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CHAPTER ONE

COMMUNITIES OF DISCOURSE

QumraN As A ComMUNITY OF DISCOURSE

“I have something to say to the congregation” (1QS 6:13). With
those words a member of the Qumran community would seek per-
mission to speak, even though it was not his designated turn to
address the assembly. Only if he received their agreement might he
say what was on his mind. This moment, poised between speech
and silence, permission and prohibition, focuses the crucial but prob-
lematic role of speech in this intensely verbal community. The descrip-
tion of the assembly in the Serek ha-Yahad (6:8-13) presents speech
as an activity required of every member. It is an object of value to
which the community has a right and which it needs to accomplish
its common purpose. But speech is also subject to regulation, since
it is implicated not only in truth but also in falsehood, deception,
and hypocrisy. What is produced and refined in this process is not
only the speech of an individual but more importantly the discourse
of the community as a whole.

The essential activities that gave the Qumran community its iden-
tity are almost all associated with language. Its raison d’étre, of course,
was to do the will of God; but the privileged repository of that will
was a text that had to be copied, read, studied, and interpreted.
This task was not conceived of as an individual one but as one that
required the constitution of a community for its accomplishment.
Because the Qumran community reflected self-consciously on the
nature of its life together and embodied those reflections in texts,
we know a significant amount about that life and the way in which
it formed a community of discourse.

In a basic sense the community was constituted and maintained
through speech acts. Members swore solemn oaths (1QS 5:8) and
were separated from the larger society through a series of curses and
blessings (2:1-10). The internal structure of the community was shaped
in large measure by periodic examinations in which the ability to
articulate the fundamental language of the community played a great
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part (5:20—25). Prayer and blessing, mutual reproof, and delibera-
tion were all highly self-conscious parts of life together (5:25-6:8).
Even time itself was articulated through acts of praise (10:1-8). The
rich verbal culture of the Qumran community is evident not only
in the abundance of texts collected, copied, and preserved, but above
all in the creation of numerous compositions in familiar and in novel
genres: serakim, hodayot, pesharim, shirot, berakot, and so forth. Not
surprisingly, through all this intensive verbal activity the Qumran
community created for itself a distinctive mode of speech, one that
readers tend to recognize in the texts even when its precise definition
remains elusive.

Various sorts of questions could be pursued about the discourse
of the Qumran community. One is the role of speech in the com-
munity: why it was important, how it was regulated, what it accom-
plished in terms of the social life of the community, and so forth.
It 1s possible to ask this question because the texts, especially the
Serek ha-Yahad, talk explicitly about these things. To inquire into
how the members of the community talked with one another is to
ask a reconstructive question. It involves using the text as a lens to
look at something that lies behind the text, namely, the speech prac-
tices of the community. Of course, since one cannot check what the
text claims against one’s own observations of the community as it
went about its business, what one may be reconstructing is not what
they actually did but what they thought they did, or intended to do,
or at the very least, what they said they ought to do. A second sort
of question involves looking not through the texts but at them. The
Qumran texts are themselves examples of speech practices. This is
obviously true for those texts that appear to contain scripts for speech
performances, such as prayers or liturgies. But if one construes speech
more generally as verbal utterances, whether written or oral, then
one may ask not only what the texts say about speech but what
kind of speech they are. This approach does not look at texts as
repositories of information only but also as an action performed with
words. It asks of the text “What does it do?” as well as “What does
it say?” Both sorts of inquiry—concerning the nature and function
of speech practices and concerning the rhetorical purposes of par-
ticular textual utterances—are essential for understanding the way in
which the Qumran community used language to constitute a world
of meaning, a distinctive identity, a community of values, and a
structure of selthood.
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Although all communities and sub-communities construct them-
selves in large measure through their discourse, the discourse of a
sectarian community that draws its membership at least in part from
adult converts tends to have distinctive features. The discourse of
the Qumran community was not simply produced to maintain an
established society but to create one that distinguished itself from
other discursive communities within Second Temple Judaism. The
need to create the sentiments of affinity and estrangement required
for social boundaries and the need to offer a new identity to persons
who had been previously formed in other communities set special
conditions for discourse. The practices, verbal and otherwise, that
serve to produce and reproduce social relations and identities in an
established and dominant culture may be so thoroughly worked into
the background hum of discourse as to be virtually inaudible; but
for a sectarian community they will tend to be much more explicit.

Nevertheless, though the Qumran community was a sectarian
group, its discourse cannot be thought of as a sort of mumbling to
itself. Nothing that was said at Qumran can be understood without
reference to the larger discursive context of Second Temple Judaism.
This is true not only for the obviously polemical statements in Qumran
texts but also for every utterance. The words they used, the forms
of speech, the content of their prayers, the claims they made about
themselves were always in part replies, responses, and counter-claims
to utterances made by others within a broader cultural context. To
understand the speech of Qumran one must also be alert to the cur-
rents of “cross-talk” in which it occurred.

CuLTURE AS CONVERSATION

To analyze discourse is to investigate culture through the metaphor
of conversation. It is an appealing metaphor, one that has cropped
up frequently in cultural analysis." It draws attention to the dialog-
ical quality of social discourse. Each participant tries out ideas on
others. But the conversation itself, what passes between persons,
belongs neither to the one nor to the other but is a product of their

' See, ec.g., Burke, Philosophy of Literary Form, 110—11; Oakeshott, Voice of Poetry,
10-14; Bakhtin, Dialogic Imagination, 278-85. See also the critical discussions in
Lentricchia, Criticism and Social Change, 12—20, and Gunn, Culture of Criticism, 63—75.
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interaction. The metaphor also stresses the dynamic, temporal ele-
ment of culture and implies an open-ended quality. There is always
some difference of opinion or perspective that moves things along.
Conversations are not like Euclidian proofs; there is no theoretical
point at which there is nothing more to say. The model of conver-
sation also suggests creativity and even a degree of playfulness.
Someone leaves, someone else comes up, and the conversation lurches
off in an entirely new direction. It is a good model for culture in
that it manages to indicate both its concrete and diffuse qualities.
Culture consists of particular utterances; yet the whole of the thing
is never finished but continuously in motion and divided among an
indefinite number of participants.

The image of culture as conversation is heuristically valuable for
thinking about Second Temple Judaism. One can treat the diverse
cultural phenomena of Second Temple Judaism as a protracted dis-
cussion of the question, “What is it that really constitutes Israel?”
Not every society is so preoccupied with a discourse of identity, but
the peculiar historical circumstances of Second Temple Judaism
brought that issue to the fore. Even when not explicitly engaged in
responding to one another, the literary works, religious movements,
new social institutions, emerging symbols, and so forth, ceaselessly
suggested alternative ways of answering that question. Some, like the
Qumran community and the early Jesus movement, even engaged
in a kind of social theater, enacting communities of a reconstituted
Israel.

Like all metaphors the image of cultural discourse as conversation
has its limitations. It can be misleadingly genteel. Discourse 1s about
the formation of human communities through symbolic interchange,
but it is also about the exercise of power within those communities.
The image of conversation may obscure the element of struggle that
is present in discursive practices. Moreover, the metaphor suggests
an exchange among relative equals who all have a certain access to
the attention of others. But the discourse of particular cultures is
formed in significant ways by the exclusion and silencing of some
groups within the society. One thinks of the position of the very
poor, of women, of ethnic minorities, of the various categories of
outsiders. The relationship is a complex one. Although the silenced
may not be direct participants in the shaping of the topics, values,
concepts, and symbols that are exchanged through the dominant
media, they carry on their own discourse in the margins and inter-



COMMUNITIES OF DISCOURSE 5

stices of a culture. In addition, these marginal discourses may also
function to provide the necessary definitional other that makes a
dominant discourse possible. The medieval aristocrat who lived in a
world articulated by the discourse of feudalism might have been quite
ignorant of the specific cultural world of the villein, but the highly
selfconscious elaboration of aristocratic values was formed on the
basis of a necessary symbolic distinction between what was base and
what was noble. Although the marginzalized social groups of brigands
in early Roman Palestine had little direct access to the public media
of discourse, they became an important definitional other in Josephus’
own speech as he attempted to articulate an identity for Jewish society
to a post-70 CE audience of gentiles and diaspora Jews.

The metaphor of conversation is also misleading in its suggestion
of unproblematic fluency. Times do occur in which the inherited
language of a culture can no longer be used with automatic ease
and unselfconsciousness. Where a language no longer suffices for the
discursive situation, it has to be remade; with the remaking of the
language comes the remaking of the world itself and those who live
in it. This point is argued in the collection of essays by James Boyd
White, When Words Lose Their Meaning. The title is taken from Thucy-
dides, who assessed the meaning of the chaotic disruption of the
Peloponnesian War by asserting that words themselves lost their
meaning.” Thucydides’ history is, at least in part, an examination of
the failure of one language and the search for an alternative rhetoric
adequate to provide a set of shared meanings for the Greek cities.

