI  (): –, and
idem, “Un document syriaque de fermage de  après J.-C.,” Semitica – ():
–.

10 P. Masad.  (MaspapVirgil lat [Mas]); T. Vindol. II ; O. Claud. I . On
the back of PSI XIII  = ChLA XXV —another military document—the words
Aeneas Dardaniae resemble Virgil as well.

11 For the terminological problems, seeA.Martin, “Archives privées et cachettesdocu-
mentaires,” in Proceedings of the th International Congress of Papyrologists, Copenhagen
– August  (ed. A. Bülow-Jacobsen; Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum Press,
), –, and A. Jördens, “Papyri und private Archive: Ein Diskussionsbeitrag
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archives survive from Egypt, but we are lucky enough to have archives
also among the documentary texts from the JudeanDesert aswell as from
Mespotamia.12

Both the documents from the Bar Kokhba sites in the Judean Desert
and the documents from the Euphrates are rich in evidence for the
routine functioning of the Roman provincial administration. Ancient
historians and legal historians have extensively studied and discussed
all texts of major interest, like the petitions, summons, declarations of
property and various types of legal contracts.13 Comparative studies
of similar types of documents from Egypt and the Judean Desert—
e.g. census declarations, marriage contracts or deposits—have brought
particularly rich results.14

In what follows I would like to focus on one document: P. Yadin —
otherwise also known as P. Babatha  or / .Hev papExtract fromCoun-
cil Minutes gr (/ .Hev)—and one specific aspect of this document:
the city council. P. Yadin  contains an extract from council minutes of
Petra, written in spring  c.e., whenPetra was the capital of theRoman
province Arabia.15 P. Yadin , like many other documents from the
so-called “Babatha archive,” has received considerable attention.16 Thus,

zur papyrologischen Terminologie,” in Symposion : Vorträge zur griechischen und
hellenistischen Rechtsgeschichte (ed. E. Cantarella and G.Thür; Köln: Böhlau, ), –
.

12 The main papyrus archives from outside Egypt are described by Gascou, “Papyro-
logy of theNear East,” –.On papyrus archives in general cf. K. Vandorpe, “Archives
and Dossiers,” inThe Oxford Handbook of Papyrology, –. An important electronic
tool on archives is provided by W. Clarysse and K. Vandorpe at “Papyrus Archives in
Graeco-Roman Egypt”: http://www.trismegistos.org/arch/index.php.

13 The scholarly literature on thesemanuscripts is extensive; in addition to a long series
of articles by H.M. Cotton, numerous important contributions are collected in R. Katzoff
andD. Schaps, eds., Law in the Documents of the JudaeanDesert (JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill,
).

14 For a brilliant overview, see H.M. Cotton, “The Impact of the Documentary Papyri
from the Judaean Desert on the Study of Jewish History from  to  ce,” in Jüdische
Geschichte in hellenistisch-römischer Zeit: Wege der Forschung: Vom alten zum neuen
Schürer (ed. A. Oppenheimer unter Mitarbeit von E. Müller-Luckner; Schriften des
Historischen Kollegs: Kolloquien ; München: Oldenbourg, ), –.

15 The document dates between February th and July th  c.e. Additional
information is provided in BLX  and XI . Photographs of the papyrus are available
in N. Lewis, The Documents from the Bar Kokhba Period in the Cave of Letters: Greek
Papyri (JDS ; Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, ), pls. – and in E. Crisci,
Scrivere greco fuori d’Egitto: Ricerche sui manoscritti greco-orientali di origine non egiziana
dal IV secolo a.C. all’VIII d.C. (Pap.Flor. XXVII; Florence: Gonnelli, ), pl. XXIII.

16 Especially the legal aspects of the text have been studied: H.M. Cotton, “The
Guardianship of Jesus son of Babatha: Roman and Local Law in the Province of Arabia,”
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my contribution will concentrate on just a minor point. The “Babatha
archive” consists of papyri in the possession of a Jewish woman called
Babatha, who lived in both Arabia and Judaea. When she went hiding in
the Cave of Letters during the revolt of Bar Kokhba, she had with her a
group of  personal documents in Greek, Nabatean, and Aramaic span-
ning the period from  to  c.e. Babatha’s documents constitute the
single most precious repository of evidence that we have for private life
and landholding in Roman Arabia and Palestine.17

Before analyzing P. Yadin  in detail and comparing it with Egyptian
documents, I should say some preliminary things on the boulai. The
Q�υλ, (curia) or city council was a characteristic feature of many of the
Greek cities of theHellenistic period.Modeledmore or less on the pattern
of the Athenian boule, the boulai of the Hellenistic cities were in a large
degree responsible for the internal administration of their community.
Many of these cities eventually succumbed to Roman rule, but in most of
them the boulewas retained. It remained hence an important institution
in the Greek cities throughout the eastern Roman provinces.18

In Egypt, however, the situation was different.19 During the Ptolemaic
period, only two cities, apart from Alexandria, possessed a boule: Nau-
cratis in theDelta and Ptolemais inUpper Egypt.When Egypt was added
to the Roman Empire in  b.c.e., Augustus and his successors kept an
especially close watch upon its administration.20 Despite requests from

JRS  (): –, esp. – and eadem, “Language Gaps in Roman Palestine and
the Roman Near East,” in Medien im Antiken Palästina: Materiale Kommunikation und
Medialität als Thema der Palästinaarchäologie (ed. C. Frevel; FAT /; Tübingen: ),
–; T.J. Chiusi, “Babatha vs. the Guardians of her Son: A Struggle for Guardianship:
Legal and Practical Aspects of P. Yadin –, ,” in Law in the Documents of the Judaean
Desert, –.

17 Cf. the introduction to the archive by Lewis,Documents from the BarKokhba Period,
– and the critical review of G.W. Bowersock, “The Babatha Papyri, Masada, and
Rome,” Journal of Roman Archeology  (): –; repr. in Studies on the Eastern
Roman Empire: Social, Economic and Administrative History, Religion, Historiography
(Goldbach: Keip, ), –.

18 There is ample discussion on the subject; the basic studies are still F.F. Abbot and
A.C. Johnson, Municipal Administration in the Roman Empire (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, ), and A.H.M. Jones, “The Cities of the Roman Empire: Political,
Administrative and Judicial Institutions,” Recueils de la Société Jean Bodin  (): –
; repr. inTheRomanEconomy: Studies in Ancient Economic andAdministrativeHistory
(Oxford: Blackwell, ), –.

19 The locus classicus is P. Jouguet, La vie municipale dans l’Égypte Romaine (Paris: de
Boccard, ).

20 Cf. A.K. Bowman and D. Rathbone, “Cities and Administration in Roman Egypt,”
JRS  (): –, see also the critical remarks by A. Jördens, “Das Verhältnis der
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the Alexandrinians to the Emperors Augustus and Claudius, Alexandria
did not receive the permission to set up or reinstate its boule. Neither did
the metropoleis of the nomes possess councils during the first and sec-
ond centuries c.e.21 Only Antinoopolis, a city founded in Middle Egypt
in  c.e. by Hadrian, was organized as a Greek city, complete with a
boule.22 And only in  c.e., when Septimius Severus visited Alexan-
dria in person, a boule was granted to this famous town. Shortly after-
wards evidence begins to appear for the existence of boulai in several
metropoleis of Egypt as well.23 The position and character of the new
boulai of the metropoleis appear to owe little to predecessors in Egypt
and elsewhere.Rather they took overmany of the functions of the κ�ιν)ν
τ&ν Jρ%Bντων in themetropoleis, a number of elected or appointedmag-
istrates who functioned in concert with the officials of the local adminis-
tration, namly the strategos and the basilikos grammateus, andwith repre-
sentatives of the central government, the procuratores and the praefectus
Aegypti.24 These boulaiwere invested, however, with a much wider com-
petence.Themost important tasks of the boulai of the third (and fourth)
century c.e. were the supervision of finance and the election of the offi-
cials and liturgists who played an essential role in the administration of
the metropolis. The boule was responsible to the central government for

römischenAmtsträger zu den ‘Städten’ in der Provinz,” in Lokale Autonomie und römische
Ordnungsmacht in den kaiserzeitlichen Provinzen vom . bis . Jahrhundert (ed. W. Eck
unter Mitarbeit von E. Müller-Luckner; Schriften des Historischen Kollegs: Kolloquien
; München: Oldenbourg, ), –.

21 A.H.M. Jones,The Cities of the Eastern Roman Provinces (ed. M. Avi-Yonah et al.;
nd ed.; Oxford: Clarendon, ), see esp. – for Egypt. On the development of
the cities in Egypt see more generally R. Alston,The City in Roman and Byzantine Egypt
(London: Routledge, ).

22 M. Zahrnt, “Antinoopolis in Ägypten: Die hadrianische Gründung und ihre Privi-
legien in der neueren Forschung,” in Provinzen und Randvölker: Afrika mit Ägypten (ed.
H. Temporini; ANRW II.., Berlin: de Gruyter, ), –; on the political con-
text cf. also M.T. Boatwright, Hadrian and the Cities of the Roman Empire (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, ), esp. –.

23 For the following, see Jouguet, La vie municipale, – and A.K. Bowman,The
Town Councils of Roman Egypt (American Studies in Papyrology ; Toronto: Hakkert,
), esp. – for the installation of the boulai, and D. Hagedorn, “The Emergence of
Municipal Offices in the Nome-Capitals of Egypt,” in Oxyrhynchus: A City and Its Texts
(eds. A.K. Bowman et al.; London: Egypt Exploration Society, ), –.

24 This interaction is analysed by A. Jördens, “Der praefectus Aegypti und die Städte,”
inHerrschaftsstrukturen undHerrschaftspraxis: Konzeption, Prinzipien und Strategien der
Administration im römischen Kaiserreich: Akten der Tagung an der Universität Zürich .–
. .  (ed. A. Kolb; Berlin: Akademie Verlag, ), –.
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the payment of taxes and the demands for the supply of the army (annona
militaris).25

The procedure of themeetings may be described briefly.26They appar-
ently opened with ε��ημ@αι, acclamationes. The meetings were chaired
by the prytanis, and he took a prominent role in opening discussions,
introducing business and forcing decisions. P. Oxy. I  is probably the
best example of the opening rituals of a council meeting in the presence
of the governor (lines –):27

[ - - - ] when the assembly had met, (the people cried) [ - - - ] the Roman
power for ever! lords Augusti! good fortune O governor, good fortune
to the catholicus! Bravo prytanis, bravo the city’s boast, bravo Dioskoros
chief of the citizens! under you our blessings still increase, source of our
blessings, [ - - - Isis] loves you and rises, good luck to the patriot! good luck
to the lover of equity! source of our blessings, founder of the city . . . bravo
. . .

And after some other acclamations, the prytanis replyed (lines –):
“I welcome, and with much gratification, the honour which you do me,
but I beg that such demonstrations be reserved for a legitimate occasion
when you can make them with authoritative force and I can accept them
with assurance.”The people (* δ9μ�ς) cried: “Many votes does he deserve,
lords Augusti, all-victorious for the Romans, the Roman power for ever!
. . . ”28

We understand from the phrase “The people cried” (* δ9μ�ς  QBησεν)
here, and other evidence from elsewhere, thatmeetings of the boulaiwere
not (or not necessarily) closed sessions, but in fact open to thepublic.The
system in debate is rather obscure. There does not seem to be any fixed
order of speaking. Any problem was simply discussed until a decision
was reached or postponed until the next meeting.29 The evidence shows
that the city councils were also the stage for petitions and complaints.The

25 For the variety of businesses of the boulai, cf. A.H.M. Jones, The Greek City from
Alexander to Justinian (Oxford: Clarendon, ), –; Jouguet, La vie municipale,
–; and Bowman, Town Councils, –.

26 For thesemeetings, see ibid., – and Jones,GreekCity, –, quoting instruc-
tive passages from various sources.

27 P. Oxy. I  = W. Chr.  = Sel. Pap. II  (Oxyrhynchus, early fourth cent. c.e.),
cf. BL IX –, on the dating: K.A. Worp, “Further Chronological Notes,” ZPE 
():  n. .

28 Translation according to A.S. Hunt and C.C. Edgar, Select Papyri, vol. : Official
Documents (LCL ; London: Heinemann, ),  .

29 The record and the situation in P. Oxy. I  is extensively analyzed by T. Kruse,
“The Magistrate and the Ocean: Acclamations and Ritualized Communication in Town
Gatherings in Roman Egypt,” in Ritual and Communication in the Graeco-RomanWorld
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boule was called upon to confirm exemption from liturgy by persons of
privileged status, like Roman citizens, soldiers or athletes. The subject of
most petitions adressed to the boulaiwere complains against nomination
to liturgies or similar duties. All this was discussed in public. Moreover,
every business of the boule was not only a thing of the moment, but
something for the public memory. Naturally the businessmeetings of the
councils were recorded and each boule kept the minutes of her meetings
for decades, maybe even longer. P. Oxy. XVII  is probably the most
instructive example of council minutes we have; though dating from
 c.e., it illustrates the procedure which we may assume was not
substantially different from that of the second and third centuries c.e.
A complaint is made:30

In the rd consulship of our masters Valentinian and Valens, eternal
Augusti, Phaophi , at a meeting of the boule, in the prytany of Claudius
Hermeias, son of Gelasius, ex-gymnasiarch and councilor; after the plau-
ditsTheon, son of Ammonius, councilor, represented by his son Macro-
bius, came forward and made the following statement:—“Fellow coun-
cilors, you know as well as I that my name is on the tablet about to come
into force and that I am one of the twenty-four ordained by our lord the
most illustrious Tatianus (= praefect of Egypt) for the pagarchies and con-
tractorships. Perhaps in ignorance, the president has appointed me to the
administration of the soldiers’ woolen clothing for the th indiction, at
the very time when I have horses to keep; wherefore I put it to you that the
ordinances ought not to be infringed.”—The councilors cried: “What is on
the tablet is valid; what has been rightly ordainedmust not be infringed.”—
Ptoleminus, ex-logistes, said: “What has been ordained by our lord themost
illustrious Tatianus with the approval of the whole council must stand fast
and unshaken, whence it follows that the twenty-four are not to serve in
any other service whatever but keep to the heavier liturgies, not only in this
but in future prytanies. If, however, anyone wishes to serve in another ser-
vice, he does not do so on the responsibility of the council, andMacrobius
ought not to be burdened.”—Gerontius, ex-exactor, said. “What has been
rightly ordained and legally done by my lord Tatianus and referred to our
sovereigns and to my lords the most illustrious praefects of the praetorium
has its validity from them, and hence it is not proper for Macribius to be
burdened by either the prytanis or the future prytaniswith other adminis-
trations” . . . 31

(ed. E. Stavrianopoulou; Kernos Supplément ; Liège: Centre International d’Etude de
la Religion Grecque Antique, ), –.

30 P. Oxy. XVII  = Sel. Pap. II  (Oxyrhynchus,  October  c.e.), cf. BL IX
; X ; XI .

31 Translation according to Hunt and Edgar, Select Papyri,  .
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The complainant is supported by statements from nine other coun-
cilors until the prytanis finally yields and upholds the complaint. The
situation is typical: Acclamations and disputes—every business of the
boulewas done in public.We understand that—like today—publicity was
desired because it wouldmake all actionsmore “transparent.” But we also
can imagine that publicity could well give an even more harsh tone to
every dispute: being successful (or not) in escaping public duties was one
thing for a councilor, being victorious or defeated in a public discussion
was still another thing.

The written minutes of the meetings, kept by each boule, grew in
importance, as the financial responsibilities of the town council in-
creased.32 Much more than simple “public memory,” the records could
in cases of dispute get some legal bearing, as the entries clearly dis-
played each action and every decision made by the boule. In Egypt,
the terms _π�μν,ματα and _π�μνηματισμ�@ are used to describe those
reports and could probably best be translated into English as “proceed-
ings.” U. Wilcken33 demonstrated an equivalent between the terms _π�-
μνηματισμ�@ and Latin commentarii, the day to day journal in which
Roman magistrates recorded each and every official activity. E. Bicker-
man34 attempted to bring the term _π�μν,ματα close to Latin acta, a
second step in recording the official business. The acta were compiled at
the end of the day from the commentarii and contained in short form the
results and decisions of themagistrates or the boule. But this distincion is
not always clear in our documents—andmaybe was not always observed.
Structure and style of the records are known fromquite a number of orig-
inal minutes of boulai that survived in more or less fragmentary condi-
tions. Two substantial bodies of evidence come from Oxyrhynchos and
Hermoupolis.35 The majority of the reports is written in oratio recta and
contains vivid accounts of the meetings, interspersed with acclamations

32 On the proceedings see Bowman, Town Councils, – with a list of recorded
meetings or references to meetings on pp. –.

33 U. Wilcken, “VΥπ�μνηματισμ�@,” Philologus  (): –.
34 E. Bickerman, “Testificatio Actorum,”Aegyptus  (): –.
35 Oxyrhynchos: P. Oxy. XII – (end of third cent. c.e.); XXVII –

(); Hermoupolis: SPP V preserves an extensive convolute of proceedings from the
middle of the third century c.e.; this important evidence is analysed by Bowman, Town
Councils, esp. –; M. Drew-Bear, “Les archives du conseil municipal d’Hermoupolis
Magna,” in Atti del XVII Congresso Internazionale di Papirologia: Napoli, – maggio
 ( vols.; Naples: Centro Internazionale per lo Studio dei Papiri Ercolanesi, ),
:–, and eadem, “Contenu et intérêt historique des archives du conseil municipal
d’Hermoupolis sous Gallien,” in Egyptian Archives: Proceedings of the First Session of the
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and interjections. Discussions, motions, and comments were recorded
verbatim and therefore present an insight into the routine business of
the city councils—like the two examples just cited.