At first it might appear difficult to find clear instances of a troubled
relationship with language in Second Temple Judaism. There are no
self-conscious reflections on the failure of language as explicit as one
finds in Thucydides. The problem does emerge in less direct ways,
however. The multi-lingual context of Judaism certainly raised the
issue, as one can see when one compares the defensive claims made
about the adequacy of the Septuagint in a text like Pseudo-Aristeas
with the apologetic disclaimers of Ben Sira’s grandson for the inad-
equacies of all translation in the prologue to Sirach. Can the Jewish
community articulate its traditions adequately in a nontraditional lan-
guage? Anxiety about the susceptibility of speech to corruption is
also an indicator of an uneasy relationship to language. Although

* 'White, When Words Lose Their Meaning, 59-92.
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the issue of false speech is an ancient topic in wisdom literature,
texts of the Second Temple period develop the theme significantly.
The seductive and misleading speech of the strange woman and the
crooked man in the text of Proverbs 1-9, the self-deceiving reasoning
of the ungodly in Wisdom of Solomon 2, as well as the seductions
of the lying interpreters in the Hodayot are all examples. Moreover,
the opacity of language, at least of divinely inspired language, emerges
as a theme in such texts as Daniel 9. The major index of an anx-
ious relation to language, however, is simply the ubiquity of bibli-
cizing language and genres in late Second Temple literature. Echoes
of the biblical text haunt virtually all of the new literary composi-
tions of this period. It is the “super adequacy” of the biblical idiom
that authors of this period have to confront, a traditional language
that both facilitates and authorizes their speech but at the same time
dominates it. This is not to say that the literary production of Second
Temple Judaism was not creative but to note that authors were
always glancing over their shoulders at the speech of scripture.
Although seldom made explicit, there is an element of the agonistic
in the relation of new texts (rewritten Bible, pseudonomyous com-
positions, commentaries, etc.) to scripture. The new compositions
seck both to share in the cultural authority of scripture but also in
some measure to co-opt it.

So long as one keeps in mind these and other limitations of the
metaphor of culture as conversation, it provides a helpful way of
looking at Second Temple Judaism as a community of discourse.
Along with the correctives mentioned above one should also remem-
ber that there is never just a single conversation in a culture or a
single community formed by discourse, as the following section argues.

SPEAKING THE SAME LANGUAGE: Di1scOURSE AND COMMUNITY

My understanding of the social dimensions of language has been
significantly shaped by the Bakhtin circle. Although much of the
work of these Russian thinkers was originally composed in the 1920s
and 1930s, the publication of their works in English during the
1980s and 1990s has made them influential in recent Anglo-American
literary and cultural criticism.> One of the ideas pursued both by

* Particularly important for my purposes are Bakhtin, Dialogic Imagination and
Voloshinov, Marxism and the Philosophy of Language.
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Voloshinov and Bakhtin is that language is always socially stratified
and socially stratifying. Its variations serve to map a community in
exquisite detail, and not just as a matter of traditional dialect geog-
raphy. The mapping may be traced along any number of lines—
economic class, region, relative urbanization, religion, occupation,
gender, age cohort, advocacy group, and so forth. The dialect groups
that can be identified within any of these categories will talk about
a different range of topics, use a different but overlapping stock of
words, and mean something different by some of the same words.
The stylistic features of their speech and even some of their gram-
matical forms will be different. Other aspects of language will vary,
too—the speech genres used, the tone, the degree of formality or
casualness, the measure of distance or intimacy. All of these features
interact to make language use into a highly sensitive marker of social
boundaries. Where enough information is available one can even
trace highly transient speech communities, those formed by a pass-
ing fashion or the influence of a charismatic individual.!

Language plays a particularly important role in the coherency of
more stable and long-lived groups. The deep affective bonds created
by “speaking the same language” are known to anyone who has ever
left a linguistic community. The black student in a largely white uni-
versity knows the sense of well-being that comes from being able to
speak Black English with fellow blacks. Women and men who work
in contexts dominated by the other gender know the relaxation that
comes from being able to talk a gender inflected speech with mem-
bers of the same sex. Topics and even speech patterns that would
be off limits in the work context are now part of the social bond-
ing of the group. As Richard Terdiman puts it, these social dialects
“give differential substance to membership in a social group . . . medi-
ate an internal sense of belonging, an outward sense of otherness.”
In a significant way they propose an answer to the questions “Who
is my neighbor?” and “Who am I?”

Of course, the mapping performed by social dialects is compli-
cated by the fact that people always speak a variety of such dialects.
Bakhtin gives the example of the “illiterate peasant, miles away from
any urban center . .. [who] nevertheless lived in several language
systems: he prayed to God in one language (Church Slavonic), sang

* Bakhtin, Dialogic Imagination, 26263, 290-91; Voloshinov, 93.
> Terdiman, Duscourse/ Counter-Discourse, 54.
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songs in another, spoke to his family in a third and, when he began
to dictate petitions to the local authorities through a scribe, he tried
speaking yet a fourth language (the official-literate language, ‘paper’
language).”® Each language gave the peasant a different identity in
a differently constituted community of widely differing moral signi-
ficance. He was a suppliant before God, a member of the folk, the
paterfamilias, and a legal claimant with rights and obligations. For
Bakhtin, the peasant serves as an example of someone whose different
languages coexist in relative self-containment. “He passed from one
to the other without thinking, automatically: each was indisputably
in its own place, and the place of each was indisputable. He was
not yet able to regard one language (and the verbal world corre-
sponding to it) through the eyes of another language (that is, the
language of everyday life and the everyday world with the language
of prayer or song, or vice versa).”’

This phenomenon is clearly recognizable to biblical scholars who
have studied it under the rubric of form criticism. Each set of speech
forms has its Sitz im Leben. In biblical scholarship, however, the inves-
tigation has usually focused on the isolation of particular speech
genres and the social location of their origin rather than on the sit-
uation of the individual who moved among them. After all, the
scribe, the prophet, and the sage all went to the priest for determi-
nations of clean and unclean. The priest, the scribe, and the prophet
all recited proverbs to their children. The prophet, the sage, and the
priest were all addressed by the Deuteronomic preacher. And all of
them prayed in a language shaped by the Psalms. Their relation-
ships to these various language systems were obviously different. But
all of these language systems, plus many others, were part of the
dense linguistic texture of their world of discourse. They were avail-
able, sometimes in a compartmentalized way, sometimes in more
complex interanimation, as structures of social meaning.

One tends not to notice the divergent moral worlds that are embed-
ded in the various discourses one uses. Their very existence in the
repertoire of a person’s speech, however, sets up the possibility that
an individual could be called into a more active identification with
one of them. One discourse may emerge as the master discourse

¢ Bakhtin, Dialogical Imagination, 295-96.
7 Bakhtin, Dialogical Imagination, 296.
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through which others are regarded. Such a process would be a kind
of ideological awakening. If Bakhtin’s peasant begins to orient him-
self around the legal-official language, to regard it as definitive, he
does not cease to speak the other languages; but his relationship to
them undergoes subtle changes. They may be interpreted in light of
the legal language (e.g., the words and metaphors of the prayers
might be reaccented)® or they may simply become less meaningful
and more opaque. As Bakthin puts it, the various languages become
dialogically coordinated rather than compartmentalized.’

In Second Temple Judaism, of course, one can note the spread
of several discourses that offer a perspective from which others might
be dialogically engaged. The language of the Deuteronomic move-
ment becomes broadly influential, as does sapiential discourse. In a
somewhat different way the highly technical language of the priest-
hood also becomes a moral language of extended scope. An apoc-
alyptic way of talking is encountered in a wide variety of texts. These
do not remain radically separate discourses, of course, although their
distinctiveness is often sufficient to allow one to identity them. But
such questions as whether Qumran was an apocalyptic community
or a priestly community or a sapiential community might be more
fruitfully addressed by examining how the various discourses are dia-
logically related in Qumran literature. These would not be questions
about whether the members were themselves priests or sages or seers
but questions about the relationship of various discursive traditions
within the speech community of Qumran.'

The fact that individuals participate in such a variety of intersecting
languages is what facilitates the rhetorical use of language and the
intentional creation of communities of persuasion. Every culture has
a complex repertoire of identifying signs that are located in various
parts of its collective discourse and that will articulate that culture
differently. A text or speaker who invokes one or another of them
will evoke communities of correspondingly different dimensions and

% For example, in the book of Job, Job begins to use legal language to exam-
ine the assumptions and limitations of received languages of piety. See Newsom,
Book of Job, 137-38, 155-61.

¢ Bakhtin, Dialogical Imagination, 296.

10" See, for example, the essay by Grossman, “Priesthood as Authority,” in which
she examines how different Second Temple communities “thought with priests,”
that is, used discourse about priests and priestly matters to establish various claims
concerning “authority, authenticity, and identity” (117).
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orientations.'" Ancestral terms are a prime example. Whether one
invokes Abraham or Jacob evokes an Israel whose relationship to
gentiles is differently oriented. But all terms of value, not just ances-
tral terms, perform this function. An Israel evoked in terms of the
symbol of Zion is a somewhat different Israel from one evoked by
reference to “the children of Isracl.” Or again, an appeal to “all
who repent of transgression” evokes an Israel internally differentiated
on moral grounds rather than one unified as descendants of a com-
mon father. Oftentimes the evocation of a particular latent com-
munity is a temporary matter, a response to specific and limited
circumstances. It may also happen, especially in times of social insta-
bility, that slogans and the discourses that they imply can play a
significant role in the creation and consolidation of new social for-
mations.'? The Maccabean slogan, “zeal for the torah,” is an obvi-
ous example. Its competition and eventual collision with other
alternative slogans and designations, such as “the pious ones” or “the
repentant of Israel” is a measure of the intense rhetorical attempt
to create new communities of discourse that could provide the basis
for new social formations.