Proceedings of this kind were of course no Egyptian peculiarity. P.
Yadin  proves that the boulai of other cities kept their minutes too, and
they did so even before the Egyptian metropoleis had a boule. Moreover,
containing an extract from council minutes of Petra, P. Yadin  proves
that such extracts were put on public display and by this—similar to
legal judgments of Roman governors—served as formal publications of
council decisions. Those published extracts are abbreviated versions of
the verbatim council proceedings (the Egyptian _π�μνηματισμ�@) and
resemble the acta of Roman magistrates. P. Yadin  reads as follows
(lines –):

(Inner text): Verified exact copy of one item from theminutes of the council
of Petra the metropolis, minutes displayed in the temple of Aphrodite in
Petra, and it is as appended below in the outer text.

(Outer text): Verified exact copy of one item of guardianship from the
minutes of the council of Petra the metropolis, minutes displayed in the
temple of Aphrodite in Petra, and it is as appended below:

(line ) “And of Jesus, a Jew, son of Jesus, of the village Maoza, #Abdobdas
son of Illouthas and John son of Eglas [i.e. are appointed guardians].”

Done in Petra, metropolis of Arabia, four days before the kalends of . . . ,
in the consulship of Manius Acilius Glabrio and Gaius Bellicius Torquatus
. . . 36

(On the back signatures of the witnesses)

This small sheet of light-colored papyrus contains a double document.37
At this type of contract the text—styled as objective minutes—was writ-
ten two times on the same sheet of papyrus. One copy remained visi-
ble (scriptura exterior), the second one was rolled up and sealed (scrip-
tura interior).The stitched-up upper (now inner) text exists to verify that
the exposed or lower text, accessible to all, has not been manipulated.
In cases of litigation the seals could be broken at court and the original

International Congress on Egyptian Archives /Egyptological Archives (ed. P. Piacentini and
C. Orsenigo; Quaderni di Acme ; Milan: Cisalpino, ), –.

36 Translation by Lewis, Documents from the Bar-Kokhba Period, .
37 On this form of the document see ibid., –; H.M. Cotton, “ ‘Diplomatics’ or

External Aspects of the Legal Documents from the Judaean Desert: Prolegomena,” in
Rabbinic Law in Its Roman and Near Eastern Context (ed. C. Hezser; TSAJ ; Tübingen:
Mohr Siebeck, ), –.
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text could be read. The double document was a common style for legal
documents in Hellenistic Egypt,38 but became relatively rare in Roman
Egypt—fewer than a hundred among the thousands of contracts pub-
lished so far.39 But the papyri fromWadi Murabba#at and Dura Europos
include numerous double documents from the Roman period.Moreover,
all but one of the private documents from the Euphrates area are of the
double form—confirming the prevalence of this type in Palestine, Arabia,
and Syria at least into themiddle of the third century c.e.40 Nevertheless,
we detect a first sign of decline in P. Yadin : The inner text does not
repeat the relevant text any more (as it should), but simply refers to it
“and it is as appended below in the outer text.”41

P. Yadin  belongs to the legal documents of Babatha—a wealthy
woman from Maoza at the south end of the Dead Sea.42 When she
fled to the cave at the time of the uprising of Bar Kokhba, she kept
with her documents concerning her property43 and the raising of her
son Jesus from her first marriage.44 By the time P. Yadin  was set

38 H.J. Wolff, “Zur Geschichte der Sechszeugen-Doppelurkunde,” in Akten des XIII.
Internationalen Papyrologenkongresses: Marburg/Lahn, .–. August  (ed. E. Kießling
and H.-A. Rupprecht; MBPF ; München: Beck, ), –; idem, Das Recht der
griechischen Papyri Ägyptens in der Zeit der Ptolemaeer und des Prinzipats, vol. :Organi-
sation und Kontrolle des privaten Rechtsverkehrs (Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft
X..; München: Beck, ), –; M. Amelotti and L. Migliardi-Zingale, “Osser-
vazioni sulla duplice scritturazione nei documenti,” in Symposion : Vorträge zur
griechischen und hellenistischen Rechtsgeschichte (ed. G. Thür; Köln: Böhlau, ), –
.

39 For double documents from the Roman period, see D. Rathbone, “PSI XI :
Record of a Roman Census Declaration of A.D. /,” in Essays and Texts in Honor of
J. David Thomas (ed. T. Gagos and R.S. Bagnall; American Studies in Papyrology ;
Exeter: American Society of Papyrologists: ), –.

40 Cf. Gascou, “Papyrology of the Near East,” ; for the use of double documents in
the papyri from outside Egypt, see ibid. .

41 This “presentation” of the content of the document does not, to be sure, provide
much possibility for controlling the outer text.

42 For the Babatha Archive and its context, see the literature quoted in nn.  and
; for additional remarks, see M. Goodman, “Babatha’s Story,” JRS  (): –;
B. Isaac, “The Babatha Archive: A ReviewArticle,” IEJ  (): –; repr. inTheNear
East under Roman Rule: Selected Papers (Mnemosyne Supplementum ; Leiden: Brill,
), –.

43 H.M. Cotton and J.C. Greenfield, “Babatha’s Property and the Law of Succession in
the Babatha Archive,” ZPE  (): –.

44 In addition to the literature cited above in n. , cf. A.E. Hanson, “The Widow
Babatha and the Poor Orphan Boy,” in Law in the Documents of the Judaean Desert, –
, and generally J.G. Oudshoorn, The Relationship between Roman and Local Law in
the Babatha and Salome Komaise Archives: General Analysis and Three Case Studies on
Law of Succession, Guardianship and Marriage (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ).



 bernhard palme

up ( c.e.), Babatha was widowed and the boy orphaned. In the first
half of the year  c.e. the boule of Petra had appointed two men to be
guardians of the orphan.45 The purpose of the present document was to
copy from the minutes (Jπ) Kκτων) of the boule of Petra the names of
the two guardians appointed by the boule. Unlike similar proceedings
from Egypt, P. Yadin  “from the beginning to end . . . reads like a
Greek translation of a Latin original.”46 Even the date is given in Latin
and the formula  γγεγραμμ0ν�ν κα� JντιQεQλημ0ν�ν (probably scilicet
Jντ@γρα��ν) in lines  and  renders the Latin descriptum et recognitum
at copies of edicts issued by Roman authorities and indeed the excerpt
from minutes of the city council of Caere in Italy which survived in a
Latin inscription.47

As the Greek and Roman practice normally required only a single
guardian, the naming of two guardians presumably followed local cus-
tom.48 Appointed by the boule in one of its meetings, the whole affair of
naming guardians for Babatha’s orphan son became public. The fact was
memorized publicly in the acta of the boule, and it was displayed in the
center of the city. According to lines –, the acta of the boulewere posted
at the Aphrodeision, the temple of the Arabian Aphrodite (al-Uzza) in
Petra.49 In the Roman Empire, edicts and decrees of the emperors and
governors as well as the acta of the city councils were routinely posted at
centrally located public buildings for the information of those concerned.
The interested parties could have copies made during the period of post-
ing. This practice is very well known from Egyptian papyri as well, but
the posting is expressed by πρ�τ@"ημι, not πρBκειμαι, as here. Babatha
took care that the veracity of her copy of the acta of the boule concerning

45 Thus lines – of the document quoted above (see p. ).
46 Lewis, Documents from the Bar-Kokhba Period, ; cf. also J. Adams, Bilingualism

and the Latin Language (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ), –, and
H.M. Cotton, “The Languages of the Legal and Administrative Documents from the
Judaean Desert,” ZPE  (): –.

47 CIL XI , lines – (/ c.e.): “Descriptum et recognitum factum in pronao
aedis Martis | ex commentario, quem iussit proferri Cuperius Hostilianus per T. Rustium
Lysiponum | scribam, in quo scriptum erat id quod infra scriptum est . . .”; and lines –:
“Commentarium cottidianum municipii Caeritum, inde pagina XXVII kapite VI . . .”

48 Babatha was dissatisfied with the performance of both guardians. Only a couple
of months after their nomination, she petitioned the governor and later summoned the
guardians: P. Yadin  (/ .Hev papPetition to Governor gr [/ .Hev]; second half of
 c.e.), P. Yadin  (/ .Hev papSummons gr [/ .Hev]; October  c.e.); P. Yadin
 (/ .Hev papReceipt gr [/ .Hev];  c.e.).

49 The Aphrodeision is best identified with the Temple of the Winged Lions; cf.
G.W. Bowersock, Roman Arabia (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, ), .
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the guardians of her sonwere attested by witnesses. Five witnesses signed
on the back of P. Yadin , the first four in Nabatean, the fifth in Greek.

In Roman Egypt, in fact all legal proceedings that survive on papyrus
are such “copies from the commentarii” (Jντ@γρα��ν _π�μνηματισμ�=
τ�= δεHν�ς or simply  � _π�μνηματισμ&ν). Court proceedings and legal
judgments were never stand alone documents, but just entries in the
commentarii of the judging official.50 If one partywanted to have awritten
document on the results of a causa, the posted acta had to be copied—
just the way Babatha did it. Those extracts frequently were cited in court
or included in petitions. For the same reason P. Yadin  was also styled
as a legal contract with witnesses.

Despite those similarties, there are, however, somedifferences between
the Egyptian extracts  � _π�μνηματισμ&ν and P. Yadin . First: the
extracts  � _π�μνηματισμ&ν from Egypt are verbatim records of the
proceedings and thus may, asWilcken already thought, indeed be copies
from the lenghty commentarii.51 P. Yadin , on the other hand, is taken
Jπ) Kκτων Q�υλ9ς Πετρα@ων, and the way it briefly states just the
facts (and not the discussions) may indicate, that it really was taken
ab actis, presumably the summaries of the _π�μν,ματα of the boule,
as Bickerman suspected.52 Second: The administration of the Egyptian
metropoleis before  c.e. had been vested in the κ�ινD τ&ν Jρ%Bντων,
but the operations of these bodies had been largely dependent upon
co-operation with officials of the central government, like the strategos.
It is striking that the boule of Petra—also styled as metropolis (lines 
and ) and maybe organized as a Greek polis only shortly before53—
had the capacity to name the guardians; in Egypt we would expect
the strategos, chief administrator of the nomós, to be responsible for
appointing guardians.54 This is an important point: The boule of Petra
perfoms legal actions on her own authority already in  c.e., while the
boulai of the Egyptian metropoleis even in the third century c.e.—when

50 R.A. Coles, Reports of Proceedings in Papyri (Papyrologica Bruxellensia ; Brussels:
Fondation Égyptologique Reine Élisabeth, ).

51 See above, n. .
52 See above, n. .
53 It remains unsure whether Petra had the constitution of a polis before  c.e.

Cf. G.W. Bowersock, review of A. Spijkerman,The Coins of the Decapolis and Provincia
Arabia, JRS  (): –, ; on the meaning of metropolis in this contexts cf.
idem, “Babatha Papyri,”  n. .

54 R. Taubenschlag,The Lawof Greco-RomanEgypt in the Light of the Papyri ( B.C.–
 A.D.) (nd ed.; Warsaw: Państwowe Wydawnictwo Naukowe, ), –, esp.
–; Cotton, “Guardianship,” .
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Petra had already advanced to the status of a colonia55—still act only
together with and probably depending on the strategos.

P. Yadin  attests to activities by the boule of Petra in the provinceAra-
bia in  c.e., which the boulai of the Egyptianmetropoleis and Alexan-
dria were able to perform only three generations later, after  c.e.
Twenty years after the incorporation of Arabia in the Roman Empire in
 c.e., the boule of Petra functions as if it would be a free Greek city.
Thus, this small papyrus document proofs that the city council of Petra
had retained the important role the councils of Greek cities played in the
Hellenistic period before the coming of Rome. Not only city adminis-
tration and taxation, but also a variety of private legal actions, like the
appointment of guardians, were on the agenda of the public meetings of
Petra’s city council.

55 Petra became colonia under Elagabal; cf. S. Ben-Dor, “Petra Colonia,” Ber  (–
): –; F. Millar, “The Roman coloniae of the Near East: A Study of Cultural Rela-
tions,” in Roman Eastern Policy and Other Studies in RomanHistory: Proceedings of a Col-
loquium at Tvärminne, – October,  (ed. H. Solin and M. Kajava; Commentationes
humanarum litterarum; Helsinki: Finnish Society of Sciences and Letters, ), –,
.
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Already in , Karl Elliger stated in his commentary to PesherHabakuk
that the text often resorts to allegorical interpretation.1

Es wird allegorisiert, wiederum nicht durchgängig, aber da, wo der Wort-
sinn sich der Konzeption des Auslegers nicht fügt, und gelegentlich auch
sonst.

Ten years later, after more pesharim were published, Asher Finkel com-
pared the pesharimwith rabbinic sources and characterized their exeget-
ical approach as allegorical in nature.2

Themethod of applying pesher to the Scriptures indicates traditional lines
of interpretation in Qumran and Rabbinic sources. The central feature
is the understanding of the inspired words of the past in the context
of a present or future situation, or in relating them to a given case. To
achieve these purposes the exegete allegorically interprets the significant
words.3

Finkel’s understanding of the pesharim has been reasserted by a num-
ber of scholars, including Bilha Nitzan,4 Devorah Dimant,5 Menahem

* We are indebted toDr.NóraDávid for editing this article according to the stylesheet.
If not indicated otherwise, translations of ancient sources are our own.

1 K. Elliger, Studien zum Habakuk-Kommentar vom Toten Meer (Studien zur his-
torischenTheologie ; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), , cf. –.

2 SeeA. Finkel, “ThePesher ofDreams and Scriptures,”RevQ  (–): –
(–).

3 Ibid., .
4 B. Nitzan, Pesher Habakkuk: A Scroll from the Wilderness of Judaea (QpHab): Text,

Introduction and Commentary (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, ), – (Hebrew).
5 D. Dimant, “Pesharim, Qumran,” ABD :– (). Dimant speaks of “sym-

bolic or allegorical equations” (ibid.).
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Kister,6 and Shani Berrin.7The recent publication of the editio princeps of
theDerveni papyrus8—a lemmatic allegorical commentary on anOrphic
poem which, due to its archeological context and its paleography, can
be dated to the late fourth century b.c.e.—allows now for a compari-
son between the Qumran pesharim and a relatively early firsthand wit-
ness of Greek allegoresis. In this article, we would like to revisit Finkel’s
characterization of the pesharim as allegorical in light of such a com-
parison. In choosing the Derveni papyrus and the Qumran pesharim for
our comparison, we have been guided by the affinities between the cul-
tural status of their respective producers and by their similar hermeneu-
tical objectives and procedures. As our study intends to show, these two
“metatexts”9 represent the dissenting attitudes of religious groups or indi-
viduals, each feeling increasingly estranged from their cultural matrix
and its approaches to founding texts and authoritative traditions. As a
result of this estrangement, they each resorted to a transpositional kind
of hermeneutics by presupposing a new signification of the authoritative
texts and traditions beyond their culturally endorsedmeaning. Since our
objectives reach far beyond a simple answer to the question of whether
the pesharim practice allegoresis or not, we begin with some general
observations about the nature and scope of transpositional hermeneutics.

Transpositional Hermeneutics

Transpositional hermeneutics designates an interpretative procedure
that seeks to redescribe and thereby recontextualize the authoritative
texts of a specific culture.The procedure itself comprises three distinctive

6 M. Kister, “A CommonHeritage: Biblical Interpretation at Qumran and its Implica-
tions,” in Biblical Perspectives: Early Use and Interpretation of the Bible in Light of the Dead
Sea Scrolls: Proceedings of the First International Symposium of the Orion Center for the
Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature, – May,  (ed. M.E. Stone
and E.G Chazon; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –. Kister characterizes pesher-
exegesis as a “historical-eschatological allegory” ().

7 S. Berrin, The Pesher Nahum Scroll from Qumran: An Exegetical Study of Q
(STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), : “It is our contention that the author of pesher perceived
his biblical base-text as polysemous, allegorical, and generally cohesive.”

8 For the Derveni papyrus, see below, –.
9 According toG.Genette,Palimpsests: Literature in the SecondDegree (trans. C.New-

man and C. Doubinsky; Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, ), , metatextuality is
“the relationship most often labeled as ‘commentary.’ It unites a given text to another, of
which it speaks without necessarily citing it (without summoning it), in fact sometimes
even without naming it.”
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moments: (i) the anticipatory movement of fore-understanding (Vorver-
ständnis)10 as a basic notion of reality that every reader brings as a pre-
supposition to a text and finds it either confirmed or contradicted; if the
text contradicts this presupposed basic notion of reality, the reader next
resorts to (ii) atomization, or isolation of individual elements from the
text, which serves the purpose of (iii) recontextualization, or the system-
atic one-by-onematching of the elements isolated from the authoritative
text with those belonging to a chosen referential paradigm. In this way,
transpositional hermeneutics confirms the reader’s fore-understanding
and realigns a seemingly contradictory authoritative text with it.

Formally, transpositional hermeneutics corresponds to the practice
of allegoresis, or allegorical interpretation, inasmuch as both operate
within the same hermeneutical dichotomies of surface vs. hidden mean-
ing, whole vs. part, conventional semantics vs. conceptual transforma-
tion, and normative vs. deviant reading of the text.11 At the same time,

10 The term Vorverständnis was introduced into hermeneutics by Rudolf Bultmann
(“Ist voraussetzungslose Exegese möglich? [],” in Glauben und Verstehen: Gesam-
melte Aufsätze [ vols.; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, –], :–; “Das Problem
der Hermeneutik [],” in Glauben und Verstehen, :–) in conversation with
Martin Heidegger (Sein und Zeit [th ed.; Tübingen: Niemeyer, ]). While Bult-
mann restricted his own hermeneutical discourse of Vorverständnis to the interpreta-
tion of biblical texts—although he envisioned a wider hermeneutic framework—Hans-
GeorgGadamermade it an integral part of his hermeneutical theory (Hermeneutik, vol. :
Wahrheit undMethode: Grundzüge einer philosophischenHermeneutik [th ed.; Tübingen:
Mohr Siebeck, ], –).