It is not just the selection of alternative words and competing
social dialects that articulate sub-communities within a culture. The
rhetorical competition among the social dialects of a society is also
generated by the fact that those who compete do speak the same
language—or at least the same words. In fact what they struggle
over is precisely that common language. Obviously not every “a, an,
and the” is the object of conflict. Rather, as Voloshinov put it in a
well-known formulation, “every stage in the development of a soci-
ety has its own special and restricted circle of items which alone
have access to that society’s attention and which are endowed with
evaluative accentuation by that attention. Only items within that cir-
cle will achieve sign formation and become objects in semiotic com-
munication.”” In second century Judaism terms such as “torah,”
“Israel,” “covenant,” “righteousness,” “what is good in his eyes,” and
many others were precisely the sort of terms that became ideologi-
cal signs. But as each group used those terms they did so with a

9 <«

""" Lincoln, Discourse and the Construction of Soctely, 19.
12 Lincoln, 18.
13 Voloshinov, 21-22.
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different “accentuation.” “Torah” has a different flavor in the Mac-
cabean slogan than it does when the Qumran community speaks of
“those who do torah” (1QpHab 7:11; 8:1). More subtly, but not less
significantly, that term has a different quality in Qumran speech than
in the speech of their rivals, “the speakers of smooth things.” Simply
put, every ideological sign is the site of intersecting accents. It is
“socially multiaccentual.”

This social accent of the sign is not something that exists as a
scholarly abstraction. It exists in the word itself. Only Adam had
fresh words to use. The rest of us have to make do with used ones.
The characteristic of used words 1s that they bear the traces of their
previous use within them. As Bakhtin says, “each word tastes of the
context and contexts in which it has lived its socially charged life;
all words and forms are populated by intentions.”'* Individual speak-
ers and listeners may or may not be able to articulate those social
contexts; but they can recognize them with an accomplished case—
as anyone knows who has attempted to speak to an ideologically
mixed group about a controversial topic. You “give yourself away”
as soon as you open your mouth. Though there are some words
that virtually belong to one social group or another, there are other
words that appear at first glance to be common property, words
such as “freedom” in modern western discourse or “covenant” in
Second Temple Judaism.” Words such as these are not so much
common property as they are a common space within which many
different intentions and socially charged meanings meet together.
This is in part what Bakhtin means when he locates “dialogism”
within the word. To use a word, but especially a word that is par-
ticularly weighted with past usage, is implicitly to respond to other
utterances of the word." In that sense all speech is a response to
what has been said before.

Other dimensions of dialogism exist beyond that which is located
within the word itself. On the level of the utterance, one never speaks
except to someone. Even texts have implied readers. This audience,

" Bakhtin, Dialogic Imagination, 293.

Y See, for example, the study of Christiansen, Covenant in Fudaism and Paul, which
examines how different ways of construing and articulating the concept of “covenant”
served to differentiate various sub-communities within Judaism and in emerging
Christianity.

1% Bakhtin, Dialogic Imagination, 275-85.
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whether physically present or present in the mind of the speaker or
writer, 13 no passive figure. Because utterances are always addressed,
the audience participates in the shaping of the utterance. The audi-
ence’s conceptual horizons do not completely coincide with those of
the speaker, or else there would be nothing to say and no need to
say it. A speaker must orient himself or herself toward the listener
in speaking, anticipating how the listener might hear and respond.
The words of a speaker are not only response but are also formed
by the anticipation of a reply."”

With respect to Qumran, for example, along with debating the
question of the authorship of the so-called Hodayot of the Teacher,
one needs to consider the way in which those words are addressed,
not only to God, but indirectly to the community of the sect which
hears them and to consider how they anticipate a response. One
might also read the Serek ha-Yahad with a view to discerning the
addressee whose imaginative presence inhabits the text. As a com-
munity formed in significant measure by adult converts, the Qumran
sect was not a closed community of discourse, but one that had to
take account of a variety of conceptual horizons in establishing its
own language. These are present in the text in the way in which
received language is incorporated, engaged, and reaccented.

BESPOKEN AND SPEAKING: DISCOURSE AND SUBJECTIVITY

Discourse does not only form communities; it forms persons as well.
We first emerge as subjects in the context of language and receive
our identities from various symbolic practices. Naming, for instance,
typically inscribes gender differentiation and an identity within some
kinship structure or other system of classification.'® But there is much
more to this process than names. Tracking down the discourse of
the self in a given culture is a matter, as Clifford Geertz puts it, of
“searching out and analyzing the symbolic forms—words, images,
institutions, behaviors—in terms of which, in each place, people actu-
ally represented themselves to themselves and to one another.”"” The

7 Bakhtin, Dialogic Imagination, 280—82; Voloshinov, 86. See also the similar analy-
sis by Bourdieu, Language and Symbolic Power, 77.

'8 Various aspects of the social and cultural functions of names are discussed by
Kippenberg, “Name and Person in Ancient Judaism and Christianity.”

19" Geertz, Local Knowledge, 58.
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outlines of a specific discourse of the self often emerge when an indi-
vidual tries to specify who he or she is. Even when identity is not
the explicit issue, the qualities and behaviors that are expected of a
person, the motives and possible roles, in short, what it means to
be a person, are all articulated in the way particular societies talk
about any number of things. At least some of these features will be
differentiated by gender, clan, social class, or other category; but it
is precisely in discovering one’s specific and proper identity that one
becomes a subject in a social discourse.

“Discovering” is perhaps the wrong word. In a well-known anal-
ogy Louis Althusser suggests the active role taken by discourse, or
“ideology” in his terminology, in forming subjects. He imagines ide-
ology as an authoritative voice, like that of a policeman, who hails
an individual, “Hey, you there!” The individual addressed turns
around, and by this gesture becomes a subject within the ideology
that hails him. The term “subject” is meant to convey a dual sense,
that the individual is an aware participant (the active sense of sub-
ject) but also is one who is subjected to the system of meaning that
has addressed him. The crucial element of the process, however, is
the moment of recognition, when the individual addressed recog-
nizes “that the hail was ‘really’ addressed to him.”* The imagined
scene is a mythos, of course, since there is never a time when one
is not a subject of ideology. It does, however, express the way in
which ideology continually addresses persons as subjects and secures
their recognition.?’ One is always “bespoken”—spoken for in the act
of being spoken to.

One of the limitations of Althusser’s analogy is that it suggests a
more monolithic picture of ideology and subject position than is actu-
ally the case. Even in relatively homogeneous societies a person is
“hailed” by numerous discourses that offer different subject positions,
and thus different models of what it means to be a person. The
identities of a person are never singular but multiple, never unified
but in some sense fragmented, never static but always in process.”?
The historical and cultural complexity of a society means that there
are likely to be various discourses of the self that have developed

2 Althusser, Lenin and Philosophy, 174, 182.

2t Althusser, 172-73. For a survey of recent critique and reformulation of Althusser’s
discussion see S. Hall, “Who Needs ‘Identity’?”

2 S. Hall, 4.
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over time and exist as alternatives. Richard Harvey Brown has sug-
gested that one can usefully think in terms of a “language of possi-
ble selves,” analogous to Sassure’s langue. The specific utterances and
symbolic performances through which one makes an expression of
selfhood are meaningful by reference to this language of possible
selves that is part of the habitus of the culture.”” The development
of new forms of subjectivity, or the self-conscious cultivation of dis-
tinctive discourses of the self, may also be a form of resistance to a
dominant discourse.

Subjectivity 1s also formed in crucial ways through the act of speak-
ing. Very little is more closely identified with one’s own self than
speech. As a physical process, it engages the body but is also an
activity of the mind.** In speaking one actively takes up a subject
position within a discourse. Ownership of the discourse, and the
identity that comes from it is strongly enhanced through the act of
speaking in its terms and its accents. People do this in many casual
ways, without attending to it. For instance, the various forms of eti-
quette and speech tact that persons almost automatically use rein-
force identification with a given social order. By the same token,
deviance from such forms of etiquette can enact resistance to the
proffered identities of the discourse. For a Southern black to say
simply “No” instead of “No Sir” or “No Ma’am” to a white per-
son was a fundamental rejection of the proffered identity of the Jim
Crow world. For a white to say “Mr. Jones” or “Mrs. Jones” to a
black person was an acknowledgment of a profoundly changed set
of identities.

This discursive approach to the formation of subjectivity is obvi-
ously rich in implications for the study of Second Temple Judaism,
where it is possible to discern the discourses of a number of “pos-
sible selves” and to locate the cultivation of a distinctive form of
subjectivity at Qumran as a part of its work of contesting other
discourses. What makes it particularly attractive for understanding
the formation of subjectivity at Qumran is the extent to which self-
referential speech was cultivated there, both in the community’s
requirement that each person give an annual account of his insight

# R. Brown, Society as Text, 55-63.

# And, of course, it is also a form of social activity. See the analysis of inner
and outer speech in relation to the authoring of selves in Holland et al., Identity and
Ageney, 169-91.



COMMUNITIES OF DISCOURSE 15

and deeds and in the extensively cultivated genre of first person sin-
gular prayer found in the Hodayot. The cultivation of a theoretical
language of the structure of the self is also present in the Two Spirits
section of the Serek ha-Yahad. These issues are taken up more exten-
sively in the chapters that follow.