11 For many modern scholars, atomization is a recurrent but not necessary moment
in allegorical exegesis. For example, R. Pfeiffer in his History of Classical Scholarship
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), –, argued that the fifth-century “Sophists”
used a detailed word-by-word analysis but showed no interest in allegoresis. In his
monograph Spätantike Dichtungstheorien: Untersuchungen zu Proklos, Herakleitos und
Plutarch (Stuttgart: Teubner, ), W. Bernard distinguished between “substitutive” and
“diairetic” allegory, the former roughly corresponding to the Stoic practice of atomization,
or a one-to-onematching of the individual elements of the base text with those belonging
to a chosen referential paradigm, and the latter to the method of later Platonists who
sought to reveal the concealed meaning of “whole” narratives or their episodes. But
see N.J. Richardson, “Homeric Professors in the Age of the Sophists,” Proceedings of
the Cambridge Philological Society  (): – (), who suggests that “it may
be wrong to attempt to draw too hard and fast a line between detailed word-by-word
analysis of a text with a view to eliciting its true meaning, and the more extended form
of interpretation which seeks to reveal the underlying purpose or hidden significance of
whole scenes, or even of whole poems.” Such a neat division between two procedures also
runs counter the idea of the hermeneutical circle already formulated in theNeo-Platonist
theories of textual “scopus” andmore recently elaborated in the hermeneutical theories of
Schleiermacher, Heidegger, and Gadamer. As pointed out by H.-G. Gadamer, Truth and
Method (trans. J.Weinsheimer andD.G.Marshall; nd ed.; NewYork: Continuum, ),
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allegoresis in its traditional sense of a physical, ethical, or psychological
exegesis is only a segment, or subspecies, of transpositional hermeneu-
tics. The range of referential paradigms available to transpositional her-
meneutics is practically indefinite, and it includes not only physical
or psychological phenomena but also any concrete historical situation,
political ideology, or religious belief and projection.

Before proceeding to a detailed analysis of transpositional hermeneu-
tics in our exemplary metatexts, we want briefly to examine the ways in
which each of these metatexts envisages the purpose and meaning of the
base text as a whole—that is, their idea of how a given base text relates
to the set of their anticipatory presuppositions (Vorverständnis). To start
with the Derveni papyrus, its author formulates this preliminary insight
at the very beginning of his detailed line-by-line exegesis of the Orphic
“sacred discourse”:

This poem is strange and riddling for people, even though [Orpheus]
himself did not intend to say contentious riddles, but rather great things
in riddles. In fact, he is telling a holy discourse from the very first word to
the last, as he also makes clear in the well-chosen verse: for having ordered
them to “put doors to their ears,” he says that he is not legislating for the
majority [but teaching those] who are pure in hearing . . .

(P. Derveni VII:–)

The initial recognition of an overarching tension between the literal and
non-literal meaning of the Orphic poem leads the Derveni author to
postulate a set of important exegetical assumptions about the poem’s
intent. As indicated in the above passage, “Orpheus” understood the
value of concealment and deliberately cultivated the “riddling” style.
In this way, the legendary singer restricted his wisdom to a particular
audience, “those pure in hearing,” at the expense of the ignorant majority
confined to the explicit content of his poem. And finally, “Orpheus” was
telling a riddling story “from the very first word to the last,” as though
he wished to warn “those pure in hearing” to attune their ears not only

, “the movement of understanding is constantly from the whole to the part and back
to the whole . . . The harmony of all the details with the whole is the criterion of correct
understanding.” Even the Stoics did not draw too hard a line between atomization and a
more extended analysis of whole stories; cf. Cicero, Nat. d. . (= SVF .): “A great
deal of quite unnecessary trouble was taken [by the Stoics] to rationalize these purely
fanciful myths and explain the reasons why each of (divine) names was thus called.” In
the allegorical treatises of Philo of Alexandria, atomization is also a necessary step toward
a correct understanding of the whole biblical lemma, as he constantly moves from the
whole to the part and back to the whole; cf. D.T. Runia, “Further Observations on the
Structure of Philo’s Allegorical Treatises,” VC  (): –.
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to an overall intent of the poem but also to its narrative line and to
its individual elements—to each verse and every word therein. Taken
together, these assumptions lay the ground for the specific exegetical
method of the Derveni author, which amounts to a systematic matching
of the verses, phrases, and individual words of the Orphic poem with
specific extratextual referents.

A similar set of assumptions indicative of transpositional hermeneu-
tics characterizes the Qumran pesharim, the earliest line-by-line Jewish
commentaries. The Pesher Habakkuk from the Qumran community is a
good case in point. As QpHab VII:– explains,

 And God told Habakkuk to write down what will come over  {over}
the last generation; but the end of that period, He did not let him know.
 vacat When it says, “so that he can run who reads it” (Hab :),  its
interpretation is about the Teacher of Righteousness to whom God made
known  all mysteries of the words of his servants the prophets.

In this case, the true meaning of God’s prophecy is hidden even to the
prophet himself. Although “God told Habakkuk to write down” what
would happen to “the last generation,” ������ ���, Habakkuk does not
know when the eschaton is coming. This deeper level of meaning is
enclosed in his prophecy, yet only the Teacher of Righteousness has
access to it.

How canwe explain the parallels between theDerveni papyrus and the
pesher? What circumstances led to the development of such strikingly
similar hermeneutical agendas? To answer these questions, we first study
the Derveni papyrus and its detailed word-by-word interpretation of an
Orphic poem. Next, we will look at the hermeneutics of the pesharim
from the Qumran library. At the end of our article we will draw some
conclusions.

Transpositional Hermeneutics in the Derveni Papyrus

For many reasons, the Derveni papyrus represents one of most signifi-
cant recent manuscript finds from the ancient world.12 It is arguably the
oldest surviving Greek literary manuscript, one of the earliest surviving

12 The ensuing summary of the archaeological and paleographical aspects of the
find draws on an excellent monograph by G. Betegh,The Derveni Papyrus: Cosmology,
Theology and Interpretation (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ), –, and
on the introductory section in the first critical edition of the papyrus by T. Kouremenos,
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Greek papyri, and the only papyrus found in mainland Greece. As far as
its content is concerned, the papyrus casts a new light on the relationship
between philosophical speculation and religious thought in the fourth
century b.c.e., and provides new evidence for the history ofOrphismand
the ritual function of exegetical texts in this revisionist religious move-
ment. For our study, the text of the papyrus is particularly significant
as the earliest preserved running commentary with verbatim quotations
(lemmata)—a predecessor of the continuous commentaries (hypomnê-
mata) produced by the Alexandrian philologists.

The Find and Its Content

The papyrus was discovered in , in the course of the excavation of
a group of graves near Derveni, a narrow mountain pass twelve kilome-
ters north of Thessaloniki. The burial site was located on the territory
of the ancient town of Lete and its nearby sanctuary of Demeter and
Kore. The papyrus scroll was found in the debris of the pyre belonging
to tomb A of this burial site. The archaeologists involved in the excava-
tion of the burial site and the study of the individual graves and their
contents favor a date for the burials in the late fourth to early third cen-
tury b.c.e. Thus the actual papyrus scroll might also date from the same
period. Paleographical dating has proven inconclusive, but the affinities
of the papyrus script with late fourth-century pottery inscriptions and
the copyist’s systematic use of paragraphoi does not exclude an earlier
date between  and  b.c.e.The text transmitted on the papyrus may
belong to roughly the same period, but most scholars think that it dates

G. Parássoglou, and K. Tsatsanoglou (henceforward KPT),The Derveni Papyrus (Studi
e testi per il corpus dei papiri filosofici greci e latini ; Florence: Olschki, ), –
. Our translation of individual sections follows K. Tsantsanoglou’s diplomatic and
critical edition in KPT, – and the edition with an extensive apparatus (absent in
KPT) by A. Bernabé, Poetae epici Graeci: Testimonia et fragmenta, vol. .: Musaeus,
Linus, Epimenides, PapyrusDerveni, Indices (Teubner; Berlin: deGruyter, ), –.
Among an ever-increasing number of studies on the Derveni papyrus, we have especially
benefited, besides the aforementionedmonograph by Betegh, from the following: A. Laks
and G.W. Most, eds., Studies on the Derveni Papyrus (Oxford: Clarendon, ); A. Laks,
“Between Religion and Philosophy: The Function of Allegory in the Derveni Papyrus,”
Phronesis  (): –; F. Jourdan, Le papyrus de Derveni (Vérité des mythes ;
Paris: Les Belles Lettres, ); C. Calame, “Pratiche orfiche della scrittura: itinerari
iniziatichi?” in Orfeo e le sue metamorfosi (ed. G. Guidorizzi and M. Melotti; Rome:
Carocci, ), –; A. Bernabé, “Autour de l’ interprétation des colonnes XIII–XVI
du Papyrus de Derveni,” Rhizai  (): –; M. Frede, “On the Unity and the Aim
of the Derveni Text,” Rhizai  (): –.
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from the end of the fifth to the beginning of the fourth century, mostly
on the basis of its numerous allusions to cosmological theories of various
fifth-century Greek natural philosophers, fromDiogenes of Apollonia to
Anaxagoras and Heraclitus.

The preserved top portion of the papyrus varies in hight, with the
beginning of the scroll suffering more damage than the inner layers.
As a result, the opening three columns (selides) of the papyrus survive
only in small fragments of – lines.The ensuing twenty-three columns
have  to  lines of writing, of which the upper – lines yield an
almost continuous text with occasional small lacunae. It is impossible
to determine the original height of the scroll, but comparison with the
height of early literary papyri suggests that approximately half of the
text is missing. A large block of space following the last column and the
conjectured number of  kollemata typical for a standard croll indicate
that we possess the fragments of all columns of the papyrus.

There is a noticeable change of tone, style, and content from the top of
col. VII, where the author launches his systematic exegesis of a poem he
attributes to Orpheus. In contrast with this impersonal expositionwhich,
with the exception of col. XX, continues to the end of the text, the style
of the first six columns is forceful, occasionally polemical, and ridden
with rhetorical questions.13The columns are concernedwith propitiatory
rituals, with the magi performing sacrifices and the initiates, with the
Erinyes and the Eumenides, the impending daemons and the avenging
souls of the deceased, with oracles and dream interpretation, andwith the
interconnectedness of impiety, injustice, and the lack of understanding
among people, including even the initiates.

The atmosphere evoked in the first six columns is reminiscent of Plato’s
unfavorable description of the itinerant Orphic priests “who present a
noisy throng of books by Musaeus and Orpheus, . . . in accordance with
which they perform their rituals, and persuade not only individuals but

13 A similar shift in tone, from an engaging polemic to a dry explanation of words,
phrases, and grammatical construction of a literary text, can be observed in the second-
century hypomnêma onThucydides fromOxyrhynchus (P.Oxy. ). For the comparison
of the Derveni papyrus with ancient hypomnematic commentaries and later scholia, cf.
A. Lamedica, “La terminologia critico-letteraria del Papiro di Derveni ai corpora scolio-
grafici,” in Lessici technici greci e latini (ed. P. Radici Colace and M. Caccamo Caltabiano;
Messina: Accademia Peloritana dei Pericolanti, ), –; idem, “Il Papiro Derveni
come commentario: problemi formali,” in Proceedings of the XIXth International Congress
of Papyrology, Cairo – Sept.  (ed. A.H.S. El-Mosallamy; Cairo: Ain Shams Uni-
versity Center of Papyrological Studies, ), :–; Betegh,The Derveni Papyrus,
–.
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also entire cities that the unjust deeds of the living or the dead can be
absolved or purified through ritual sacrifices and pleasant games” (Resp.
.e–a). The Derveni author does not appear to share Plato’s gen-
eral resentment toward the religious professionals who conduct private
religious ceremonies, for in col. V:– he seems to speak of himself as
a member of one such group (“we”), that of diviners (μ�ντεις), who “go
into the oracular shrine to inquire for oracular answers” on behalf of their
clients. What he profoundly resents, however, is people’s disbelief in the
post-mortem punishments and their inability to understand premoni-
tory dreams sent by gods. And he shows even less sympathy for the con-
duct of “those who make a craft of the holy rites” but cannot, or do not
wish to, explain the rituals they are performing, leaving the initiates igno-
rant of “what they have seen or heard or learned” (P. Derveni XX:–).
The ensuing commentary of an Orphic poem—the latter presumably an
instance ofwhat the initiates “have heard or learned” in the ritual—is thus
intended as a correctivemove on the part of a rival practictioner, dissatis-
fiedwith the low professional and intellectual standards of his colleagues.

The poem with which the author is occupied from col. VII onwards
provides yet another among many versions of the Orphic theogony.The
lacunous state of the papyrus does not allow full reconstruction, but the
remaining lines, some fully preserved and others recoverable from the
author’s partial quotations, reveal significant divergences from the other
known Orphic accounts. In this curious reworking of the succession
myth recorded in Hesiod’sTheogony, the oldest deity appears to be Night
(col. XI:–), and not Konos as in someotherOrphic versions. Her son is
Ouranos, who is to be the first king (XIV:). Kronos supplants his father
Ouranos after chopping off his sexual organ (XIV:), only to be himself
deposed by Zeus (VIII:–; XV:). Following the advice of Night (XI:)
and Kronos (XIII:), Zeus swallows Ouranos’ sexual organ (XIII:) and,
remaining the sole ruler (XVI:) with absolute power (XVII:), con-
trives a new generation of gods.The last episode in the story, as given in
the papyrus, deals with Zeus’ incestuous desire for his mother Rhea.

Compared with the plot of Hesiod’sTheogony, the Orphic poem of the
Derveni papyrus brings two important innovations: one is Zeus’ swal-
lowing of Ouranos’ sex and the other his mating with Rhea. By the for-
mer act, Zeus absorbs within himself all previous cosmic stages, and
by the latter he breaks the pattern of previous succession and thereby
secures his everlasting supremacy. As one line in the poem describes
him, “Zeus is the head, Zeus is the middle, and from Zeus all things have
their being” (XVII:). As a result, the cosmos is no longer ruled by a
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number of gods, each assigned a different function in generating and
maintaining the existing order, but has a single source, a single order-
ing principle, and a single point of convergence. In this model, the tra-
ditional gods of Homer and Hesiod are assimilated to a transcendent
divine designer, Zeus, and play the role of his various creating powers
immanent to the world. Based on this preliminary insight into the gen-
eral scope and purpose of the Orphic poem, the Derveni author begins
his detailed interpretation of the Orphic poem by transposing its indi-
vidual episodes and characters into the framework of Greek natural phi-
losophy.

Transpositional Hermeneutics in the Derveni Papyrus

The cosmology that underlies and guides the Derveni author’s exegesis is
not systematically expounded, but given in a series of snapshots, each
linked to a particular verse, or a group of verses, of the poem. It is
also eclectic, made up of the bits and pieces taken from various fifth-
century b.c.e. physical theories, but it does not lack internal coherence,
drawing as it were on those physical theories which argue for a single
intelligent principle governing the cosmogonic process.The only natural
philosopher mentioned by name is Heraclitus (IV:), whose statement
about the size assigned to the sun, the Erinyes, and Dike (Justice) is
subsequently quoted (IV:–) and later paraphrased (XXV:–). But
the influence of two other naturalists, viz. Anaxagoras of Clazomenae
and Diogenes of Apollonia, is more tangible, and especially of their
respective theories of a single corporeal and intelligent substance, air
and mind respectively, informing and governing phenomenal reality.14
The indebtedness to these two thinkers is particularly noticeable in the
middle section of the Derveni commentary:15

And the following verse: Ouranos, son of Night, who reigned first. By
naming Mind that strikes (κρ�+�ντα) existing things against each other
Kronos (ΚρBν�ν), he (sc.Orpheus) says that it did a great deed toOuranos,
for the latter was thereby deprived of the kingship. And he named it Kronos
after its action and the other (names), too, according to the same principle.
For when all the existing things [were not yet being struck,Mind,] dividing
as it were the nature of things, [received the designation Ouranos].

(XIV:–)

14 For the eclectic cosmology underlying the Derveni author’s individual comments,
see esp. Betegh,The Derveni Papyrus, –, and Frede, “On the Unity,” passim.

15 All words typeset in italics mark the original Orphic poem.
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And in the next verse, Since then in turn Kronos, and next contriving
Zeus, he (sc. Orpheus) says something like this: the rule has been since
the time he has been the king. And this rule is explained as [his] striking
(κρBυων) the existing things against each other and setting them apart
into their current reconfiguration—not different from different ones but
rather [different]iated. (XV:–)

[Zeus was first to be born, Zeus the last, with the flashing bolt.]16 [ . . . ] It
existed before it was named, and then it was named. For air existed even
before the present things were set together, and will always exist. For it did
not come to be, but existed. And why it was called air has been made clear
in the previous sections. But it was thought to be born after it got the name
Zeus, as if it did not exist before. And he (sc. Orpheus) said that it will be
the last after it was named Zeus, and this will continue to be its name until
the present things have got set together into the same state in which the
former things were floating. (XVI bottom–XVII:)

The passages exhibit rather clearly the hermeneutic procedure adopted
by the Derveni author—a mixture of a detailed elucidation of individual
names or commonwords (typed in italics) and themore extended physi-
cal reinterpretation of whole episodes from theOrphic poem.The author
first sets apart a verse or verses, and then either breaks open the lemma
by means of an initial comment, often in the form of a paraphrase, or
immediately picks up thosewords or phrases in the lemmawhose seman-
tics or grammar he finds obscure. Having isolated them out of the verse
(atomization), he matches each of these words or phrases with the corre-
sponding elements of his cosmological doctrine. This “atomization” of a
lemma is a crucial moment in the whole exegetical procedure, for it not
only allows the Derveni author to proceed with a more extended inter-
pretation of the larger narrative units but also works as a protective shield
against possible accusations of his arbitrary choice of the philosophical
framework.