WuaT THERE Is To TAaLk ABouT: Discourse aAND WORLD

Clifford Geertz once offered a definition of human beings. “We are,
in sum, incomplete or unfinished animals who complete or finish
ourselves through culture—and not through culture in general but
through highly particular forms of it: Dobuan and Javanese, Hopi
and Italian, upper-class and lower-class, academic and commercial.”*
As his remark suggests, it is not just ourselves that we finish but our
worlds as well. Discourse may create subjects, but it creates objects
as well. This is most evident, of course, in the realm of cultural val-
ues. Love, hypocrisy, honor, humility, sincerity and authenticity are
all very real objects in particular cultural worlds. But language can
be said to create objects even in the physical realm in the sense that
they are constituted as objects of significance. It may be that the
alleged fifty different Innuit words for snow has proven to be some-
thing of an academic legend, but it is apparently the case that until
recently Japanese had no word for the color blue. In any event one
recognizes the process involved. Wittgenstein’s dictum that the lim-
its of language are the limits of the world is largely true.

It would be a mistake, however, to collapse the categories of world
and language. There is a physical world of things to bump against;
a social world of cooperation and conflict; an economic world of
production, distribution, and consumption; a historical world of events
and, quite often, of force. None of these are unrelated to language,
but not by any stretch of the imagination are they simply equiva-
lent to language. They may indeed “signify,” but they do other things
as well.

Since I am concerned with a community whose activity was
intensely verbal, I am interested in the relation between discourse
and world, but not so much as a general theoretical issue as with

% Geertz, Interpretation of Cultures, 49.
bl bl
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their particular discourse and their particular world. To get a bet-
ter sense of that relation, however, it is necessary to do a bit of the-
oretical reflection. My starting point is the well-known observation
of Kenneth Burke that utterances are “strategies for the encom-
passing of situations.”” For Burke texts and utterances are not repos-
itories of ideas but symbolic acts. As acts, texts do not merely reflect
the world but do something in it and to it. The way in which texts
act in and on the world is distinct from an act of direct force because
a text exists in the realm of the symbolic.

Fredric Jameson has clarified and developed Burke’s notion, explor-
ing the nature of the relationship between text and world. Jameson
insists on a tensive relationship. The world is not simply a linguis-
tic construct; but the world is not available to us in itself but only
as we are able to textualize it, to bring it into the realm of the sym-
bolic. Insofar as a text takes the world into itself, as its subtext, then
the world can be acted upon in the symbolic work of the text.
Working primarily with literary texts, what Jameson’s analysis attempts
to uncover is what he calls the “political unconscious” of a text, the
way in which it serves to rewrite or restructure a prior historical or
ideological subtext. Specifically, for Jameson the symbolic act of a
text 1s “the function of inventing imaginary or formal ‘solutions’ to
unresolvable social contradictions.”” Jameson has also, however,
underscored the limitation of the type of “symbolic action” to which
Burke directs attention. The phrase is irreducibly ambiguous. Where
does the emphasis go? Is the work of a text truly a symbolic act or
merely a symbolic act? Such ambiguity points, as Jameson says, “to
the fundamental equivocality of the symbolic itself, at one and the
same time the accomplishment of an act and the latter’s substitute,
a way of acting on the world and of compensating for the impossi-
bility of such action all at once.””

Although most of the sectarian texts from Qumran are not, prop-
erly speaking, literary, their religious language and aesthetic struc-
tures are fully amenable to the type of analysis that Burke and
Jameson propose. Both in the study of particular texts and in the
comparison of numerous texts in different genres one recognizes the

% Burke, Philosophy of Literary Form, 1; see also 296-300.
¥ Jameson, Political Unconscious, 79.
% Jameson, “Symbolic Inference,” 151.
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symbolic patterns in which the community has the greatest investment.
Even a superficial reading of the sectarian literature from Qumran
is sufficient to show that the most frequently recurring symbolic motif
in Qumran literature is that of the binary relationship, most often
figured as dualism.”” Dualism of various sorts is explicitly present in
many texts as a structuring feature of linguistic, aesthetic, psycho-
logical, social, political, and metaphysical phenomena. It also appears
as a feature in rituals and as a stylistic device in certain texts. Other
closely related symbolic images, such as references to separating and
uniting or the contrast of clean and unclean, may not be specifically
dualistic, but they do reflect the pervasiveness of binary symboliza-
tion at Qumran.

Is it possible, however, to see in this obsession with the formal
patterns of dualism “a symbolic enactment of the social within the
formal and the aesthetic” or to determine what form of social con-
tradiction finds its imaginary resolution in these symbolic acts? At
least in one case I think that it is. In Chapter 3 I will attempt to
show with respect to the Two Spirits section of the Serek ha-Yahad
why, in this particular time and place, a discourse of the self might
take the form of a conflict of two spirits and how it can be read as
a symbolic response to (and possibly a compensation for) a social
contradiction that was not accessible to more direct resolution.

Tue CurturaLr Porrrics orF LANGUAGE: DISCOURSE AND
COUNTER-DISCOURSE

In any society one can speak of a dominant discourse. Although elu-
sive, it can be described either from the bottom or from the top, so
to speak. In a paradoxical way the dominant discourse can be
identified as precisely what goes without saying.”® It is what every-
body knows, what does not have to be specified, what is thoroughly
internalized, so that it is produced and reproduced without much
fanfare. Alternatively the dominant discourse can be identified as the
practices of the establishment. It is what those in power expect and
require and receive, both in material terms and in symbolic and atti-
tudinal terms. In a similar fashion E.P. Sanders attempted to define

% The best analysis of the dualisms in Qumran literature remains that of
Huppenbauer, Der Mensch zwischen zwer Welten.
3 Terdiman, 61.
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“common Judaism” in terms of “what the priests and the people
agreed on,” that is, the dominant discourse of Judaism.’! Counter-
discourse on the other hand secures a place for itself by rendering
problematic something that the dominant discourse takes for granted.
Although counter-discourse may be polemical, often its relationship
is not directly oppositional. It is, however, always interruptive or dis-
ruptive. It disturbs the smooth flow of what everyone takes for granted
and in so doing calls attention to itself and gains a measure of cul-
tural power by doing so. Whatever its particular strategy, counter-
discourse presupposes and depends upon the existence of the dominant
discourse in order to articulate itself.

Earlier in this chapter I discussed the model of culture as con-
versation and pointed out that the analogy has certain drawbacks,
most notably its tendency to obscure the conflictual nature of social
discourse. One may, of course, exaggerate the role of conflict. The
Marxist perspective that sees the discourse between classes as essen-
tially agonistic seems to me to do so.” Bakhtin’s celebration of par-
ody and carnival laughter as forms of the disruption of dominant
speech helpfully intertwines the notion of conflict with that of play-
fulness.* More profoundly, Kenneth Burke’s ironic account of mystery
and courtship in the rhetoric between classes thoroughly complicates
any simple conflictual model.** Playfulness is also a hallmark of
Burke’s general account of the human passion for classification, divi-
sion, and the rhetorical appeal he calls “pure persuasion.” But Burke
qualifies his account in a significant way and reintroduces a note of
social conflict: “Resources of classification, of abstraction, of com-
parison and contrast, of merger and division, of derivation, and the
like, may characterize the thinking of man generically, over and above
the nature of his social or personal problems. But his social and per-
sonal problems provide the incentive for the particular emphases of
his expressions. You are not finished when you have analyzed the
formal or dialectical devices implicit, say, in a doctrine of ‘white

59935

supremacy.

31 Sanders, Judaism, 47.

32 Jameson, Political Unconscious, 84.

# An idea developed in particular in Bakhtin, Rabelais and His World.
3t Burke, Rhetoric of Motives, 208-33, 267-94.

» Burke, Rhetoric of Motives, 285.
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For all the playfulness, exuberance, and apparent talk for the sake
of talk that characterizes much social discourse, issues of interest and
advantage are never wholly absent. The urge to say something is
tinged with the struggle to be heard, the struggle to set the terms
of the discourse, the struggle to dominate the conversation. The rea-
son 1is not hard to find. What is at stake is power. Michel Foucault
puts it strongly: “Discourse is not simply that which expresses strug-
gles or systems of domination, but that for which, and by which,
one struggles; it is the power that one is striving to seize.”* Discourse
1s power because it is what gives meaning to the world. An estab-
lished discourse connects values, actions, and attitudes in ways that
make them appear self-evident and inevitable. Where discourse 1is
secure, conflict is minimal and force is unnecessary, since individu-
als will act according to the roles and expectations inscribed for them
in the order of discourse. But no discourse is ever wholly secure. In
part it may be prey to the generic itch for division and (re)classification
that Burke alludes to. What gives direction to the subversion is the
fact that every particular discourse privileges the interests of some
groups over others. The relatively disadvantaged know that by mod-
ifying the discourse or disrupting it and making it problematic they
can secure attention, influence, and other benefits. The struggle for
meaning is paramount, because where meaning goes, power follows.

THE Discourse oF QUMRAN IN ITs SEconp TEMPLE SETTING

In the essays that follow I wish to use these categories of discourse
analysis to investigate certain aspects of the way in which the Qumran
community actively constructed itself as a community and engaged
its larger social context. Although I analyze a variety of socially sym-
bolic discourses, the most important of these is the discourse of the
self. Whether framed as a theoretical exploration of anthropology,
as the creation of the individual subject in the context of a disci-
plinary institution, or the explicit cultivation of new forms of sub-
jectivity in the practices of prayer, the self emerges as a particularly
productive symbolic space in the sectarian world.