The above quoted sections from the Derveni commentary show that
etymology plays an important role in matching the gods involved in the
Orphic story of succession with the particular modalities of the intelli-
gent air, or air/Mind. Ouranos thus signifies the initial attempt at sep-
arating (*ρ@`ειν) elementary particles within the original lump of ele-
mental mixture, and Kronos the subsequent stage of “striking” (κρ�+ειν)
these “existing things” against each other—a vortex-like action which

16 This is a possible restoration of the Orphic verse from the destroyed lower part of
col. XVI, based on a fragment from an Orphic poem preserved in multiple sources; cf.
Bernabé, Poetae epici Graeci, .:.
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entails further division and diversification of matter and causes like
particles to tend toward like particles. The conjunction of these parti-
cles leads to the present world order—a process that the Orphic poem
(XXI:–) assigns to Zeus and his divine progeny, viz., Aphrodite, Pei-
tho, and Harmonia, who make particles “mate” (J�ρ�δισι�`ειν), “per-
suade” (πε@"ειν) each other, and stay “closely attached” (CρμB`ειν). But
etymology is not the only interpretive tool at the author’s disposal—he
often detects cosmological references in ambiguous grammatical con-
structions (hyperbaton in VIII:), in phonetic assonances of words ( πι-
κλ&σαι and  πικυρ&σαι in XIX:–; cf. XXIII:–), or in unexpected
combinations of nouns and adjectives (“long Olympus” in col. XII pas-
sim). The range of interpretive procedures employed by the Derveni
author is impressive, showing not only his philosophical competence but
also advanced knowledge of semantics, grammar, and all sorts of rhetor-
ical devices.

Hermeneutics of the Derveni Author and Early Greek Allegoresis

Asmentioned eaerlier, it has become customary to situate the hermeneu-
tics of the Derveni author in the context of the Presocratic allegoresis
of Homeric poetry. Early Greek allegorists also employed the atomizing
strategy already observed in the Derveni papyrus, matching individual
Homeric gods and heroes with specific natural phenomena, bodily parts,
or psychological processes. The first known practitioner of this method
was the early sixth-century grammarian andHomeric scholarTheagenes
of Rhegium, whose exegetical program is recorded in a scholion that
probably goes back to Porphyry (schol. B Il. . = DK .):

Homer’s discourse of the gods is generally incongruent and also inappro-
priate, for the myths he relates about the gods are unbefitting. Against this
sort of accusation, some people offer a solution from the diction ( κ τ9ς
λ0�εως), thinking that all was said in an allegorical mode (Jλληγ�ρ@aα)
and has to do with the nature of the elements, as in the confrontation of
the gods. For they say that the dry clashes with the wet, the hot with the
cold, and the light with the heavy, and that, moreover, water extinguishes
fire while fire evaporates water. In a similar fashion, there exists a mutual
opposition between all the elements that constitute the universe: they may
occasionally suffer partial destruction, but they all remain eternally. And
he (Homer) arranges these battles by calling fire Apollo, Helios, and Hep-
haistos, water Poseidon and Scamander, the moon Artemis, air Hera and
so on. In the same way, he sometimes gives names of gods to dispositions:
that of Athena to wisdom, Ares to folly, Aphrodite to desire, Hermes to
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discourse, and so on as it is appropriate to each. This type of defense is
quite ancient and goes all the way back toTheagenes of Rhegium, who was
the first to write on Homer. Such is the solution from the diction.

Theagenes’ method of a one-by-one matching could also account for
his attested interest in the Homeric usage, as he is cited for a variant
reading of Il. . (DK .), and for his pioneering study of the correct
usage of the Greek language (DK .a). As in the case of the Derveni
author, Theagenes’ transpositional hermeneutics represents a medley of
extended allegorical interpretation in a physical or psychological key
and the semantic study of individual words. A similar dual tendency
can be observed in the Homeric scholarship of the fifth-century critic
Metrodorus of Lampsachus, simultaneously engaged in the explanation
of Homeric glosses (DK .) and in a rather extravagant procedure
of explaining the heroes of the Iliad as parts of the universe and the
gods as parts of the human body (DK .–). Thus, a sharp distinction
that is often drawn between the narrative dimension of allegoresis and
a systematic word-study does not always hold true. In fact, both the
earliest allegorists and the Derveni papyrus seem to suggest exactly the
opposite. Allegorical interpretation is the combination of a word-by-
wordmatching and the search for broader correspondences between the
text as a whole and the complex structure of its referent.17

But despite their close agreement inmatters of exegetical methods and
procedures, theDerveni author and the early allegorists ofHomer appear
to differ rather significantly both in their intentions and in their achieved
results. If Porphyry’s account ofTheagenes is accurate, then hemust have
resorted to allegoresis in order to “defend” Homer’s anthropomorphic
representations of the gods against the charges of irreverence and moral
impropriety brought by his philosophically minded contemporaries.18
For Theagenes, Homeric allegories are essentially a stylistic choice—the

17 Cf. supra, n. , and esp. W. Bernard, Spätantike Dichtungstheorien, who distin-
guishes between “substitutive” and “diairetic” allegory, the former roughly corresponding
toTheagenes or the Derveni papyrus, and the latter to the method of the later Platonists
who take the narratives or their episodes as a “whole.” For a “dual tendency” in Theae-
genes andMetrodorus, see Richardson, “Homeric Professors,” –, where he counters
the argument made by R. Pfeiffer in his History of Classical Scholarship (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, ), –, namely that the fifth-century “Sophists” used detailed
word-by-word analysis but showed no interest in extended allegoresis.

18 The first preserved attack on traditional anthropomorphic representations of gods
comes from Xenophanes, who asserts that “Homer and Hesiod attributed to the gods
everything blameworthy and disgraceful among men: stealing, adultery, and deceiving
one another” (DK  B).



the qumran pesharim and the derveni papyrus 

poet’s concession to the way the people of his time thought and talked.
Theagenes’ allegoresis consequently serves a double function. On the one
hand, it endorses the culturally dominant way of reading Homer by neu-
tralizing the shocking aspects of the surface meaning as a simple mat-
ter of Homeric usage ( κ τ9ς λ0�εως). On the other hand, by offering
an alternative reading of Homeric poetry in a physical or psychological
key, it accommodates this important repository of cultural memory to
a new conceptual framework of natural philosophy and thereby bridges
the gap between traditional and more recent modes of cultural commu-
nication. Following our definition of transpositional hermeneutics in the
introductory section, we could say thatTheagenes reached a new under-
standing of the Homeric text that simultaneously endorsed and went
beyond the common (and his own) Vorverständnis of Homer. In for-
mulating this compromise solution, Theagenes resorted to two comple-
mentary exegetical methods, allegoresis and word semantics (etymology,
explanation of glosses), and applied both of them to individual elements
isolated from the Homeric text—the former in order to transpose these
elements into new physical or psychological frameworks, and the latter
to ground his interpretation into the linguistic conventions of Homer’s
own time.

Contrary to Theagenes, the Derveni author employs transpositional
hermeneutics to promote all sorts of radical separations—first, the sepa-
ration between theHomeric-Hesiodicpolytheisticmodel and theOrphic
lore of one divinity, Zeus, who is “first and last” and both transcendent
and immanent; then, the separation within his own fringe movement
between the initiates who “understand” and those who remain “igno-
rant”; and finally, the separation within his own religious craft between
the strict ritualists and those who, like him, believe that initiatory rit-
uals are ineffective without the proper understanding of their hidden
intent. For the Derveni author, Orpheus’ “riddling poetry” is not a stylis-
tic choice, but rather the way of concealing the truth from the unworthy.
While Theagenes was a literary-minded intellectual engaged in the con-
temporary discussions about the value of traditional sources of authority,
the Derveni author, in turn, is an itinerant religious specialist involved in
a revisionist reappraisal of his divinatory craft and its underlying written
lore. Thus, even though he clearly draws on the tradition of physical and
moral allegory, the background of his exegetical procedure is primarily
religious and, as is the casewith the sources of the pesharim, appears to lie
in the ancient practices of oracular divination and omen interpretation.
We have discussed the divinatory background of the Qumran pesharim
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and the Derveni commentary elsewhere.19 In this contribution, we are
more interested in the concrete historical and ideological motives that
prompted the Derveni author and the Qumran pesharists to adopt a
similar hermeneutical model of atomization and transposition.

Transpositional Hermeneutics in the Qumran Pesharim

As mentioned in our introduction, the Qumran pesharim, which are
dated to the first half of the first century b.c.e., represent the earliest pre-
served line-by-line Jewish commentaries. As has been shown byMichael
Fishbane and others, the Qumran pesharim were inspired by ancient
Near Eastern omen interpretation in their hermeneutics of isolation and
recontexualization.20The difference betweenAncientNear Eastern omen
lists and the Pesharim lies in the choice of material used as primary and
secondary narratives. In the pesharim, the quoted biblical lemma is the
equivalent of the protasis in an omen list (e.g. a brief description of a
dream in an ancient dream book) and the lemma’s interpretation is the
equivalent of the omen list’s apodosis (e.g. the interpretation of a dream
in an ancient dream book). But the pesharim are interested in interpret-
ing not the life of an individual in light of scripture but rather the history
of the Essene movement as the only true remnant of Israel. In pesher

19 A. Lange and Z. Pleše, “Derveni-Alexandria—Qumran: Transpositional Herme-
neutics in Jewish and Greek Culture,” in Palimpsestes Deux: Symposium international
sur la littérature de commentaire dans les cultures du Proche-Orient ancien et de la
Méditerranée anciennt, Aix-en-Provence (ed. P.S. Alexander and S. Aufrère; OLA; Leuven:
Peeters, forthcoming). For valid suggestions pointing to the same direction, see Betegh,
The Derveni Papyrus, –.

20 For the pesharim and ancient Near Eastern omen-interpretation, see L.H. Silber-
mann, “Unriddling the Riddle: A Study in the Scripture and Language of the Habakkuk
Pesher (QpHab),” RevQ  (–): – (–); A. Finkel, “The Pesher of
Dreams and Scripture,” RevQ  (–): –; I. Rabinowitz, “Pesher/Pittaron:
Its Biblical Meaning and Its Significance in the Qumran Literature,”RevQ  (–):
– (–); M. Fishbane, “TheQumranPesher andTraits of AncientHermeneu-
tics,” in Proceedings of the Sixth World Congress of Jewish Studies: Held at the Hebrew
University of Jerusalem – August  under the Auspices of the Israel Academy of
Sciences and Humanities (ed. A. Shinan;  vols.; Jerusalem: World Union of Jewish Stud-
ies, –), :–; M. Nissinen, “Pesharim as Divination: Qumran Exegesis,
Omen Interpretation and Literary Prophecy,” in Prophecy after the Prophets? The Contri-
bution of the Dead Sea Scrolls to the Understanding of Biblical and Extra-Biblical Prophecy
(ed. K. De Troyer, A. Lange, and L.L. Schulte; CBET ; Leuven: Peeters, ), –
.
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hermeneutics,21 this history of the Essene movement as the true rem-
nant of Israel living in the last days functions as a secondary narrative. To
achieve their exegetical objective, the pesharim employ the samemecha-
nism of isolation and recontextualization as theDerveni papyrus. A good
example is QpHab III:–, which quotes the rather cryptic verse Hab
::

Terrible and dreadful are they; their justice and dignity proceeds from
themselves.

In the book of Habakkuk, this verse is part of a description of the Neo-
Babylonian empire, which God has raised as an instrument of punish-
ment for his people.22 But for Pesher Habakkuk, written in the middle of
the first century b.c.e., the long gone Neo-Babylonian Empire was of lit-
tle interest. Following its revisionist agenda, the pesher isolates the phrase
“dreadful and terrible” from the primary narrative of Hab : and recon-
textualizes it into the secondary narrative of the Essene-Jewish history:

Its interpretation is about the Kittim: the fear and dread of whom are over
all the peoples; intentionally all their plans are to do evil, and with deceit
and treachery they walk among all the nations.

By way of this transposition, the phrase “terrible and dreadful” refers
now to the fear and dread experienced by an encounter with the Roman
army—the Kittim being the pesher’s name for the Romans.23 This trans-
position allows the pesher to find a deeper signification of the primary
text. Pesher hermeneutics is governed by the presupposition (Vorver-
ständnis) that Jewish prophetic scriptures carry two meanings, a surface
meaning and a hidden deeper meaning. This deeper meaning was not
understood by the prophet Habakkuk, but only by the initiated inter-
preter.24 Shani Berrin has aptly summarized this approach to the inter-
pretation of Jewish scriptures as follows:

21 For the interpretative and hermeneutic strategies of the Qumran pesharim, see
E. Osswald, “Zur Hermeneutik des Habakuk-Kommentar,” ZAW  (): –;
Fishbane, “Qumran Pesher,” –; S.L. Berrin, “Qumran Pesharim,” in Biblical Inter-
pretation at Qumran (ed. M. Henze; Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Liter-
ature; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –; eadem,The Pesher Nahum Scroll from
Qumran: An Exegetical Study of Q (STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.

22 For the interpretation of Hab : as concerned with the Neo-Babylonian Empire,
see e.g. R.L. Smith,Micah-Malachi (WBC ; Waco: Word Books, ), –.

23 For “Kittim” as a cipher for the Romans in Qumran literature, see e.g. T.H. Lim,
“Kittim,” Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L.H. Schiffman and J.C. VanderKam; 
vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), :– ().

24 See our discussion of QpHab VII:– in the introduction of this article.
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A form of biblical interpretation peculiar to Qumran, in which biblical
poetic/prophetic texts are applied to postbiblical historical/eschatological
settings through various literary techniques in order to substantiate a
theological conviction pertaining to divine reward and punishment.25

WhenBerrin claims that pesher is “a formof biblical interpretation pecu-
liar to Qumran,” she is well aware of hermeneutical parallels in ancient
Near Eastern omen exegesis and in rabbinic petirahmidrashim. It should
also be pointed out that the hermeneutics of atomization and recon-
textualization can be found in various interpretative passages inside the
Hebrew canon as well. Examples include Jer :–26 and Dan :.27
What was not yet available to Berrin though was the Derveni papyrus.
But before comparing pesharim with the allegorical exegesis of the Der-
veni papyrus, wewill analyze other pesher interpretations of Jewish scrip-
tures.

Transpositional Hermeneutics in QpPsa (Q) – i –ii 

To develop a better idea of howpesher exegesis applied transpositional
hermeneutics to prophetic Jewish scriptures, we turn to a passage of
QpPsa (Q). QpPsa is one of the three extant manuscripts of a
pesher on selected Psalms.28 This Psalms Pesher can be dated to the early
first century b.c.e.29The passage in question, QpPsa (Q) – i –
ii , interprets Ps :–.

25 Berrin, “Qumran Pesharim,” ; eadem, Pesher Nahum, .
26 Cf. A. Lange, “Reading the Decline of Prophecy,” in Reading the Present in the Qum-

ran Library: The Perception of the Contemporary by Means of Scriptural Interpretations
(ed. K. de Troyer and A. Lange; SBLSymS ; Atlanta: SBL, ), –.

27 Cf. e.g. A. Lange, “Interpretation als Offenbarung: ZumVerhältnis von Schriftausle-
gung und Offenbarung,” inWisdom and Apocalypticism in the Dead Sea Scrolls and in the
Biblical Tradition (ed. F. García Martínez; BETL ; Leuven: Peeters, ), – (–
).

28 Whether QPs (Q), QPsa (Q), and QPsb (Q) are three copies of
one Psalms Pesher (thus e.g. H. Stegemann, Die Essener, Qumran, Johannes der Täufer
und Jesus [th ed.; Freiburg: Herder, ], ) or attest to three different pesharim
to selected Psalms (thus T.H. Lim, Pesharim [Companion to the Qumran Scrolls ;
London: SheffieldAcademic Press, ], –) is still debated. Due tomissing overlaps
between the three manuscripts and the bad stage of preservation of QPs and QPsb, no
certainty can be reached on this issue. It seems more probable though that the Qumran
library contained one Psalms Pesher in several copies rather than three different Psalms
pesharim.

29 Cf. Stegemann, Essener, –. For a recent survey of QpPsa and its history
of research, see N. Crisanto Tiquillahuanca, Die Armen werden das Land besitzen: Eine
exegetische Studie zu Psalm  (Beiträge zumVerstehender Bibel ; Münster: Lit, ),
–.
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Psalm  belongs to the group of wisdom psalms in the Psalter. It
emphasizes the validity of the sapiential concept of act-consequence
correlation in the context of short-term gains by the wicked. Gerhard
von Rad summarizes the theme of the psalm as follows:

Do not grow heated at the prosperity of the wicked (vv. , b), trust and
hope in Yahweh; the righteous will not be ruined, but will possess the
land (vv. , , , , ). The wicked, however, come to a bad end; in a
short time the wicked man is no longer there (vv. , , ). The thoughts
in the psalm are simple and are not developed in any complex way. Its
conclusion is that it is the end that is important. The end . . . of the wicked
is destruction, the end of those who trust in Yahweh is salvation (vv. ff.).
By ‘end’ the psalm obviously means the conclusion of a way of life in which
God’s salvation and judgment are then finally visible to men.30

For the Essene interpreter of Ps  this simple message contradicted his
experiences. The illegitimate Hasmonean high priests of the Jerusalem
temple had been in power for several generations. The—in the eyes of
the pesharist—schismatic Pharisees became increasingly influential in
Jewish religious and political life.The Essenes, who perceived themselves
as the only true remnant of God’s chosen people and as the only part
of Israel that truly observed his Torah, were isolated and marginalized.
Transpositional hermeneutics allowed the Essene pesharist to find a
deeper meaning in the Psalm, one that was related to the history of his
movement and concerned his own experiences and expectations. For
this purpose, the pesharist structured his pesher into larger interpretative
units, separated fromone another by large blank spaces (vacat) extending
up to a whole manuscript line.31 A section commenting on Ps : runs
as follows:32

“[Be resigne]d to [the LORD and] wait for him, do not be angry because of
the one who is successful on his way, because of the man  [who carri]es
out (his) wicked schemes” (Ps :). Its [interpretation] is about the Man
of the Lie who led astray many with words  of deception because they

30 G. von Rad,Wisdom in Israel (trans. J.D. Martin; Harrisburg: Trinity, ), –
.

31 Preserved vacats can be found in QpPsa (Q) – i ; ii , , ; iii , ;
iv , ,  and QpPsb (Q)  . For the vacats in QpPsa, see G.L. Doudna, Q
Pesher Nahum: A Critical Edition (JSPSup ; London: Sheffield Academic Press, ),
–.

32 All translations of QpPsa (Q) – i –ii  are based on the edition of
M.P. Horgan, “Psalm Pesher ,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew Aramaic, and Greek
Texts with English Translations, vol. b: Pesharim, Other Commentaries, and Related
Documents (ed. J.H. Charlesworth et al.; The Princeton Theological Seminary Dead Sea
Scrolls Project; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –.
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choose swift things and did not list[en] to a translator of knowledge, so
that ii  they will perish through sword, and through famine, and through
plague. (QpPsa [Q] – i –ii )

Out of Ps :, the pesher isolates two elements, viz. theman who carries
out his wicked plans and the success on his way. Both elements are iden-
tified with the “Man of Lie” and his followers. The Damascus Document
(CD B :; cf. QpHab II:; V:; QPsa – iv ) shows that the
phrase “Man of Lie” is a slanderous way of designating the adversary of
the Teacher of Righteouness in the Essene-Pharisaic schism. The “Man
of Lie” is the one “who carries out his wicked schemes” in Ps :. His
success in Ps : is understood by the pesharist as his “leading astray of
manywithwords of deception.”The phrase “swift things” hints at a liberal
Pharisaic halakhah as the means of promoting this deception. Instead
of following a Pharisaic dignitary, the “many” should have listened to
the “translator of knowledge.” A passage in one of the so-called Teacher
Songs in theHodayot (QHa X:) shows that “translator of knowledge”
was a self-designation of theTeacher of Righteousness.33Thus, byway of a
transposition of two elements from Ps : into the history of the Essene
movement, the Pesher on Psalms turns the general statement about the
brief success of the wicked from Ps : into a concrete prophecy about
the shortlived Pharisaic success in the Essene-Pharisaic schism. This
interpretation of Ps : could well be influenced by the persecution
of the Pharisees by Alexander Jannaeus. Such an understanding of the
Pesher would be in line with Pesher Nahum’s reading of this persecution
(see QpNah – i –).34

The interpretation of Ps :–a expresses the hopes of the pesharist
that the Pharisees might eventually return to the Essene movement.

“Desist from anger and abandon fury, do not  be angry, it can only cause
evil. Indeed, evil men will be cut off” (Ps :–a). Its interpretation is
about all those who turn back  to the Torah, who do not reject to turn
back from their evil, because all who resist  to turn back from their sin
will be cut down. (QpPsa [Q] – ii –)

33 Cf. e.g. J.H. Charlesworth,The Pesharim and Qumran History: Chaos or Consensus?
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), , .

34 H. Eshel,The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Hasmonean State (Studies in the Dead Sea
Scrolls and Related Literature; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, ), –, thinks that
“theywill perish through sword, and through famine, and through plague” refers in QPsa
– ii  to a famine attested inCoile-Syria for the year  b.c.e. But the language of QPsa
– ii  is rather idiomatic at this place and employs biblical rhetoric (cf. e.g. Jer :;
:; :; :, ; :, ; :, ; :; :, ; :; Ezek :; :). Contra
Eshel, the pesharist has therefore no concrete famine in mind at this place.
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Again, the pesharist isolates two elements out of Ps :–a: (i) “desis-
ting from anger” and “abandoning fury,” and (ii) “cutting down.” Trans-
posed into the history of the Essene-Pharisaic schism, “desisting” and
“abandoning” signify a Pharisaic return to the true interpretation and
fulfillment of the Torah as practiced in the Essene community. While
Ps :a proclaims that the sapiential act-consequence correlation will
lead in the long run to the “cutting off of evil men” (����� ����� ���), the
pesher sees this as a prophecy that the Pharisees will be cut off: “because
all who resist to turn back from their sin will be cut down (�����).” As
in the previous passage, transposition of individual elements from Ps 
into the history of the Essene-Pharisaic schism turns the Psalm’s descrip-
tion of the ethical structure of the universe into a prophecy concern-
ing the history of this schism. Some Pharisees will return to the Essene
understanding of how to fulfill the Torah because of the threat of (escha-
tological) punishment.

This eschatological dimension of Ps  is emphasized in the following
paragraphs of the pesher:

“And those who wait for the LORD, they will take possession of the land”
(Ps :b). Its interpretation is:  they are the congregation of his chosen
ones, those who do his will. “And only a little time and there will be no
wicked one” (Ps :a).  vacat (QpPsa [Q] – ii –)

After discussing the issue of the Pharisees who will return to the Essene
movement and its halakhah, the interpretation of Ps :b focuses on the
future of the Essenes themselves. For this purpose, the pesharist isolates
the Hebrew word ��� (“they”) out of Ps :b: “They (���) are the con-
gregation of his chosen ones,” and applies it to the Essene community.
Transposed into the history of the Essene movement, their “waiting for
the Lord” is explained as doing God’s will, viz. observing the Lord’s Torah
according to its Essene interpretation. “Waiting for the Lord” becomes in
this way the observance of the correct halakhah. Possession of the land
mentioned in Ps :b as the reward for the patient sage remains uninter-
preted at this place, and it will be explained later in the pesher’s detailed
interpretation of Ps :. Instead, the Psalms Pesher ends the section
dedicated to Ps :b with an uninterpreted quote of Ps :a: “And
only a little time and there will be no wicked one.” In the context of the
preceding and following paragraphs, this quotation addresses the demise
of the Pharisees and all other wicked people in the imminent eschaton.

In the second preserved paragraph of its interpretation of Ps , the
Psalms Pesher addresses the eschatological future of both the Essenes
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and the Pharisees. The interpretation of Ps :b is concerned with the
eschatological fate of the latter group:

 “And when I will regard his place, he will be no more” (Ps :b). Its
interpretation is about all of wickedness at the end of  forty years: they
will end and in the land not one wicked man will be found.

(QpPsa [Q] – ii –)

To understand what will become of the Pharisees, the pesharist isolates
the Hebrew word ����� (“and he will be no more”) out of Ps :b.
The Psalm itself emphasizes the short-lived prosperity of the wicked
at this place. Transposed into the eschatological thought of the Essene
movement, this one-word statement gains a new signification. All the
wicked, including the Pharisaic violators of the Torah, will perish. In
the opinion of the pesharist, after forty years there will be no more
wickedness. This period of forty years evokes the forty years of Israel’s
wandering in the desert until it was delivered into the Promised Land.
Like Israel after the Exodus, the Essene movement will also experience
the destruction of its enemies after forty years. But the meaning of the
forty years is not exhausted by the pesher’s typological reading of Israel’s
time in the desert.TheDamascus Document shows that the span of forty
years was of key importance in the eschatological hopes of the Essene
movement.

And from the day the unique Teacher was gathered in until the end of all
the men of war who turned away  with the Man of the Lie, there will
be about forty years. And during that time God’s  anger will be kindled
against Israel, as he said, “There is no king and no prince” (Hos :) and
no judge and no reprove in righteousness. (CD B :–)35

Like the Psalms Pesher, the Damascus Document connects the period
of forty years with the end of the “Man of the Lie” and the Pharisaic
movement. After the death of the Teacher of Righteousness there will
come a time when the Essenes will have no leader and when God’s
anger will be lit against Israel. The Psalms Pesher shows in its preceding
paragraph (QpPsa [Q] – i –ii ) that persevering in Torah
observance is the appropriate conduct during this forty-year period.36

35 Translation according to J.M. Baumgarten and D.R. Schwartz, “Damascus Docu-
ment (CD),” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Texts with English
Translations, vol. : Damascus Document, War Scroll, and Related Documents [ed. J.H.
Charlesworth; The PrincetonTheological Seminary Dead Sea Scrolls Project; Tübingen:
Mohr Siebeck, ], – ().

36 Thus Stegemann, Essener, , . For the motif of a forty-year period in Essene
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After forty years, in the soon-to-come eschatological end, the Pharisees
and all other wicked ones will be destroyed. Only the Essenes as the true
observers of God’s law will be rewarded.

This second aspect of the eschatological future is addressed in the
interpretation of the following lemma:

 “And the poor will possess land and they will enjoy abundant peace”
(Ps :). Its interpretation is about  the congregation of the Poor
Ones: they will accept the appointed time of humiliation and they will be
delivered from all the snares  of Belial. And afterwards they will enjoy
all [ . . . ] of the land and they will become fat [ . . . ]  flesh. v[acat]

(QpPsa [Q] – ii –)

The pesharist isolates three elements out of Ps :. The “poor” (�����),
the “possession of land,” and the “enjoyment of abundant peace.” Trans-
posed into the Essene history and eschatology, the ����� are identified
with “the poor ones” (��������). In Essene literature, �������� is a self-
designation of the Essenes in general and the followers of the Teacher
of Righteousness in particular.37 For the pesharist, it is thus the Essenes
to whom possession of the land and enjoyment of abundant peace are
promised according to Ps , because they endured forty years38 of afflic-
tion prior to the eschaton in true observance of the Torah.39 Transposed
into the Essene eschatological worldview, this promise of Ps  signifies
the deliverance from the Essene archdemon Belial as the dominant neg-
ative force before the eschaton.

Once saved, the Essenes will enjoy the possessionof the land. In Ps ,
the “possessionof the land” is not to be understood as a concrete conflict
with (violent) potentates over the land of Israel.40 The parallel usage
of the verbs ��� and ��� in Ps : demonstrates that a more general

literature cf. also H. Eshel, “TheMeaning and Significance of CD :–,” inThe Provo
International Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls: Technological Innovations, New Texts,
and Reformulated Issues (ed. D.W. Parry and E. Ulrich; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ),
–.

37 See QpPsa (Q) – iii ; QpHab XII:, , ; cf. QMa (Q)  i ;
QM (Q) XI:; XIII:. For the Essenes’ self-description as “the poor” in the Psalms
Pesher, see J. Jokiranta, “The Social IdentityApproach: Identity-Constructing Elements in
the Psalms Pesher,” in Defining Identities: We, You, and the Other in the Dead Sea Scrolls:
Proceedings of the Fifth Meeting of the IOQS in Groningen (ed. F. García Martínez and
M. Popović; STDJ ; Leiden: Brill, ), – (–).

38 See above the commentary to lines –.
39 Jokiranta, “Social Identity,” .
40 Contra K. Seybold, Die Psalmen (HAT /; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, ), –

.
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experience of well-being and safety is meant: “The phrase . . . seems to
be a kind of shorthand for salvation and prosperity in general.”41 But in
the light of Essene eschatology, the pesharist understands the general
statement of Ps  as a concrete promise that the Essenes, being as it
were the only true remnant of Israel, will possess the land in the eschaton
because all wicked parts of the Israel will be destroyed. The “enjoyment
of abundant peace” from Ps : also has a concrete eschatological
signification for the pesharist. In the eschaton, the Esseneswill “grow fat”
like fat cows on good land. By combining the “possession of the land”
with the prospect of “growing fat” out of it, the Psalms Pesher reflects
eschatological expectations of the Damascus Document:

And at the end of (his) wrath, three hundred  and ninety years after giving
them into the hand of Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon,  he turned his
attention to them and caused to grow out of Israel and Aaron a root of
planting, to inherit  his land (���� �� �����) and grow fat in the goodness
of his soil (����� ��	� �����).42 (CD A :–)

Transpositional Hermeneutics in the Pesharim

The two sample paragraphs from the Qumran Psalms Pesher on Ps 
provide a good illustration for the issues addressed by pesher hermeneu-
tics. Psalm  speaks of the wicked as of ethically defunct persons and
addresses the problem of theodicy by claiming that their successes are
short lived. The righteous, who are currently poor and oppressed by the
wicked, will be rewarded by God in the future and their wicked oppo-
nents destroyed. Psalm  has thus no specific group of wicked people in
mind and shows no interest in eschatology.

As is the case with other psalms, the Essenes regarded Ps  as scrip-
ture. It was thus for them a key constituent of Jewish cultural memory.
And yet, the views expressed in Ps  agreed neither with the Essene
worldview nor with Essene thought. In contrast with the general state-
ments of Ps , the Essenes knew exactly who thewicked in Israel were—
those who broke God’s laws, including all non-Essene Jews, and espe-
cially the Pharisees. Furthermore, Ps  does not address eschatologi-
cal concerns but promises the demise of the wicked during the lifetime
of the righteous. But the Essenes were convinced that they lived in a

41 Cf. N. Lohfink, “()%� yāraš; �*(+,� yerēšâ; �*-.,� yeruššâ; (/0� môrāš; �*(/0� môrāšâ,”
TDOT :– (); and H.-J. Kraus, Psalmen, vol. : Psalmen – (th ed.; BKAT
.; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, ), .

42 Translation according to Baumgarten and Schwartz, “Damascus Document,” .
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time of eschatological trial shortly before the final judgment. The lack
of eschatology in a key part of their cultural memory was all the more a
problem for the Essenes because the Teacher of Righteousness died some
time after the Essene-Pharisaic schism and because the importance of the
Pharisees within Judaism continued to grow. According to the surface
meaning of Ps , the righteous Teacher should have experienced the
downfall of Pharisaic opponents during his lifetime. As a memory space
of Jewish cultural memory, Ps  thus contradicted the key assumptions
of Essene thought and worldview.

As a result, the Essenes found themselves increasingly estranged from
their scriptures as the memory spaces of the Jewish cultural memory.
There were two possible ways for them to address this growing sense of
estrangement: either descripturalize Ps  or adjust it to Essene thought
and worldview by way of either rewriting the original text or interpreting
its manifest meaning.The evidence of the pesher on this psalm indicates
that the Essenes chose to adjust themeaning of Ps  to the central tenets
of their worldview and thought by way of transpositional hermeneu-
tics. This adjustment was possible inasmuch as the Essenes approached
Ps  with the presupposition (Vorverständnis) that the Jewish scriptures
are indispensable to a right understanding of Jewish history. Another
Essene presupposition was that this historical dimension of the Jewish
scriptures is not easily accessible but hidden behind their surface mean-
ing. Transpositional hermeneutics provided the Essenes with a neces-
sary tool to disclose a deeper historical meaning of the Jewish scrip-
tures. In order to overcome truisms of the psalmic text they regarded
as highly authoritative, the Essenes transposed its individual elements
into the secondary narrative of their own history and thought. Trans-
position of these individual elements into Essene history and thought
allowed the pesharist to assign them new meanings and hence to elicit a
whole new meaning to Ps . In the three sample paragraphs of QpPsa,
which were analyzed above, the psalm prophecied the respective pre-
eschatological and eschatological fates of the Essenes and the Phar-
isees.

But transpositional hermeneutics did not only allow for a reread-
ing of Ps ; it also asigned a new meaning to the Essene history and
to the present situation of the Essenes as well.43 In other words, the

43 For this phenomenon, see the contributions to de Troyer and Lange, Reading the
Present in the Qumran Library.
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Essenes interpreted their own history in light of Ps . The employment
of transpositional hermeneutics in the pesharim enabled the Essenes
to overcome not only their estrangement from authoritative scriptures
but also the hiatus between their thought and the historical and politi-
cal realities of their times. The Essenes’ radical observance of the Torah
and the events leading to their separation from the Pharisees raised
the (eschatological) expectations for a reward that would correspond
to their suffering. But the successes of the Pharisees contradicted the
Essene hopes for such a reward. Transpositional hermeneutics, such as
applied in pesher-commentaries, was nevertheless able to explain the hia-
tus between Essene expectations and historical realities and thereby rein-
tegrate the Essenes and their thought into their contemporary historical
context.

To summarize: As evidenced by the extant pesharim, transpositional
hermeneutics enabled the Essenes to overcome their dual sense of alien-
ation, from the Jewish scriptures on the one hand and from their con-
temporary context on the other.

. Books such as Habakkuk or texts such as Ps  addressed past his-
torical or theological contexts, not the situation of the first cen-
tury b.c.e. Prior to that time, Essene eschatological readings of pro-
phetic texts had sometimes been disproved by history. Very much
like ancient Greek allegorists, the Essenes faced the challenging task
of simultaneously communicating a primary and a secondary nar-
rative with each other. In the particular case of the pesharim,we can
distinguish two such narratives: the primary narrative, or the literal
meaning of the prophetic texts, and the secondary narrative about a
reality that disagreed both with the literal meaning of the prophetic
texts and with the Essene hopes created by their historical experi-
ences.