% Foucault, Lordre du discours, 12, quoted and translated by Terdiman, 55. See
also the analysis of Bourdieu, Language and Symbolic Power.
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The book is organized as follows. Chapter two offers a schematic
account of various counter-discursive jostlings over the central cul-
tural symbol of torah and the development of competing ideologies
of knowledge in the cultural politics of Second Temple Judaism.
Chapter three is also concerned with the ideology of knowledge, but
from a different perspective. Using the theoretical discourse about
anthropology in the Two Spirits section of the Serek ha-Yahad, it
explores the symbolic structure of knowledge in this Qumran text
and attempts to comprehend that structure as an instrument for sym-
bolic action.

Chapter four is explicitly concerned with the making of sectarian
community and sectarian identity in the Serek ha-Yahad. As a doc-
ument for the socialization of members to a new form of commu-
nity, the Rule itself is a novel genre, composed of samples of various
sorts of speech practices from the community’s life, worked together
to form a book of instruction in the ethos of the community. As a
rhetorical work, it serves the function of separating the sectarian
from his previous community and uniting him to the Qumran com-
munity by remaking his language and providing him with a newly
“figured” world. It also reveals the extent to which the community
can be understood as a form of disciplinary institution within which
various “technologies of the self” were the prime means by which
the community equipped itself to carry out its purposes.

Chapters five and six focus on the Hodayot. As a collection of
first person singular poetic prayers, the Hodayot draw attention to
the speaking subject. In keeping with the well-recognized distinction
between Hodayot of the leader and Hodayot of the community, I
divide my discussion between two chapters. Chapter five investigates
the way in which the Hodayot of the community generate a struc-
ture of subjectivity that is distinctively different from other forms of
subjectivity represented in biblical and extra-biblical Israelite and
Jewish texts. The creation of a new form of the self obviously serves
the formation of sectarian community by providing members with
an identity experientially grasped as different from their previous
sense of self. As part of this process, these Hodayot normalize cer-
tain characteristic values of the sect, and in so doing, serve as counter-
discourse to the values and subjectivity of other ways of being in
Second Temple Judaism.

In Chapter six, which is concerned with the Hodayot of the leader,
I pick up certain issues raised already in Chapter five concerning
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the normalization of the disciplines of the community. Here, how-
ever, I am particularly interested to see how the self-presentation of
the leader serves as a vehicle for exercising symbolic power. The
Hodayot of the leader provide an important way in which the bound-
aries of the community are identified and maintained by associating
images of affinity and estrangement personally with the leader.
Moreover, these Hodayot also negotiate a perennial problem in the
formation of sectarian communities, that of disaffection.

These studies are in no sense exhaustive. They do not attempt to
address all the interpretive issues posed by the texts and in the case
of the Hodayot deal only with a limited portion of the text. Many
other sectarian compositions (e.g., the pesharim, the War Scroll, and
various liturgical compositions) are not treated at all. What I hope
to accomplish through the studies presented here, however, is to
model a way of reading the sectarian texts that draws attention to
how the discourse of the community creates an alternative figured
world and self-identity, thereby critically engaging other forms of
contemporary Judaism.
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CHAPTER TWO

TORAH, KNOWLEDGE, AND SYMBOLIC POWER:
STRATEGIES OF DISCOURSE IN SECOND
TEMPLE JUDAISM

One of the most important and most intensely contested terms in
Second Temple Judaism was that of torah. The intersecting currents
of talk about torah provided a means by which various individuals
and social groups could achieve symbolic power, that is, the social
power that comes from the ability to define the meaning of com-
mon cultural symbols.'

It is—significantly—difficult to give a definition for the term torah,
which has more than one meaning already in preexilic discourse.
To say that it always is used in relation to instruction in norms of
conduct or to the norms themselves is to provide a minimalist
definition that only underscores the extent to which the social
significance of the term depends on the particular discourse in which
it is embedded. Obviously, the concrete content of behavior implied
by the term differs greatly depending on whether one encounters it
in the context of Ezra-Nehemiah or that of Proverbs. The sapien-
tial and legal accentuations of the term are not rigidly segregated,
however, as both the books of Deuteronomy and Sirach indicate.
Indeed, these two accentuations continue to jostle one another through-
out the Second Temple period, often in ways that exploit the poly-
valency of the term.

A different sort of slippage occurs with the (partial) textualization
of torah. Already in preexilic times torah can be associated with
written texts and the scribes who handle them (e.g., Jer 8:8), a rep-
resentation of torah that becomes increasingly prominent in the

' Bourdieu (Language as Symbolic Power, 170) describes symbolic power as “a power
of constituting the given through utterances, of making people see and believe, of
confirming or transforming the vision of the world and, thereby, action on the
world and thus the world itself, an almost magical power which enables one to
obtain the equivalent of what is obtained through force (whether physical or eco-
nomic), by virtue of the specific effect of mobilization.”
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Second Temple period (e.g., Neh 8:1; Sir 24:23).? The textualiza-
tion of torah is related to the phenomenon of the emergence of
scripture.” One should remember, however, that torah, though closely
related to scripture, is not identical with it. Not all that was regarded
as scripture was torah or formed the basis for specific norms of con-
duct, and not everything that was believed to be required by God
had a textual basis in scripture. Significantly, there were certain ways
of talking about torah, as Jon Levenson has shown in relation to
Psalm 119,* that said very little about scripture as a source of divine
instruction.

Despite these caveats, the emergence of the Pentateuch and its
increasingly recognized role as a privileged repository/source of torah
marked a decisive change in the discourse of torah. One of the
differences effected by this change, especially at the level of popular
discourse, was that torah could be represented by a physical symbol:
the book. Already in Ezra-Nehemiah one can see the social role of
this physical symbol as an object of orientation for the people who are
assembled to hear Ezra read from the “book of the Law of Moses
which YHWH had given to Isracl” (Neh 8:1). Equally, the physical
symbol of torah could be an object of insult, as in the mutilation
and burning of the “books of the law” recorded in 1 Macc 1:56.

The textualization of torah had even greater implications for spe-
cialist discourse. Although, as noted above, torah was never simply
equivalent to the Pentateuch, the privileged role of that document
generated new types of speech activity and literature. Self-conscious
interpretation of the text, various forms of intertextuality, and the

? See Watts, Reading Law, 1520, for a discussion of the references to various
books of torah in the Bible.

* By scripture T mean religious texts that have a recognizable authority for a
given community. The authority of such texts may be observed as they are vari-
ously read on public and solemn occasions, are cited as sources of legitimation for
practices or beliefs, become the subject of secondary literature (e.g., commentary,
intertextual reference, pseudepigraphical writings), and—as physical objects—receive
ceremonious treatment. By the late Second Temple period scripture in this sense
included the Pentateuch, the Former and Latter prophets, Psalms, and perhaps cer-
tain other books. The category of scripture is a looser one than that of canon.

* Levenson, “Sources of Torah.”

> The veneration of the physical torah scroll increased in the late and post Second
Temple periods, as Goodman argues (“Texts, Scribes, and Power,” 100). This ven-
eration may also have contributed to the status of the scribes who produced such
texts (107).
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imitation of Pentateuchal texts in pseudonymous compositions all
attest to the way discourse about torah was affected by the emer-
gence of a primary text of torah.®

It 1s not possible to talk about the role of torah and especially the
role of the textualized torah in Second Temple Judaism without
attending to the social and political factors that made it a cultural
symbol of such central significance. Already during First Temple
times torah was recognized as one of the fundamental constituting
elements of Judean culture, and its mishandling was the subject of
public criticism (see, e.g., Jer 2:8; 8:8). The book of Deuteronomy,
even in its preexilic recension, represented torah as that which con-
stituted the people of Israel. Ezekiel could use complex casuistic
analysis in talking about torah (e.g., Ezekiel 18), apparently assuming
an exilic audience familiar with such forms of talk. The postexilic
discourse of torah is in part a continuation of the way in which talk
about the norms of divine instruction had previously been carried out.

In the postexilic period, however, a number of factors gave torah
an even more central place in the cultural life of Judaism. In part
these were negative factors. The absence of kingship and of an
autonomous status among the nations deprived Israel of a traditional
means of articulating itself in terms of international political activ-
ity. At the corresponding level of literary discourse the writing of
contemporary political history (either as annals or as narrative his-
tory) virtually ceased to be practiced with the end of the monarchy
and was only revived by the Hasmoneans.” The reconstitution of
Judean society instead took its impetus from the reconstructed tem-
ple. The centrality of this institution gave an increased social significance
to the priesthood and to the torah for which it was responsible.?

% For the re-presentation of the revelation at Sinai in pseudonymous documents
from the Second Temple period see the recent study of Najman, Seconding Sinai.

7T hold to the “two-edition” theory of the composition of the Deuteronomistic
History, understanding it to have received its primary composition during the monar-
chy and a second edition in the early exilic period. Ezra-Nehemiah is the excep-
tion that proves the rule concerning the writing of political history. Arguably
historiographical in intent, its gaps, seams, and chronological problems bespeak an
intellectual and literary context quite different from that of the Deuteronomic his-
tory. Although the Chronicler is a historian, he shows either no interest in or abil-
ity to write about contemporary events. Genealogy replaces history in his account
of the period after the fall of the Judean kingdom.

% On the civic structure of postexilic Judaism see Blenkinsopp’s modification of
Weinberg’s hypothesis in “Temple and Society in Achaemenid Judah.”
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Although the notion that the Pentateuch received its formation in
response to Persian insistence on a constitution based on traditional
law can no longer be accepted in the form in which it was once
proposed,’ most scholars agree that the Pentateuch probably received
its fundamental redaction and uniquely authoritative status as part
of the reconstitution of the Judean community in the Persian period.
As Jean Louis Ska put it, “the Pentateuch contains the ‘official and
national archives/library’ of the Second Temple community,” acquir-
ing through its status as a text “the quality of a normative and irrev-
ocable document about Israel’s origins and juridical organization.”
As a “theological document about Israel’s identity, it provided the
necessary ideological basis for national survival in the Persian empire."
Public reading and teaching of torah that was acknowledged to be
authoritative was thus an important part of the formation of a national
consciousness for the people of Yehud." Imperial recognition of torah
also defined an important part of the community’s identity in rela-
tion to the empire of which it was a part. The relative autonomy
for conducting internal affairs according to ancestral laws that is pre-
sumed by the Ezra narratives (Ezra 7:14, 25—26), was affirmed explic-
itly in the Hellenistic period in the decree of Antiochus III ( Josephus,
Ant. 12.142) and remained the standard during the Hellenistic period,
with the only attempt to abrogate this arrangement resulting in a
fiasco during the time of Antiochus IV Epiphanes.

The official sanction of ancestral law and the cultic practices with
which it was closely connected, coupled with the absence of any
comparable institutional focus of national identity, gave torah a cen-

% The classic form of the theory is presented by Frei and Koch, Reichsidee und
Rewchsorganisation im  Perserreich. For a balanced and thorough reexamination of the
thesis see the essays in Watts, ed., Persia and Torah, which also contains bibliogra-
phy of previous critical discussion.

10" Ska, “‘Persian Imperial Authorization’,” 169-70.

""" Runesson (Origins of the Synagogue, 277) overstates the role of the Persian author-
ities, but otherwise articulates well the function of emerging scripture and its pub-
lic role. “The emphasis on knowing torah and, consequently, the necessity of reading
it publicly and teaching it to the people should be understood as a massive attempt
to transform the symbolic universes of the heterogeneous population and establish
the ruling authorities in Jerusalem as legitimate. The re-building of the temple, the
centralisation of the cult in Jerusalem and the public reading and teaching of torah
are thus different parts of an overall strategy orchestrated by Persian appointed
officials and the religious leadership in Jerusalem, initiated and supported by the
Persian government.” Watts (Reading Law, 24—25) argues that the practice of read-
ing law originated in the preexilic period.
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tral place in the formation of the community, but it also played a
role in the formation of individual character. The emergence of what
is sometimes called “torah piety” of the sort that finds expression in
Psalms 1 and 119 is a new kind of language of the self at prayer,
one that articulates the self in relation to meditation on and delight
in torah. It gives evidence for the development of a new type of
“possible self,” to use Richard Harvey Brown’s terms,'? one quite
distinct in its contours from other languages of the self. It would be
misleading to represent torah piety in too homogeneous a fashion,
however. Meditations on the desire to fulfill what God commands
became an arena for articulating differences as well as common val-
ues. Despite recognizable parallels, the torah piety of Qumran, as
expressed in the Hodayot, has very different accents from that of
Psalm 119, as I will discuss in more detail in a later chapter.

The dynamics that encouraged the emergence of torah in the
Persian period as a central cultural symbol, both in its textual and
nontextual modes, were not identical with the dynamics of its fur-
ther development in the Hellenistic period. In his study of the emer-
gence of the synagogue, Anders Runesson distinguishes between the
largely centralized and state controlled practices of reading and inter-
preting torah in the Persian period and its decentralization as local
groups and voluntary associations increasingly conducted such activ-
ities during the Hellenistic period. Although I think Runesson over-
states the direct role of the Persian imperial powers, he is certainly
correct in his assessment of the proliferation of cultural activity regard-
ing torah in the succeeding era.”

Not only decentralization but also the encounter with different
cultural assumptions in the Hellenistic period may have changed the
nature of the discourse concerning torah. Elias Bickerman has suggested

2 R. Brown, 55.

5 “As we shall see, while state control over the torah, its reading and interpre-
tation was maintained during the first part of this [Hellenistic] period, in the latter
part of the period of political stability and economic growth, i.c., shortly before 200
BCE, the torah is no longer exclusively under government supervision but becomes
more and more the possession also of local groups and associations” (Runesson,
304). “The Early Hellenistic period presents us with a transition from officially con-
trolled public teaching (in public assemblies in the cites of Judah) to a decentralised
authority over the torah. This decentralisation of authority and reduction in author-
ity range grew with the development of the scribal class and resulted in semi-public
assemblies, or schools, transmitting certain understandings of the canonised tradi-
tions” (Runesson, 319).



28 CHAPTER TWO

that an additional reason why torah emerged as such an important
cultural object arose from the dialogue between Judaism and Hellenism,
a development that is reflected in Ben Sira’s way of talking about
torah. “The Greek idea of paideia was based on a book, that of
Homer, whose poems were memorized. . . . What could a Jew oppose
to the bible of the Hellenes? Ben Sira had an answer: Moses.”'* For
Ben Sira torah was no longer something to be studied only by the
priests and legists who were responsible for it in their official capac-
ities. Reinterpreting the traditions of the Israelite /hakem in light of
Greek custom, Ben Sira’s attitude is that torah “must be the cen-
tral subject of Jewish culture and education.”” Bickerman even sug-
gests that the methods of torah study that emerged during the late
Hellenistic and Roman periods were influenced by Greek models of
inquiry and discussion rather than rote memorization. Although there
1s little specific evidence by which this thesis might be proven or dis-
proven, it represents a plausible reframing of the cultural significance
of torah in the encounter with Hellenism. Without reference to
Bickerman’s suggestion, Robert Doran recently argued that it is sim-
ilarly plausible to imagine the curriculum of Jason’s gymnasium as
consisting of works analogous to those of Demetrius the Chronographer,
Aristobulus, and Ezekiel the Tragedian, that is, works that inter-
preted the traditional Jewish texts via Greek methods of exegesis,
philosophical analysis, and dramaturgy.'®

Taken together, the various impulses from Persian period politi-
cal reorganization, the Judean priestly community, emerging pietis-
tic practices, and the encounter with Hellenistic culture created the
conditions for a lively cultural conversation about torah. As torah
and the written scripture to which it was closely connected became
cultural objects of increasing importance, so the incentive increased
for different segments of the community to find in talk about torah
a means to define themselves and to compete for influence.

" Bickerman, Fews in the Greek Age, 171.

¥ Bickerman, Jews in the Greek Age, 171.

' Doran, “High Cost of a Good Education,” 105. Doron (86-87) notes that
there 1s evidence for the adaptation of the gymnasium to local culture and litera-
ture in several Hellenistic cities.
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Toran: CommoN PossessioN, SPECIAL PossessioN

Who were the major participants in the cultural conversation about
torah during the Second Temple period? Traditionally, it was the
priest who was the interpreter and arbiter of torah (Lev 10:11; Deut
17:8-11; 33:8-10; Jer 18:18; Mic 3:11; Zeph 3:4; Ezek 22:26; Mal
2:6-9), and to the end of the Second Temple period the priests’ role
was acknowledged as central (Sir 45:17; Josephus, Ant. 4.304)."7 Given
the significance of torah in Second Temple Judaism, however, explicit
references to the priestly responsibility for torah seem comparatively
sparse. Seldom does one encounter anything like a rhetorical exploita-
tion of the priestly prerogative with respect to torah. Far from sug-
gesting a diminution of priestly authority, however, this comparative
silence may simply reflect the fact that the priests’ role vis-a-vis torah
was one of those things that “goes without saying.”'® Such invisibil-
ity is a characteristic aspect of dominant discourse. It is those who
wish to contest, to engage in counter-discourse, who are more likely
to raise the issue.

That the priests possessed expertise in torah and that their privi-
leged relation to torah was crucial to their honor seems clear. But
it 1s not entirely clear what in practice constituted their obligation
to “teach torah to Isracl.” The responsibility of the priests for teach-
ing Israel torah may have consisted primarily of rendering decisions
when sought out by lay persons (see e.g., Deut 17:8-13; 21:5; Ezek
44:23-24; Mal 2:6; Hag 2:11-13; Zech 7:2-3). There is little indi-
cation that the priests carried out general, systematic instruction of
the populace. Even Deut 31:9-13 provides for the priests to read
the law to the people only once every seven years, and the initia-
tive for public reading and teaching of the law in Second Temple

7 See the discussions of Fraade, “Early Rabbinic Sage” and the rather polemi-
cal account in Sanders, Judaism, 170—82. Priests who did not have proper knowl-
edge of the law doubtless existed, as the provision for the inexpert priest in the
Damascus Document makes clear, but even there it is a Levite with expertise who
is to supply the lack (CD 13:3-4).

'8 Concerning the episode in which Josephus® conduct of his military responsi-
bilities in Galilee was investigated by a committee of four, “of different classes of
society but of equal standing in education” (Life, 196-98), Sanders ( Judaism, 172)
concludes that “what is interesting about this is that Josephus assumes that the
reader will know that the priests knew the law; he has to explain that the two non-
priestly Pharisees, even though they were from the ordinary people, nevertheless
knew the law.”
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sources is represented as coming from a variety of different loci."
For the Persian period at least, the extant sources suggest that ini-
tiative came from central political authority, whether local or impe-
rial, but that the prominent representation of priests in such initiatives
was essential for credibility.”