. Historical developments contradicted the Essene worldview and
estranged the Essenes from their own present. Although they per-
ceived themselves as the true remnant of Israel, which alone ob-
served the Torah and fulfilled Israel’s covenantal obligations, the
Essenes had no political power and suffered persecution from their
enemies. Transpositional hermeneutics allowed the Essenes to re-
assess their reality in the light of their scriptures. Thanks to this
exegetical procedure, events like the Essene-Pharisaic schism were
understood as a necessary eschatological cleansing in the period of
assessment prior to the final eschatological judgment.
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Conclusion

Theprincipal objective of our studywas to point to a commonhermeneu-
tical pattern underlying the exegetical techniques of two culturally hete-
rogeneous metatexts—the Orphic Derveni papyrus and the Qumran
pesharim. We are now ready to ask whether in their respective use
of transpositional hermeneutics and its methods of atomization and
recontextualization, these metatexts could have influenced each other
or whether they are historically independent phenomena. If we accept
the last proposition, then their commonalities go back to a basic struc-
ture of human understanding and to such universal hermeneutical pre-
conditions as the historical situatedness of the interpreter or, even more
abstractly, a general human tendency to re-describe reality and invent
newways of relating an object to other objects.While acknowledging the
presence of these transcendental elements of hermeneutic experience in
the two metatexts under our investigation, we would still like to propose
a more concrete, historical explanation of their common interpretative
strategies.

In our examples, a common problem of the relevance of authoritative
religious traditions was addressed by resorting to the same technique of
atomization and recontextualization. The Derveni papyrus isolates indi-
vidual elements fromanOrphic theogony and recontextualizes them into
the discourse of philosophical cosmology.The Qumran pesharim isolate
individual elements from the prophetic scriptures of Judaism and recon-
textualize them into the (eschatological) history of the Essenemovement.
These hermeneutical undertakings are transpositional in that they trans-
pose individual elements of primary narratives into secondary narratives.
What the Derveni papyrus and the pesharim share in common is the
need to transpose one narrative into the context of another one. Their
shared hermeneutical approach can therefore be best described as trans-
positional hermeneutics.

Transpositional hermeneutics is a dialectical process in which both
the primary and secondary narratives undergo structural adjustments
and acquire new meanings. In the Derveni papyrus, a cosmology that
underlies and guides the author’s exegesis ofOrphic theogony is a creative
reworking of various fifth-century b.c.e. physical theories necessitated
by the narrative logic of the base text. The example of the Psalms Pesher
shows how the pesharist was able to find the righteous Essenes and their
wicked opponents lurking beneath the surfacemeaning of the archetypal
conflict of the just and the wicked in Ps . At the same time, it was
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precisely this universality of Ps  that enabled the pesharist to provide
an eschatological dimension to the history of his movement and its
present sense of failure and disappointed hopes.While the basic method
of transposing isolated items out of one narrative into another guides
both the allegorical project of the Derveni papyrus and the Qumran
pesher exegesis, the two metatexts are quite distinct in their aims. The
Derveni papyrus transposes elements out of an Orphic poem into the
narrative of various fifth-century b.c.e. physical theories. The pesharim
transpose elements out of prophetic texts into the history of the Essene
community.

Transpositional hermeneutics is a cross-cultural phenomenon, which
developed independently in Greek and Jewish cultures.There is no com-
monhistorical archetype to themethods of exegesis employed in theDer-
veni papyrus and the pesharim. What we have here are two metatexts
without direct historical contiguity, yet sustained by the same hermeneu-
tical presupposition (Vorverständnis) and driven in their exegetical en-
deavor by a similar sense of estrangement from the normative under-
standing of authoritative texts within their respective cultures.

It is precisely this sense of cultural estrangement that serves as a neces-
sary precondition for the employment of transpositional hermeneutics.
Cultural estrangement may be triggered by various reasons, and these
reasons, in their turn, determine the selection of a particular referent,
or a secondary narrative, into which the elements isolated from a base
text will be transposed.The range of referents, or secondary narratives, is
practically indefinite, from historical (pesher) to philosophical referents
(Theagenes, theDerveni papyrus). In this process, the only stable element
is a threefold structure of the transpositional procedure (Vorverständ-
nis—atomization—recontextualization), while both the initial impetus
for resorting to transpositional hermeneutics and its concrete realiza-
tions are historically specific and thus infinitely diverse.

For the Derveni author, a systematic application of philosophical alle-
goresis to the riddling language of the Orphic theogonical poem reflects
his profound sense of estrangement from all sorts of prevailing norms,
both in the society at large and in his own religious group—first, the
estrangement from the Homeric and Hesiodic polytheistic model, at the
time still dominant in Greek culture; second, the estrangementwithin his
ownOrphicmovement from themajority of initiates, deprived of the cor-
rect hermeneutic attitude towards the cathartic and telestic rites in which
they participate and towards the sacred lore they pretend to observe; and
finally, the estrangement within his own religious craft from the strict
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ritualists, those who believe in the effectiveness of their rituals without
understanding their hidden intent. By transposing the Orphic lore into
the categories of contemporary philosophy, the Derveni author opens up
theway tomodernize his own religious tradition, accommodate it to new
conceptual frameworks, and distance it even further from themytholog-
ical discourse of traditional polytheism.

In the case of pesher-exegesis, the Essene pesharists experienced a dual
estrangement from the prophetic texts and from their own history. The
author of the Psalms Pesher, for example, is confronted in his reading of
Ps  with its universal claim that the sapiential act-consequence cor-
relation is only temporarily valid, and that the short-lived gains of the
wicked will soon be recompensed by their eternal punishment and by
the lasting rewards for the just. The Essenes’ own history, and especially
their disappointment over Pharisaic successeswhich led to their increas-
ing marginalization, not only countered the optimistic theodicy of Ps 
but also made the present reality of the movement devoid of any positive
signification. Transpositional hermeneutics offered the pesharist a way
out of this hermeneutical deadlock. By transposing the elements of Ps 
into the turbulent history of his movement, he identified the archetypical
figures of just and wicked in Ps  as the Essenes and their Pharisaic and
Sadducean opponents, respectively. The rewards and punishments that
Ps  projected into an immediate future became rewards and punish-
ments in the imminent eschaton. By way of this simple transposition, the
pesharist assigned an eschatological dimension to the retributive theo-
dicy of Ps  and simultaneously gave his ownmovement amuch needed
hope in the imminent resolution of its tribulations.

What, in the end, is the purpose of transpositional hermeneutics, and
whatwider cultural goals does its technique of atomization and recontex-
tualization of authoritative texts attempt to achieve? In the two ancient
Mediterranean societies covered in this study, texts and especially author-
itative texts, both oral and written, represent the reservoirs and transmit-
ters of cultural memory.44They are the memory spaces45 which make up

44 For the concept of cultural memory, see A. Assmann, Erinnerungsräume: Formen
und Wandlungen des kulturellen Gedächtnisses (München: Beck, ), J. Assmann, Das
kulturelle Gedächtnis: Schrift, Erinnerung und politische Identität in frühen Hochkulturen
(nd ed.; Müchen: Beck, ), and A. Erll and A. Nünning, eds., Cultural Memory
Studies: An International and Interdisciplinary Handbook (Media and Cultural Memory
; Berlin: de Gruyter, ).

45 For texts as memory spaces, see e.g. R. Lachmann, “Mnemonic and Intertextual
Aspects of Literature,” in Cultural Memory Studies, –.
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the totality of cultural memory in these societies. But authoritative texts
remain static as their respective societies undergo political, social, and
cultural transformations. The consequence of these changes is a grad-
ual alienation from the founding texts as repositories of cultural mem-
ory. A natural response to this historical process of cultural alienation is
to rephrase outdated master-narratives. Such attempts at rephrasing fre-
quently took place already in the oral stages of both Greek and Jewish
culture. Numerous redactions of Homeric and biblical narratives indi-
cate that the same readjustment of cultural memory was also applied to
its written versions.

But the increasing authority and importance assigned to written texts
made the practice of rephrasing and rewriting utterly problematic. It
can hardly be a coincidence that philosophical allegoresis evolved along
with the first attempts to standardize the Homeric text in Pisistratean
Athens.46 Likewise, it can hardly be a coincidence that pesher exegesis
began after Judaism developed the concept of sacred scripture during the
Hellenistic religious reforms of the years – b.c.e.47The increasing
authority of written traditions asked for a method that would simultane-
ously maintain their fixity and adapt them to changing cultural models
and new discursivemodes.The transpositional hermeneutics of isolation
and recontextualization, such as attested in pesher exegesis and in the
philosophical allegoresis of the Derveni papyrus, was ideally suited for
this double task of simultaneously preserving and readjusting the writ-
ten repositories of cultural memory.

46 For the textual history of theHomeric epics, seeG.Nagy,Homer’s Text and Language
(Traditions; Urbana: University of Illinois Press, ).

47 See A. Lange, “From Literature to Scripture: The Unity and Plurality of the Hebrew
Scriptures in Light of the Qumran Library,” in One Scripture or Many? Canon from
Biblical, Theological, and Philosophical Perspectives (ed. C. Helmer and C. Landmesser;
Oxford: Oxford University Press, ), –.



WHY DOES 4Q394 BEGINWITH A CALENDAR?

George Branch-Trevathan
Emory University

QMMTa (Q) a includes a solar calendar and the beginning of
a sectarian halakhic discussion. Regardless of whether that calendar
“originally” belonged to MMT or was later added by a scribe, someone
in antiquity associated the solar calendar with the halakhic and hortatory
sections of MMT and so placed it before them. In this paper, I address
why someone would make that association.

I argue that sections B and C of MMT portray the ya .had as the
utopian or eschatological community and that by connecting the solar
calendar to this idealistic depiction of the community, the original author
or subsequent scribe participates in the fairly widespread use of solar
symbolism in utopian and eschatological discourse of the late Hellenistic
and early imperial periods. In otherwords, the text features the sort of use
of solar symbolism we find in Iambulus’ travel narrative Commonwealth
of the Sun, Aristonicus’Heliopolitae (at least according to Strabo), and the
propaganda of the Roman emperor Augustus.

To put this paper in a broader context, by focusing here on MMT,
I hope to highlight the importance of one discursive context of the
ya .had’s deployment of a solar calendar. And by studying MMT’s sec-
tarian calendar in light of the discursive contexts that encouraged its
rhetorical use—rather than, say, claiming that MMT includes a calen-
dar only because MMT indexes the major disagreements between the
ya .had and its rivals—I adopt an approach to Qumran sectarianism that
Albert Baumgarten has suggested. In The Flourishing of Jewish Sects in
the Maccabean Era, Baumgarten contends that explanations of why the
Dead Sea Scrolls’ sect split from other Jews too easily equate bound-
ary markers with boundary creators, what the group used to distinguish
itself from what actually gave rise to the sect.1 The community (“we”)
of QMMT, for instance, distinguished itself from other Jews on the

1 A. Baumgarten,The Flourishing of Jewish Sects in the Maccabean Era: An Interpre-
tation (JSJSup ; Leiden: Brill, ), –.
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basis of its halakhah. But in the late Second Temple period, more Jewish
sects existed than did positions on most disputed laws. The legal opin-
ions of distinct groups overlapped and QS even witnesses conflicting
judgments within one sectarian vision.2 Therefore, legal stances, while
important secondary expressions of difference, cannot account primar-
ily for the ya .had’s or any other sect’s origins or foundations, Baumgarten
argues.3 Opinions on the source(s) of legal authority probably cannot
either, since QS suggests that these too may differ within a single com-
munity expression.4 Concerning the calendar, Baumgarten writes, “Cal-
endar differences are neither a necessary reason for nor an inevitable
expression of separatist trends.They can play either role under the appro-
priate circumstances, but it is precisely those circumstances which it is
the task of the investigator to discover and comprehend.”5 Hence Baum-
garten proceeds to describe how several sociological circumstances pro-
moted sectarian divides along certain lines. Similarly, I highlight how a
specific discursive condition of the Greco-Roman world, the frequent
employment of solar symbols and solar calendars in utopian visions,
encouraged the ya .had’s deployment of one particular boundary marker:
the solar calendar. Put another way, I attempt here to shed light on why
the ya .had stressed the solar calendar (and not some other symbol)6 as a

2 It includes, for example, three penal codes and two admissions protocols, some
of which contradict each other. In addition to Baumgarten, Flourishing of Jewish Sects,
, see S. Metso, “In Search of the Sitz Im Leben of the Community Rule,” inThe Provo
International Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls: Technological Innovations, New Texts,
and Reformulated Issues (ed. D.W. Parry and E. Ulrich; STDJ : Leiden: Brill, ),
–.

3 Baumgarten, Flourishing of Jewish Sects, . Cf. E. Qimron and J. Strugnell in DJD
X (): : “MMT deals primarily with the three topics that stood at the center of
the controversy between the Jewish religious parties of the Second Temple period. All
are issues with regard to which a lack of consensus would make it impossible to coexist
within a single religious community. Disagreement on these issues is what created the
sects.”

4 Baumgarten, Flourishing of Jewish Sects, –. On QS, see Metso, “In Search of
the Sitz Im Leben.” For the view that opinions on the source of legal authority may have
defined and distinguished Jewish communities, see M. Smith, “What is Implied by the
Variety of Messianic Figures?” JBL  (): – ().

5 Baumgarten, Flourishing of Jewish Sects, .
6 Morton Smith points out that within several ancient Jewish groups, members

maintained widely diverging notions of the Messiah and the eschaton. “What faces
us, therefore, is an unreconciled diversity, within single groups, of opinions which are
nevertheless considered important, at least by many members of the groups concerned.
Recognition of this diversity raises far-reaching problems as to the organization of these
groups and the significance of their ceremonies. If a group had no single eschatological
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critical distinction between themselves and outsiders by highlighting
the ancient cultural trends that encouraged the use of this particular
symbol as a boundary marker. I do not pretend that these trends alone
explain the appearance of the solar calendar in Q a (or elsewhere
at Qumran). I merely describe here one of the historical circumstances
that illuminate why in one manuscript a solar calendar precedes parts B
and C ofMMT.

. Q

Of the six reconstructed manuscripts7 that constitute QMMT (Q–
), only one, Q, contains a calendrical section before the more
discursive legal section. What fragments belong to Q—and so the
extent of its calendar—and whether that calendar originally or ever
formed part of MMT remain disputed.8 My argument depends only on

myth, it cannot have been organized as a community of believers in the myth it did
not have” (“Messianic Figures,” ). For my purposes, Smith’s observation shows that
messianism did not become a boundary delineating Jewish groups. As with explaining
why the solar calendar did, answering why messianism did not requires understanding
the discursive spaces, the total range of signifying possibilities and the power relations
buttressing each, within which each group’s members expressed themselves.

7 Themselves consisting of one hundred or so fragments. See E. Qimron, “TheNature
of the Reconstructed Composite Text of QMMT,” in Reading QMMT: New Perspectives
on Qumran Law and History (ed. J. Kampen and M.J. Bernstein; SBLSymS ; Atlanta:
Scholars Press, ), – ().

8 Qimron and Strugnell in their editio princeps attribute ten fragments to Q, the
first two ofwhich contain only calendricalmaterial, and print a twenty-three line calendar
at the beginning of MMT (DJD X []). But most editors have not assigned what
Qimron and Stugnell consider frgs. – of Q to that manuscript because, compared
with frgs. –, – are written in smaller letters (.–mm, on average, vs. –.mm,
on average), with less distance between the lines (.mm vs. .mm), in much shorter
columns (–cm vs. –cm), and by a different hand using different orthography. See
F. GarcíaMartinez, “Dos notas sobre QMMT,”RevQ  (): –;Qimron inDJD
X (): ; L.H. Schiffman, “ThePlace of QMMT in theCorpus of theQumranMSS,”
in Reading QMMT, – (); J.C. VanderKam, “The Calendar, Q, and Q,”
in Legal Texts and Legal Issues: Proceedings of the Second Meeting of the International
Organization for Qumran Studies, Cambridge  (ed. M. Bernstein, F. García Martinez,
and J. Kampen; STDJ ; Leiden, Brill, ), –.

On rhetorical and material grounds, Strugnell maintains that the calendrical section
of Q belongs to a different text than the legal and exhortative sections of MMT. On
rhetorical grounds, he argues that “[t]he legal and hortatory parts of MMT are addressed
by one group to another and have a notably polemic tendency to them. The calendar,
however, is clearly only a list, not addressed to anyone, and with no internal indicators
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what scholars generally agree upon regarding the manuscript: ) that it
includes calendrical material that represents the solar calendar assumed
in other Qumran texts and ) that it includes calendrical material and
the beginning of the legal section, section B, ofMMT.

First, Q – begins with slightly over two lines of calendrical
material in the formof a Sabbath list of the sort found also in Q–:
���]�� ��� ���� ���� ����� �
[��] [������ ���� ���� ��]�[�] ��� �[�]� ���
��� [������ (“Sabbath. To it, after [the] Sa[bbath, the second day and the
third day are ad]ded. And the year is complete, three hundred and six[ty
four] days”).9 These lines show that this list refers to the -day solar10
calendar: if the Sabbath plus three days marks the end of the year, then

of polemical intent” (DJD X []: ; see also idem, “MMT: Second Thoughts on a
Forthcoming Edition,” in The Community of the Renewed Covenant: The Notre Dame
Symposium on the Dead Sea Scrolls [ed. E. Ulrich and J. VanderKam; Christianity and
Judaism in Antiquity ; Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, ], –
). Others, however, see a -day calendrical list as inherently polemical and thus in
keeping with the rest of MMT (see, for example, S. Talmon, “Calendar Controversy in
Ancient Judaism:The Case of the ‘Community of the Renewed Covenant,’ ” inThe Provo
International Conference, –). Strugnell buttresses his argument about rhetoric with
an appeal to the physical nature of MMT’s fragments, insisting that there was simply
no space on Q for a polemical preface to the Sabbath list: “if one reconstructs the
entire calendar in Q, it would be difficult to postulate anything before it except an
incipit of a calendar.” He maintains, furthermore, that Q, which also contains the
beginning of the legal section, lacked a preceding calendar: “enough uninscribed leather
is preserved before Section B tomake it highly probable that no text ever stood before it”
(DJD X []: ). But, according to Schiffman (“The Place of QMMT,”  n. ), the
photograph of Q published in DJD X as pl. III contradicts Strugnell’s assertion and
VanderKam argues that since we do not know the width of the space between columns
on Q—only one column is extant—and since the uninscribed space to the right of
the text on Q is comparable to the space between columns in Q and Q, “it
is possible that another column (or more) appeared before the only preserved one” (“The
Calendar, Q, and Q,” ).