A continuing debate exists as to whether the struggle over inter-
pretation of torah should be seen more as a shift of discursive author-
ity from priestly to lay circles (the traditional view)*' or whether it
should be seen largely as a competition for influence within a socially
divided priesthood.?® To set the issue in these terms is slightly mis-
leading. In the Second Temple period factions of the priesthood
could and did dispute with one another concerning proper inter-
pretation of torah. But these intra-priestly arguments were set within
the context of a broad popular knowledge of and concern for under-
standing and doing what torah commanded. For all its leading role
with respect to torah, the priesthood did not monopolize the dis-
course of torah in Second Temple Judaism, in contrast to the role
of the priesthood in relation to sacred texts and knowledge in many
other Near Eastern cultures.”

As suggested above, the impulse to what one might call popular
instruction does not originally seem to have come from the priest-
hood but rather from other segments of the society and to have

" In 2 Kgs 23:2 the reading is carried out by King Josiah himself, although
priests, scribes, and prophets are key figures in the narrative. In 2 Chr 17:7-9 ini-
tiative for public teaching comes from King Jehoshaphat, carried out by officials,
Levites, and priests. In Neh 8:1 the people request the reading, which is performed
by Ezra, identified as both priest and scribe. In Neh 13:1 the passive voice obscures
the source of the initiative for public reading, but context makes it unlikely that
such instruction was the brainchild of the priestly authorities, since it results in
conflict between Nehemiah and the priest Eliashib concerning the use of temple
space. These accounts have varying claims to historical probability, but my inter-
est is less in historicity and more in how the authors of the texts represented the
promulgation of torah. It appears that although priests are frequently wmwvolved in
reading and teaching torah, the priesthood as an institution does not seem to have
been the source of the social impetus toward broadening public knowledge of torah.

% This is at least the image projected by the Ezra narratives (note how frequently
Ezra’s priestly as well as scribal credentials are mentioned) and by the Chronicler’s
anachronistic account of Jehoshaphat’s program for teaching torah. Although there
priests represent only two of the fifteen or sixteen members of the panel, they may
well have been the supervising members (see Japhet, I & II Chronicles, 750).

I For instance, Bickerman, From Ezra to the Last of the Maccabees, 17-18.

2 So Fraade, 421-22.

# Bickerman, Jews in the Greek Age, 173; A. Baumgarten, “Torah as a Public
Document,” 17.
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served different social interests, though it drew on the priests’ exper-
tise and social authority. Already in the preexilic Deuteronomic move-
ment, building a community of consensus through instruction in torah
appears to have proceeded under royal sponsorship and to have
drawn on the resources of administrative scribes.?* To be sure, there
is no anti-priestly animus in Deuteronomy. Indeed, the priests, along
with elders, are the special guardians of the law, responsible for its
sabbatical public reading (Deut 31:11). What is distinctive about
Deuteronomy is not the role of the priests vis-a-vis torah, or even
the role of torah itself, but rather the way Deuteronomy talks about
torah. The rhetorical distance between Leviticus and Deuteronomy
1s significant. Although Leviticus is punctuated with periodic notices
that Yahweh said to Moses, “Speak to the people of Israel and
say . ..,” the literary setting is a revelation to Moses, and the focus
is on the content of the laws themselves. In Deuteronomy the moment
of transmission, the process of learning, and the meaning of know-
ing the laws and the community’s history shape this intensely rhetor-
ical text. Listening to, remembering, and teaching the torah of God
and the story of the giving of the torah to Israel serve to shape the
identity and moral character of the people (Deut 4—11; 27-31, pas-
sim; 17:18-20; 26:16-19; 32:45-47). In Deuteronomy it is not just
torah but talk about torah that constitutes and reconstitutes Israel.”

Knowledge itself is represented in a distinctive way in Deuteronomy.
Although Deuteronomy is obviously the product of a professional
scribal group, knowledge is not presented as the special province of
a sapiential elite. Knowledge of torah is transparent and unprob-
lematic. All that is needed is careful attention (e.g., 4:1; 5:1) and a
commitment not to forget but to transmit the teachings to the next
generation (4:9-10). In terms that are so explicit that one wonders

# My wording intentionally fudges the complex issues of the composition and
redaction of Deuteronomy and its promulgation. See the discussion of Weinfeld in
Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School, 15878, concerning royal scribal activity in
relation to Deuteronomy. A brief but incisive argument against Levitical composi-
tion of Deuteronomy is given by Blenkinsopp, Wisdom and Law, 98—101.

» On Deuteronomy as the constitution of Isracl see McBride, “Polity of the
Covenant People.” Watts (Reading Law, 62) rightly argues for the rhetorical shaping
of the Pentateuch in its various parts and as a whole for purposes of both instruc-
tion and persuasion. He, too, notes the distinctive rhetoric of Deuteronomy, which
“works to merge the voices of YHWH and Moses into a unifying rhetoric of author-

ity” (120).
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if they are designed to counter alternative perceptions, Deuteronomy
insists that the word that is commanded is wholly accessible, not in
heaven, not beyond the sea, but “very near to you; it is in your
mouth and in your heart for you to observe” (31:14). For all the
stress on learning and doing, however, no warrant is given for par-
ticipation in interpretative innovation. Judicial cases too difficult for
local resolution are to be decided by a central authority whose rul-
ings are not to be disregarded upon pain of death (17:8-13). On
the other hand royal power, too, is hedged about by the discipline
of reading the words of torah (17:18-20). The discourse of knowl-
edge in Deuteronomy attempts to constitute Israel as a consensual
community by popularizing the pedagogical language and values of
a professional scribal class and by attaching them to the symbol of
torah.” The borrowing is not all in one direction. The sapiential
discourse that characterizes Deuteronomic rhetoric has its roots in
familial instruction. In Deuteronomy, however, it is reaccented with
the overtones of professional scribalism (e.g., in the references to
study and writing and formal instruction) and then offered back as
a language for the formation of the entire people. Although in many
respects a utopian document, the strength of the Deuteronomic idiom
in postexilic literature suggests the extent to which it succeeded in
establishing the terms of discourse about torah in Israel.

An instructive comparison with the role and representation of
knowledge of torah in Deuteronomy is provided by the postexilic
works of Ezra-Nehemiah and 1-2 Chronicles. A long and unresolved
history of debate exists concerning the nature of Ezra’s mission and
the relative significance of Ezra’s representation in the dual roles as
priest and scribe in connection with his promulgation of the law.
My concern here is less with the historical realities that lie behind
the text than with the socio-religious assumptions embedded in the
way the text represents events. While the text represents the source
of Ezra’s authorization as an edict of the Persian king, the primary
symbol of authority 1s “the law of your God which is in your keep-
ing” (Ezra 7:14).” Both Ezra’s status as priest (7:1-5; cf. 7:11, 12)
and his status as “a scribe expert in the torah of Moses” (7:6; cf.

* Watts (Reading Torah, 116-22) discusses the characterization of Moses in
Deuteronomy in terms of the ethos of the ancient scribe.
27 Knoppers, “Achaemenid Imperial Authorization?”, 121.
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7:11, 12) function to credential him in relation to this symbol of
authority.” Notably, not only is Ezra’s expertise stressed but also the
effort required to achieve such expertise. To become a “scribe expert
in the torah of Moses” (7:6) he had “focused his mind on studying
the torah of YHWH” (T 08 w1779 1225 1°2; 7:10). Knowledge
of torah requires discipline and hard work. As in Deuteronomy, it
is not merely the status of torah that matters but the formation of
a community through the process of teaching and observing torah.
Ezra’s personal motivation for his disciplined study was, according
to Ezra 7:10, “to study the torah of YHWH in order to observe it
and to teach Israel statutes and rules” WY1 T 0NN LT
DEWM P 82 D). Similarly, a significant part of Ezra’s official
task, according to the words of the firman, was “to appoint magis-
trates and judges to judge all the people . .. who know the laws of your
God, and to teach those who do not know them” (7:25).

The influence of Deuteronomy on Ezra-Nehemiah is evident even
more strikingly in the classic scene of the reading of the torah in
Nehemiah 8. The presence of the entire people is stressed: “Men
and women, all who could hear with understanding” (cf. Deut
31:9-13). As in Deuteronomy, the goal of instruction is to establish
the consensual unity among those who possess a common under-
standing. Shared knowledge of torah constitutes the community.”
There are other continuities with Deuteronomy. Just as Deuteronomy
had concluded with the writing down of the torah by Moses (31:9,
24), so a written document is the form of Ezra’s torah. Ezra him-
self is the embodiment of Deuteronomy’s model of proper orientation
to the torah (Ezra 7:10). The most striking difference between the
representation of knowledge in Deuteronomy and in Ezra-Nehemiah,
however, 1s in the role of Levitical intermediaries. Whatever the exact
nature of the Levitical activity (whether careful reading by phrases
and units, translation, and/or explicit interpretation),”® knowledge of

% Whether or not Ezra was a professional scribe in the Persian imperial admin-
istration, which he may well have been, the author interprets this role in relation
to his expertise in the torah of Moses/YHWH. See Schams, Jewish Scribes in the
Second Temple Period, 54—56.