9 Throughout I follow the Hebrew text in DJD X (). All translations of ancient
sources are my own.

10 Uwe Glessmer argues that because several calendrical documents coordinate a -
day scheme with the moon and not the sun, “if a comprehensive heading for the concept
of calendar at Qumran is to be chosen, the oft-used term ‘solar calendar’ is certainly
inappropriate and should be avoided.” The essence of the calendar, in his view, was
the -day year, which enabled “schematic assignment of weeks or Sabbaths,” and not
any solar basis (“Calendars in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls after Fifty
Years: A Comprehensive Assessment [ed. P.W. Flint and J.C. Vanderkam;  vols.; Leiden:
Brill, –], :– []). Glessmer is certainly right that the -day year’s
suitability for schematization (days of the year always fall on the same days of the week)
made it attractive. But, solar associations were also a crucial part of the -day year’s
symbolic potential and hence its appeal; in addition to the arguments aboutMMT below,
see also Jub. :.
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Tuesday concludes the year and the new year begins on Wednesday—
just as other Qumran texts lead us to expect.11 Thus, the solar nature of
Q’s calendar is evident whether one includes or omits the disputed
calendrical material of frgs. –.12

Second, Q a includes both the calendar and the legal section of
MMT and so this conjunction does not depend on textual reconstruc-
tion. At some point in antiquity, the calendrical and halakhic discussions
ofMMT were joined.

Such a conjunction invites explanation. Qimron and Strugnell con-
sider it meaningless, imagining that a scribe happened to copy a dis-
tinct and banal calendrical document before an epistle or treatise. The
Sabbath list “appears as uncontroversial in its intention as our ‘thirty
days hath September,’ ” they claim.13 Schiffman, however, believes a later
scribe very intentionally prefixed the calendar to a halakhic-hortatory
text, just as, in his view, the redactor of the Temple Scroll incorporated
a calendar into that text—the very same calendar, in fact.14 Schiffman’s
scribe senses the calendar’s inherent polemic (one has a reason after all
for saying even hackneyed phrases like “thirty days hath September”): “it
may very well be that the scribe copied the calendar before MMT pre-
cisely because calendrical issues were to him determinative and he could
not imagine that they were not a factor in the initial schism” thatMMT
reflects.15 I agree with Schiffman that whoever placed the calendar next
to sections B and C of MMT associated it with those passages and in
what follows I offer an additional reason that Q begins with a calen-
dar.

11 In the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice, for example, the first Sabbath falls on the fourth
day of first month (Q  i ) and so the year must begin onWednesday. On calendars
at Qumran, see J.C. VanderKam,Calendars in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Measuring Time (New
York: Routledge, ).

12 VanderKam, “The Calendar, Q, and Q,” : “[I]t is worth emphasizing
that even if the fragments of Q [= Q –] do not belong to Q, that does
not eliminate the presence and important place of a calendrical statement in the first
preserved passage in Q.” See also S.D. Fraade, “ToWhom It May Concern: QMMT
and its Addressee(s),” RevQ  (): – (–).

13 DJD X (): –. The quote is from p. .
14 Schiffman, “The Place of QMMT,” –. He points out that, by themselves, the

legal and hortatory sections constitute a complete rhetorical unit that nevermentions the
calendar; ������ ���� ��� (“these are some of our precepts,” B ) forms an inclusio with
����� ���� ���� ���� ����� ����� (“We have written down for your benefit some deeds of
the Torah,” C –).

15 Ibid., . See also Fraade, “ToWhom It May Concern,” –.
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. The Utopian Ya .had of QMMT

Like some of the first scrolls published, QMMTdescribes an eschatolog-
ical community (“we”), a community, that is, that sees itself as to some
degree already constituting humans’, or at least their own, ultimate telos.16
The legal section (B) lists specific halakhot concerning which the ya .had
differs from its addressee (“you”), the Pharisees (“they”),17 and “themul-
titude of the [people]” ([��]� ����, C ). At the beginning of the hor-
tatory section (C), the author of QMMT explains that to avoid involv-
ing themselves in the majority’s incorrect keeping of the law, ���� �����
��� �
�[ ���]� ������ ���� ������ ������� . . . ��]� (“We have sepa-
rated from the multitude of the [people] . . . and from sharing in these
practices and from associating wi[th them] on these principles,” C –).
Given that most of the matters (������) discussed in section B concern
the Temple,18 “we have separated” probably means the ya .had has forged
for itself some alternative to participating in the Jerusalem Temple.

Interpreting this separation in light of the closing chapters of Deuter-
onomy,19MMT casts the ya .had as a religious paragon (���� �����]� ����
���� ���� ��� ����� ���[�, “Nowyou k[now that no] unfaithfulness, false-
hood, or evil may be found in us,” C –) and others as the apostasizers
whomMoses predicts: ���� [�]���� �[�]��� [��
�]� ���� (“It is written
that you [will turn aside] from the p[at]h and evil will summon yo[u],”
C ).20 It then turns Deut :– on his addressee: �[���] �� ���� [��]���

16 For other definitions of eschatology, see Baumgarten, Flourishing of Jewish Sects,
; Smith, “Messianic Figures”; Y. Hoffman, “Eschatology in the Book of Jeremiah,” in
Eschatology in the Bible and in Jewish and Christian Tradition (ed. H. Graf Reventlow;
JSOTSup ; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, ), – (–). The ya .had(im)
of QMMT, theDamascusDocument, and Serekh ha-Ya .hadmight also be described aptly
as “millenarian,” a subgroup of “eschatological” that emphasizes the “imminent com-
mencing of the eschatological era” (Baumgarten, Flourishing of Jewish Sects, , empha-
sis mine). But I wish to stress here the idealized and realized-eschatological dimensions
of the ya .had’s self-understanding and so employ “utopian” and “eschatological.”

17 The halakhot that MMT attributes to “them,” rabbinic literature attributes to the
Pharisees. Therefore, “they” in QMMT likely refers to Pharisees or their predecessors.
See Qimron and Strugnell in DJD X ():  and especially Y. Sussmann in DJD X
(): –.

18 See the summary by Qimron and Strugnell in DJD X (): .
19 MMT broadcasts its reworking of Deuteronomy in section B’s opening words; ���

������ ���� (B ) echoes Deut :: ����������� ��� ��� ��� ������ ���. It thus
portrays itself as another normative address to its audience, a Triteronomy if you will,
an exhortation to keep the law properly by adoptingMMT’s halakhah.

20 Cf. Deut :: ���� ����� ��� ������� ���
� ����� ������� ���� ���� ����� ��
���� ����� ������ ������� ����� ������ ���� ���� ����� (“For I know that after my
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�� �[�������] ����[��] ����� ����� [�]����� ���� [�]����� �[��] ����
���� �[����] ���� ��� ��� ����� �[��]� (“And it is writt[en], ‘When [al]l
of these things [com]e upon you at the en[d] of days, the blessing [and
the] curse, [you will move] it into your heart and return to him with all
your heart [andwith al]l your soul,” C –).The authors ofMMT write
in order to facilitate this eschatological repentance, which they equate
with understanding scripture as the ya .had does: ��
� ����� ����� ��[���]
[�]����� �����[�� �]��
�[�] ���� (“we have [written] to you so that you
may study carefully the book of Moses [and] the book[s of the Pr]ophets
and of Davi[d],” C –). The addressees should “scrutinize all these
things” (��� ��� ���, C ), “so that you may rejoice at the end of time
in finding some of our precepts correct” (����� ��� ������ ����� ���
�� ������ ����, C ). Doing so, “will be counted to you as righteous-
ness in that you will be doing what is right and good in his eyes” (������
���� ��	�� ���� ������ ����� ��, C ). Thus, theMMT ya .had already
possesses the conduct and knowledge that the eschaton will vindicate,
already enjoys the moral purity for which others must pray (����� ����
����� ���� ��� ����� ��� ������ ���� �� ����� [“Ask him to set you
in order and he will remove from you evil’s purposes and Belial’s will”],
C –). It embodies the end-time repentance or “return” that it believes
others Jews will make. It is a community that prefigures the eschatolog-
ical state. Q joins this depiction of the ya .had to a solar symbol, the
solar calendar.

. Solar Symbolism in Three Contemporaneous
Eschatological Projects: Iambulus’ and Aristonicus’

Heliopolitai and Augustan Propoganda

Iambulus, Aristonicus, and Augustus attest a discourse that employed
solar symbols to characterize the ideal (Iambulus, Aristonicus) or escha-
tological (Augustus) society. Roughly contemporaneouswith the compo-
sition and use of the Dead Sea Scrolls, they represent a part of the discur-
sive contexts within which theMMT ya .had depicted itself as a separate,
ideal, and morally superior community with a solar calendar.

death you will certainly go to ruin, turning aside from the path that I have commanded
you. Evil will summon you at the end of days because you will do evil in the sight of the
Lord”).
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Iambulus’ travel narrative, Commonwealth of the Sun,21 describes a
social and natural utopia, a set of islands on which geography, flora,
and fauna, and human physiognomy, knowledge, conduct, and commu-
nity are perfected.22 The extant portions of the work do not mention
the islanders’ calendar but Iambulus seems to have termed the island
Heliopolis, its residents Heliopolitae, or “citizens of the Commonwealth
of the Sun,” not merely because the islanders worship the Sun (Diodorus
Siculus, Bibliotheca historica ..) but because in antiquity solar sym-
bols carry particular utopian associations. As David Winston states,
“Iambulus’ Sun symbolism is especially understandable when we real-
ize its specific connection with justice and righteousness. The prophet
Malachi (:) spoke of ‘the Sun of Justice,’ a figure of speech then current
in the Near East, from the ancient Babylonian literature to the Orphic
hymns.”23 Solar symbols, for Iambulus, convey that a community is ideal.

In  b.c.e., Attalus III died and bequeathed the Pergamene kingdom
toRome. In thewake of or just beforeAttalus’ death,24 Aristonicus, claim-
ing to be an illegitimate son of Eumenes II, attempted to seize control
of the area. According to Strabo’s account of the campaign, Aristonicus,
“went up into the interior and quickly assembled amultitude of resource-
less people and slaves, invited with a promise of freedom, whomhe called

21 Thework is known to us only throughDiodorus Siculus’Bibliotheca historica (.–
) and brief remarks in Lucian’s True Histories and John Tzetzes’ Chiliades but was likely
composed in the second or first century b.c.e. On the narrative and its date, see D. Win-
ston, “Iambulus’ Islands of the Sun and Hellenistic Literary Utopias,” Science Fiction
Studies  (). Cited  July . Online: http://www.depauw.edu/sfs/backissues/
/winstonart.htm.; idem, “Iambulus: A Literary Study in Greek Utopianism” (Ph.D.
diss., Columbia University, ); andN.Holzberg, “Novel-likeWords of Extended Prose
Fiction II,” in The Novel in the Ancient World (ed. G. Schmeling; Leiden: Brill, ),
– (–). See also Doron Mendels’ enumeration of the systematic similarities
between theQumran ya .had, the Essenes, and Iambulus’Heliopolitae (“Hellenistic Utopia
and the Essenes” HTR  []: –).

22 In antiquity, accounts of the ideal society often belonged to travel narratives (e.g.,
the account of the island of Scheria in the Odyssey, Herodotus’ fantastic tales, Hecateaus
of Abdera’s Hyperboreans, Euhemerus of Messene’s Sacred Inscription); Josephus refers
to this convention in Ag. Ap. .–. For discussion see E. Gabba, “True and False
History in Classical Antiquity,” JRS  (): – (–); T. Engberg-Pedersen,
“Philo’s De Vita Contemplativa as a Philosopher’s Dream,” JSJ  (): – (–,
).

23 D. Winston, “Iambulus’ Islands of the Sun.” W.W. Tarn identifies many ancient texts
that associate the Sun and the ideal human community (“Alexander Helios and the
Golden Age,” JRS  []: – [, –]).

24 On the timing of Attalus’ campaign, see E. Gruen, The Hellenistic World and the
Coming of Rome ( vols.; Berkeley: University of California Press, ), :–.
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Heliopolitae,” or, “citizens of the Sun-city” (εLς δZ τ9ν μεσ�γα@αν Jνι-
&ν b"ρ�@σε διD τα%0ων πλ9"�ς Jπ�ρ&ν τε Jν"ρAπων κα� δ�+λων
 π’  λευ"ερ@αι κατακεκλημ0νων, �_ς >λι�π�λ@τας  κ�λεσε).25 Perhaps
inspired by Iambulus’ account of the Heliopolitae,26 Aristonicus, at least
on Strabo’s account, attempts to forge a utopian community, in this case
a more socially just community, and to communicate his utopian intent,
he employed solar symbolism.27

In  b.c.e., the Emperor Augustus erected the obelisk that today
stands in front of the Italian Parliament building. Its height and original
location demanded attention. At m tall, it was a vertical land-marker.
Located in the Campus Martius off the Via Flaminia, it dominated the
initial visual impression that the capital made upon those entering the
city from the North. Surrounding it were inlaid bronze markers and
astrological signs that rendered the obelisk the gnomon of the largest
sundial ever constructed. It is likely also the most ideological sundial
ever. Imported from Egypt, adorned with hieroglyphics, and bearing
an inscription on its base referring to “victory over Egypt,” the obelisk
memorialized Augustus’ defeat of Antony and Cleopatra, a victory that
ended a century of civil wars and inaugurated a “new era” of peace, or at
least this is how some contemporaneous Roman literature portrays the
victory (i.e., Horace’s Carmen Seculare and Virgil’s Aeneid, inter alia).

The obelisk/sundial claimed that with Augustus the eschatological28
age had begun not only by memorializing the inauguration of that new
age but also by associating Augustus with the Sun sign (Capricorn) and

25 Strabo, Geogr. .. is the only evidence for this title, though other evidence sug-
gests Aristonicus did recruit slaves. The historical sources for Aristonicus are collected
and translated in Z. Yavetz, Slaves and Slavery in Ancient Rome (New Brunswick: Trans-
action, ), – andR.K. Sherk, ed.,Rome and theGreek East to theDeath of Augustus
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, ), –. I quote the Greek text of Strabo
from the Loeb Classical Library edition.

26 Tarn argues that Aristonicus strives to implement Iambulus’ vision (“Alexander
Helios,” ) or some version of it (Alexander the Great [ vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, ], :–).

27 O. Patterson, Freedom in the Making of Western Culture (New York: Basic, ),
. The meaning and value of Strabo’s report is heavily debated and many scholars do
not believe that Aristonicus sought social transformation; for discussion and bibliogra-
phy, see Gruen,TheHellenisticWorld, :; V. Vavrinek, “Aristonicus of Pergamum: Pre-
tender to the Throne or Leader of a Slave Revolt?” Eirene  (): –.

28 On eschatology as a dimension of Greek and Roman cultures, see D. Georgi,The
City in theValley: Biblical Interpretation andUrbanTheology (Studies in Biblical Literature
; Atlanta: SBL, ), –,  (cf. );H. Koester, “Jesus theVictim,” JBL  ():
– (–).
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the Sun God (Apollo). According to Pliny the Elder (Nat. .), the sun-
dial’s bronze markers established the beginning of the year at the win-
ter solstice and so under the sign of Capricorn. Augustus claimed to
have been conceived under Capricorn (Suetonius, Aug. ) and from at
least / b.c.e. and especially after  b.c.e., he minted coins that fea-
turedCapricorn alongside images and text depicting him as “born to save
the Roman state” and as herald of a new, pacific (and hence superior)
age.29 Furthermore, obelisks were sacred to the Sun God, Apollo, and
this obelisk was taken from the Sun Temple in the Sun City (Heliopolis)
of Egypt and dedicated to Apollo.30 Augustus likely promoted the stories
that later appear in Suetonius claiming that Augustus’ mother spent the
night in the Temple of Apollo and was impregnated with Augustus by
the God (Aug. ), that Augustus’ earthly father dreamed that the sun
rose from his wife’s womb (ibid.), and that Augustus was born just before
sunrise (Aug. ). Apollo also appeared at the top of the cuirass of the
widely disseminated Prima Porta portrait type of Augustus, which, by
assimilating Augustus’ physiognomy to that of Polyclitus’ Doryphorus,
represented the princeps as the ideal (male) human form and so captured
visuallyAugustan propoganda’s eschatological claims.AndAugustus fur-
ther stressed the eschatological nature of his reign by having the Tem-
ple of Actium Apollo built next to his house on the Palatine Hill, which
itself recalled themyth of Romulus’ founding of Rome there in the eighth
century b.c.e. The architectural configuration cast Augustus as the new
founder of the city.

Thus, the Sun, the Sun sign, and the Sun God (Apollo) formed a
symbolic repertoire on which the sundial in the Campus Martius drew
to make eschatological claims. Every winter solstice, when the Sun was
reborn (i.e., the days began to lengthen) under Capricorn, the sundial
commemorating Augustus’ victory announced the beginning of a new
year and a new, ideal age.31

29 T.S. Barton,Power andKnowledge: Astrology, Physiognomics, andMedicine under the
Roman Empire (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, ), . See also P. Zanker,
The Power of Images in the Age of Augustus (trans. Alan Shapiro; Ann Arbor: University
of Michigan Press, ), –; W. Eck,The Age of Augustus (trans. Deborah Lucas
Schneider; Malden: Blackwell, ), –.

30 Zanker, Power of Images, .
31 Ibid., .



why does q begin with a calendar? 

. Conclusion

I am, of course, not the first to describe the Dead Sea Scrolls ya .had as
utopian and/or eschatological. Helmut Koester epitomizes this interpre-
tation well:

The eschatological orientation of the community appears in all aspects of
its life. The Essenes not only anticipate the promised future of the true
people of God, they already are these elect people and God’s temple. Every
new member had to assign his possessions to the community. Personal
poverty and communal living represent the messianic age, which knows
no difference between rich and poor. The liturgy of the common meals,
regularly celebrated every day, mirrors the messianic banquet. While holy
war ideology is clearly evident, there are also strong correspondences
with Hellenistic utopian concepts. Retreat to a secluded place, common
meals of simple food, community of goods, sharing all labor, strict moral
obligations and penance for offenders, rejection of temple worship, and
finally the preference for a solar over a lunar calendar are also ingredients
of Iambolous’ utopian Hellenistic romance Commonwealth of the Sun.32

And Philip Davies argues that QS is not a rule of an actual community
but Jewish utopian literature.33

Koester andDavies have inmind texts other than QMMT. I have tried
to show here thatMMT belongs in the same utopian, eschatological vein
and that vein itself takes part in a larger discourse that associated solar
symbolism with ideal community.34 One reason then that the sectarian
text Q begins, originally or secondarily, with a solar calendar is that,
in the discursive context of the Hellenistic and early Roman periods,
a solar calendar powerfully symbolized the utopian and eschatological
claims made in the rest ofMMT.

32 H. Koester, Introduction to the New Testament, vol. : History, Culture, and Religion
of the Hellenistic Age (nd ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, ), .

33 P.R. Davies, “Redaction and Sectarianism in the Qumran Scrolls,” inThe Scriptures
and the Scrolls: Studies in Honor of A.S. van derWoude on the Occasion of his th Birthday
(ed. F. García Martínez, A. Hilhorst, and C.J. Labuschagne; VTSup ; Leiden: Brill,
), – (–).

34 For other ways in which the solar calendar is eschatological, seeM. Albani,Astrono-
mie und Schöpfungsglaube: Untersuchungen zum astronomischen Henochbuch (WMANT
; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, ).
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 –
:– –
 
:– –
:– 
:– –

Joshua
:– 
 
:– –

Judges
:– –
:– –
:– –
:– 

Samuel
:– 

Samuel
:– 

Kings
:– –

Kings
 

Isaiah
:– 
:– –
:– –
:–: –
: 
:– 
: –, 
:– –
: 
:– –
: 
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:– 
: 

Jeremiah
:– 
: 
:– 
: 
: 
: 
: 

Ezekiel
:– 
:– 
: 
:– 

Habakkuk
: 

Zechariah
: 

Malachi
:– –
:– –

Psalms
: 
:– 
 –
 –
: –
:– –
: 
: –
: 
: –
 –
:– –
: 
: –
: 
: –
: 
: 

: 
: –
: 
: –, 
: 
: –
: –
: 
: 
: –
: 
: 
: 
: –, 
: 
:– 
:  n. 

Proverbs
 –
: 
: 
: 
: 

Esther (LXX)
Add Esth C – (:k–z)



Daniel (MT and LXX)
– –
 –
:– –, –


: –
 
:– 
: 
:– –
:– –
:– –
: 
Add Dan :– (Pr Azar)



Ezra
:– 
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Nehemiah
:– 
:– 

Chronicles
 –

Chronicles
: 

Dead Sea Scrolls

See also Greek and Latin Literature as well as Papyri, Ostraca, and Inscriptions.

Biblical Scrolls
QtgLev (Q) 
QJudga (Q) , –
QIsaa , –
QXIIa (Q) IV:–

, –,


 .HevXII gr ( .Hev )


QtgJob (Q)
, –

Admonition Based on the Flood
(Q)
I: 

Ages of Creation
A (Q) –
B (Q) –

Apocryphal Pentateuch B
(Q) –
 i –, 
 i  –
 i  –

Apocryphal Psalm and Prayer
(Q)  n. , 

n. 

Apocryphon of Daniel (Q)
–

Apocryphon of Jeremiah C
–, –

Qa a–b – –
Qa a–b  
Qa a–b – 
Qa a–b – 
Qa a–b  –
Qa  –
Q  iii – –
Q  – –
Q   
Q  – 
Q   , –
Qa  – –
Qa   
Qa   
Q  i–ii – –

Apocryphon of Joshua
Q –

Apocryphon of Levi? (Q–)
–

Aramaic Levi Document (ALD)
–, –


Q 
Q  
Q – +  –


Q  
Q  
Q 
Qa –
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Astronomical Book of Enoch
Q  – 
Q –
Q  ii – –

Berakhot (Q–)


Biblical Chronology (Q)


Birth of Noah (Q–)
–

Q  

Book of Giants , –,
–, 

Commentary on Genesis
A (Q) , –,


B (Q) –
C (Q) –
D (Qa) 

Commentary on Malachi
(Qa) –

Communal Confession (Q)


Community Rule 
QS –
QS I:–II: –
QS I:– 
QS I:–II: 
QS II:– , –
QS II:– –
QS II: 
QS III:–IV: , –
QS III:– 
QS IV: 
QS IV:– 
QS IV:– 
QS IV: 
QS IV: 
QS V:– 

QS V:– –
QS VI:– –
QS VI:– 
QS VIII:– 
QS VIII:– –
QS IX:– 
QS IX:– 
QS IX:– 
QS IX: –
QS IX: –
QS X:– 
QS X: –
QS X: 
QS X: 
QS X: 
QS XI:– 
QS XI:– 
QS XI:– , 
QS XI: 
QS XI: 
QS XI:– 
QSb (Q) XIX:

–
QSd (Q) IX:


QSe (Q)  iii –



Composition Concerning Divine
Providence (Q)


Qa 

Curses (Q) , –

Daily Prayers (Q)
, –,
–, 

Damascus Document
–

CD A :– 
CD A :– 
CD A : 
CD A :–: –
CD A :– 
CD A :– 
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Damascus Document (cont.)
CD A : 
CD A :– 
CD A :– 
CD A :–:  n. 
CD A :  n. 
CD A :– 
CD A :– 
CD A :– 
CD A :–  n. 
CD A :– –
CD A :–  n. 
CD A :– 
CD A :– –, 
CD A :– –
CD B :– 
Q , , 
Q  i – –, 
Q  ii – 
Q  ii – 
Q  ii – 
Q  ii 

Festival Prayers , –
Q  , 
Q  – 

Genesis Apocryphon (Q),
texts collected in

–,
–, ,
–, –


X:– 
XI: –
XI: 
XI:– 
XII: 
XIX:– 
XIX: –
XIX: , 
XIX:– 
XX: 
XX:– –
XX:– 
XX: –
XX: 

XXI:– 
XXII:– 
XXII:– 

Hodayot –
QHa –
QHa IV: (XVII:)


QHa V: (XIII:)

–
QHa IX: (I:) –
QHa IX:– (I:–)

–
QHa X:– (II:–)


QHa X: (II:) –
QHa X: (II:) –
QHa X: (II:) 
QHa X: (II:) 
QHa X: (II:) 
QHa X: (II:) –
QHa X:– (II:–)

–
QHa X:– (II:–)

–
QHa XI: (III:) 
QHa XI: (III:) 
QHa XI:– (III:–)


QHa XI: (III:)


QHa XII:– (IV:–)

–
QHa XII:– (IV:–)

–
QHa XII:– (IV:–)

, 
QHa XII: (IV:)


QHa XII:– (IV:–)

–
QHa XII:– (IV:–)


QHa XII: (IV:)


QHa XII:– (IV:–)

–, 
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QHa XII:– (IV:–)


QHa XII: (IV:)
–

QHa XII:– (IV:–)
, 

QHa XII: (IV:)


QHa XIII:– (V:–)
–, 

QHa XIII:– (V:–)
–, 

QHa XIII: (V:)
, 

QHa XIII:– (V:–)


QHa XV:– (VII:–)
–

QHa XV: (VII:)
–

QHa XV: (VII:)
–

QHa XVI:– (VIII:–)
–

QHa XVII(IX):–
–

QHa XVII(IX):


QHa XVIII:– (X:–)
–

QHa XX:– (XII:–)


QHa XXII: ( )
–

QHa XXII: ( )


QHa XXIII: (XVIII:)
–

QHc (Q)  


QHe (Q) –

Horoscope (Q) 

Instruction
Q  iii – –
Q  i – 

List of False Prophets (Q)
–

List of Netinim (Q)


Melchizedek (Q)
–, ,
–, –
, –,
–, –
, 

II:– –
II: –, 
II:– 
II: –
II:– 

Messianic Apocalypse (Q)
 +  ii  
 +  ii  

Midrash on Eschatology
Q 
Q –

Miq.sat Ma#aśeh ha-Torah
, –,
–, ,
, , 

MMT B – –
MMT B – 
MMT B – 
MMT C – 
MMT C – 
MMT C – –
MMT C  
MMT C – 
MMT C – 
Q –
Q – –

 n. 

Non-Canonical Psalms B (Q)
 +  
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Pesharim on Isaiah
QpIsa (Q) , –
QpIsaa (Q) 

– – 
QpIsab (Q) 

II:– –
II:– –

Qpap pIsac (Q)


 ii – –
QpIsad (Q) 

 – –
QpIsae (Q) , 

Pesher Habakkuk , –,


QpHab III:– 
QpHab VII:– –
QpHab VII:– 

Pesher Nahum (Q)


Pesher on the Apocalypse of
Weeks (Q) –

Pesher Psalms (Q)
– i -ii  –
– ii – 

Physiognomy (Q)


Poetic Text A (Q)
  

Psalms, non-canonical segments
Q XIX:– 
Q XXVII:–

–
Q – – 

Pseudo-Jubilees
Q –

Ritual of Purification A (Q)
 

Rule of the Blessings
QSb IV:– 

Rule of the Congregation
–

QSa I:– –
QSa I:– –
QSa I:– 
QSa I:–II: –
QSa II:– –, 
QSa II:– 

Shirot (Q–) , 
Q – ii –

–

Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice
, , –


Q   –
Q  i – 
Q  ii  –
Q  ii  
Q  ii  

Temple Scroll –
QTa XXVI:–

–
QTa XLVIII–L –
QTa XLIX: 
QTa LII:–  n. 
QTa LIX:– 

Testament of Qahat (Q)
 i – 

Testimonia (Q) –

Visions of Amram
Q –

War Scroll
QM I:– 
QM IV: 
QM VII:– –
QM VII:– 
QM XIII:– , –
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Q –, 
Q  –

Words of the Luminaries
, –,
–

Q I: 

Zodiology and Brontology
(Q) –

Other Second Temple Jewish Literature

Apocalypse of Moses
 

Baruch
:–: 

Demetrius (the Chronogra-
pher)
: (Eusebius, Praep. ev. ..)

–

Enochic Literature
–, –


Book of Watchers ( En. –)
– –
:– 
:– 
:– 
 –
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 

Parables of Enoch ( En. –)
, –,


: –
:– 

Astronomical Book of Enoch ( En.
–) see Dead Sea

Scrolls

Book of Dreams ( En. –)
– (Animal Apocalypse)

–
Letter of Enoch ( En. –)

– 
:–; :– (Apocalypse of
Weeks) –

Enoch 
:– 
:– –

Joseph and Aseneth
 

Josephus
Antiquitates judaicae

.– 
. –

Bellum judaicum
.– 
. 
. 

Contra Apionem
. 

Jubilees –, –


: 
: , 
: 
: –
:– 
: 
:– 
: –
: –
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Jubilees (cont.)
: –
: 
: 

Letter of Aristeas 

Liber antiquitatum biblicarum
(Pseudo-Philo)

 n. 

Maccabees
:– 
: 

Maccabees
: 
: 

Maccabees 
: 
:– 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: , 
: , 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: , 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 

Philo of Alexandria
De gigantibus

 
– –
– –
 

Legum allegoriae
. 
.– 
. 
. 

Quaestiones et solutiones in Genesin
.– 

Quod Deus sit immutabilis
– 
– –
– –

Quod omnis probus liber sit
 , 
– –

Psalms of Solomon
: 

Prayer of Manasseh


Sibylline Oracles
:– –
:– 

Sirach –, –


: –
: 
:– 
:– 
: 
:– –
: 

Testament of Abraham
A  

Testament of Solomon
:– –
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Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs

Testament of Levi 
:– 

Tobit , –
:– 
:– –
: 
: –, 
: 
:– –, –


: 

: 
: 
:– 
: 
: 
:– 

Wisdom of Solomon
:– –
 –
:– –
: –
:– –

Rabbinic and Medieval Jewish Literature

Mishnah
"Abot

: 
Baba Qamma

:  n. 
.Hagigah
:  n. 

Makširin
: 

Mena .hot
:  n. ,

–
Parah

: –
Sanhedrin

:  n. 
Šeqalim

:  n. 
So.tah

: –
: –

.Teharot
: 

Yadayim
:– 
: –
: –

Tosefta
Šabbat

:  n. 
Sukkah

: –

Palestinian Talmud
Berakhot

:, a 
Šabbat

: 
Sanhedrin

, a  n. 

Babylonian Talmud
‘Abodah Zarah

b 
Baba Me.si#a

b  n. 
Baba Qamma

b  n. 
Berakhot

b 
b–a –
a 
a  n. 

Gi.t.tin
b 
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Babylonian Talmud (cont.)
Megillah

a–b  n. 
Mena .hot

a–b  n. 
Roš Haššanah

  n. 
Šabbat

a 
b  n. 

Sanhedrin
b –
b  n. 

Sukkah
a  n. 

Yoma
a 
a  n. 

Targumim
Targum Onqelos , –
Targum Pseudo-Jonathan

, –,
–

Midrashim
Genesis Rabbah

:  n. 
 –

Mekhilta
Jethro   n. 
Jethro   n. 

Qohelet Rabbah
to :  n. 

Sifra
Dibura de Nedaba 

 n. 
Sifre

 
 

Sifre Zuta
: 

Varia
Cairo Genizah Non-Canonical

Psalms (MS Antonin)
–

Megillat Ta#anit to  Nisan
 n. 

New Testament

Matthew
:– –
:– 
: 

Mark
:– –
:– 

Luke
: 
:– –
:– 
: 

John
: 

: 
: 
: 
: 

Acts
 

Romans
: 
: 
 
: 
: 
: 
: 
 
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: 
:– 
: 
:– 
:  n. 
: 
: 
: 

Corinthians
:– 
: 
:– 
: 
:– –, –


: 
: 
: –
: 
:–  n. 
: 
: 
: 
:  n. , 
: 
:– 
: 
:  n. 
: 
:–  n. 
: 
:– 
:–  n. 
: 
: 

Corinthians
: 
: 

: 
: 
:–: 
:– 
:– 

Ephesians
:– 

Philippians
:– 
: 
: 
: 

Thessalonians
: 
: 
: 
:– 
:– 
: 

Hebrews –, 
:– –
: 
: –, 
: –, 
: –, 
:– 
: –
: –
: –
: –

Peter
: 
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Other Early Christian Literature

Didache
 

Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew
 
 

Theodoret of Cyrus
Commentary on Isaiah

–

Greek and Latin Literature

Berossos –

Cicero
Nat. d. . – n. 

Claudius Aelianus
De Natura Animalium .



Derveni Papyrus
IV:– 
V:– 
VII:– 
XIV:– 
XV:– 
XVI bottom–XVII:


XVII: 
XX:– 
XXI:– 
XXV:– 

Herodotus
Hist. . 

Iambulus
Commonwealth of the Sun



Metrodorus of Lampsachus
.– DK 

Plato
Phaedr. a–e  n. 
Resp. .e–a –
Resp. .e–a  n. 

Strabo
Geogr. .. –

Suetonius
Aug.  
Aug.  

Theagenes of Rhegium
. DK (= schol. B Il. .)



Virgil
Aen. .– 
Aen. . 
Aen. . 
MaspapVirgil lat (Mas)


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Papyri, Ostraca, and Inscriptions

Dura Europos
P. Dura  –
P. Dura  –
P. Dura  –
P. Dura  –
P. Dura  –

Elephantine –
TAD B. –
TAD B. –

Kartir Inscription 

Merashah Ostraca
–, –


Merashah Ostracon no. 
–

Merashah Ostracon no. 
–

Mons Claudianus
O. Claud. I  

Na .hal .Hever andWadi Murab-
ba#at
Bar Kokhba Letters


Mur  –
Mur  –
P. Yadin  –
P. Yadin  –
P. Yadin  
P. Yadin  –, –


P. Yadin  –
P. Yadin  –
X .Hev/Se  –
X .Hev/Se a –
X .Hev/Se  –
X .Hev/Se  –
X .Hev/Se  –
X .Hev/Se  –
X .Hev/Se Nab.  –

Oxyrhynchus
P. Oxy. I  
P. Oxy. XVII  

Qumran
Q 

Vindolanda
T. Vindol. II  

Wadi Daliyeh
WDSP  –
WDSP  –
WDSP  –
WDSP  –
WDSP  –
WDSP  –
WDSP  –
WDSP  –
WDSP  –
WDSP  –
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Edward Dąbrowa, Ph.D. (), is Professor of Ancient History and
the head of the Department of Jewish Studies at the Jagiellonian Uni-
versity in Kraków. He is Editor-in-Chief of Scripta Judaica Cracovien-
sia.

Nóra Dávid, Ph.D. () in Ancient History, Pázmány Péter Catholic
University Piliscsaba, is an assistant at the University of Vienna, Institute
of Jewish Studies.

Karl Paul Donfried, Dr. theol. (), University of Heidelberg, is
Elizabeth A. Woodson Professor Emeritus of New Testament at Smith
College and former Fulbright Professor at the Hebrew University.
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