# The book of Malachi suggests the extent to which public discourse about torah
had become a space of social contention in the early fifth century. It presents the
negative mirror image of the community represented in Nehemiah 8 as one united
by a common understanding of torah.

% For a discussion of the meaning of the terms used in Neh 8:8 see Fishbane,
Biblical Interpretation, 108-9. See also Blenkinsopp, Wisdom and Law, 139.
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torah is not the immediate experience that it is represented to be
in Deuteronomy. No longer is torah unproblematically “in your
mouth and in your heart” (Deut 31:14). The ordinary Israelite requires
assistance to understand. The self-effacing scribes of Deuteronomy,
whose presence was experienced only in the pedagogical and sapi-
ential language of that book, have now received embodiment in a
class of interpreters who mediate between the priest/scribe who reads
and the people who are to hear with understanding.

The ideology of knowledge of torah that characterizes Ezra-
Nehemiah is physically manifested in the scene: a priest/scribe, autho-
rized by the Persian king, stands on a raised platform, flanked by
prominent lay members of the community. He reads from a writ-
ten book of torah as a group of expert interpreters mediates the
knowledge to the assembled community, who hear, understand, and
respond. Knowledge of torah forms and unites the community; but
it also articulates it in a hierarchical manner. And yet the desire to
know originates with the people themselves, for it is they who are
said to have requested the reading and instruction (Neh 8:1). A sim-
ilar idealized representation of the social location of torah and torah
instruction is present in the Chronicler’s anachronistic description
of Jehoshaphat’s reforms.” The Chronicler envisions Jehoshaphat
sending out a team composed of five prominent lay persons, nine
Levites, and two priests to teach the book of the torah of Yahweh
throughout his kingdom (2 Chr 17:7-9). Royal initiative, a concern
for community formation through instruction, orientation to a writ-
ten document, and authority shared among priestly, quasi-priestly,
and nonpriestly but noble segments of the social order are all promi-
nent in this depiction.

Something of a cultural contradiction exists in the way knowledge
of torah is represented. On the one hand, the destinateurs of torah
are the whole people of Israel, whose ability to understand is a nec-
essary assumption of the existence of a society founded upon torah.
But on the other hand knowledge of torah is problematized to a
greater or lesser extent and represented as the special provenance
of priests, Levitical interpreters, or others who possess expertise.
Torah is both a common possession and a special possession. For

31 See Japhet, 748-50; Knoppers, “Jehoshaphat’s Judiciary,” 63-65; Runesson,
305-8.
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official society the terms of the contradiction would be mediated
through a hierarchy of knowledge and through institutionalized inter-
pretation, much as it is ideally represented in Ezra-Nehemiah and
Chronicles. But one of the consequences of this contradiciton is that
it would be extremely difficult to establish a monopoly on the inter-
pretation of torah, even by groups with official status. Indeed, we
do not know if any attempt was ever made. In any case the way
was open for those who lacked political authorization or institutional
status or who were otherwise marginalized nevertheless to acquire
cultural power by engaging in the discourse of torah, and especially
by problematizing its modes and/or contents.”® Although one can
imagine other possibilities, the form that contestation took was over-
whelmingly the development of rival claims to expertise rather than
a denigration of expertise itself.

Before turning to look at some of those rival claims and the terms
in which they engaged one another, a few words need to be said
about the ultimate success of the program to establish a community
of consensus founded on torah. E.P. Sanders has attempted to describe
what he calls “common Judaism,” defined in schematic terms as
“what the priests and the people agreed on.”® In the terms of my
inquiry what Sanders is delineating is the dominant discourse of later
Second Temple Judaism, the set of assumed values, beliefs, and ways
of doing things that was “based on internal assent. .. backed up by
common opinion.”** One could certainly contest various particular
claims that Sanders makes; and he sometimes moves with disconcerting

* Runesson, 319, 329-30. As Watts (Reading Torah, 146) notes concerning the
representation of Moses in Deuteronomy within the redacted Pentateuch, ... as
recorder and teacher, Moses provides a model for the authoritative reinterpretation
of written law not just by Temple priests but by any scribe competent to handle
the materials. In other words, if the legal traditions of the Judean lay leaders and
their allied prophets have been placed in a reduced, secondary role, the publica-
tion of authorized Judean Temple law made the role of scribal interpreter avail-
able publicly, and the contradictory nature of that law made this role absolutely
necessary. Thus the gain in lay scribal influence (including that of Deuteronomistic
scribes) offset the loss of authority by Deuteronomistic prophets. The history of
Second Temple Judaism shows clearly the religious marginalization of prophets and
the increasing religious importance of lay teachers (rabbis) and scribes alongside the
continuing power of the Jerusalem priesthood. The Pentateuch foreshadowed and
encouraged this development by restricting Moses” prophetic characterization and
emphasizing his instructional and scribal activities.”

% Sanders, Fudaism, 47.

% Sanders, Judaism, 47.
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case from what a text says (whether the biblical text, Josephus, Philo,
or the Mishnah) to an assumption that it indeed happened like that.
Despite particular reservations one might have, Sanders generally
succeeds in making a persuasive case that there was a broadly con-
sensual religious culture within Judaism, especially in the Palestinian
area that is his focus. In general terms Jews believed that the sacred
books were holy scripture, treated the temple as an object of devo-
tion, respected and supported its priesthood, brought the sacrifices
required of them when they came for pilgrimage feasts, set aside
tithes for the priests (though less frequently for the Levites) and the
other agricultural offerings. They had their sons circumcised, recited
the Shema, and made daily prayers in the morning and evening.
On the Sabbath they refrained from work, and many attended the
synagogue to hear scripture read and expounded and to engage in
other acts of worship and instruction. Not only did people do what
was necessary to avoid contaminating the temple with impurity but
came to regard purity as “a positive good, the proper state to be
in, whether or not one was about to enter the temple,”® as evidenced
not only by the widespread occurrence of immersion pools but also
by references to nonbiblical customs of purification in the literature
of Palestinian and Diaspora Judaism. Jews had a common moral
ethos that placed a high value on charity and love and shared a
general set of theological beliefs that Sanders has characterized,
somewhat controversially, as “covenantal nomism.”* It would be
misleading, however, to take Sanders’ delineation of the dominant
discourse of “common Judaism” simply in terms of its unifying func-
tion. As Clifford Geertz has remarked, “commonality of ideological
perception may link [people] together, but it may also provide
them . .. with a vocabulary by means of which to explore more
exquisitely the differences among them.”*” The exquisite exploration
of differences is what the continuing talk about torah and scripture
was concerned with. But who were those who sought to engage the
popular concern with torah and sought to benefit by contesting or
making problematic those things that everyone agreed mattered?

» Sanders, Judaism, 218 (italics in original).

% See the recent reassessment of Sanders’s thesis in Carson, O’Brien, and Seifrid,
Justification and Variegated Nomism. Although many of the essays establish the need for
significant modification of Sanders’s thesis, the concluding essay is in my opinion
unduly negative about the value of his work.

3 Geertz, Interpretation of Cultures, 206.
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SETTING AND CONTESTING AGENDAS: THE ROLES OF SCRIBES

With written documents playing an increasingly important role in
the discussion of torah, the scribe’s literacy and expertise with texts
made him a central figure in the widening circles of those who
engaged in the discourse of torah. Unfortunately, given the nature
of our sources, a social history of the scribe in Second Temple
Judaism cannot be written.*® Part of the problem in discussing the
role of the scribe is with the vagueness of the term, which may refer
to anything from the modestly literate and lowly village scribe to the
highest government official. Scribes were employed in various insti-
tutions and social contexts (in the temple and in the governmental
bureaucracy, by private landowners and merchants, perhaps as teach-
ers) and with a variety of functions (as administrators, as jurists, as
copyists, etc.). Although there is no evidence that scribes as such
formed a distinct social class, there are some indications that a pro-
fessional ethos did emerge, though one in which differences as well
as similarities can be detected.”

Already in the late First Temple period Jeremiah refers to “han-
dlers of the torah” (Jer 2:8) and to the false pen of the scribes that
turns torah into a lie (Jer 8:8-9). In Jeremiah’s critique these legal

% The most recent survey of ancient sources is that of Schams, Jewish Scribes in
the Second Temple Period. Although her analyses are extremely valuable, the usefulness
of the work is limited by her privileging what one reviewer (Wright, 553) called
the “etymological meaning” of the term sopher. See also Orton, The Understanding
Sertbe. Schams (23) criticizes his work, with some justification, for its “conflationist”
treatment of the sources. The more sociologically oriented study of Saldarini, Pharisees,
Scribes and Sadducees, remains especially valuable. See also the well-reasoned analysis
of Davies, “Judean Scribes, Schools, Archives, and Libraries,” in his Scribes and Schools.

% The type of scribe I am concerned with here is the one characterized by
learnedness and for whom learnedness is connected with the study, production, and
interpretation of books. This activity and the ethos associated with it I refer to as
“scribalism.” I would also distinguish from such self-conscious “scribalism” those
persons and communities who are also “book oriented” but for whom scribal activ-
ities are not a prominent part of identity and self-presentation—as for instance the
Qumran community. The status and meaning of books, of the production of books,
and of those who produced them in the mixed oral/literate communities of the
Persian, Hellenistic, and Roman periods is extremely complex. Books functioned
there in different ways than they do in a print culture. Especially before the devel-
opment of the codex, the written book in the form of a scroll was perhaps more
important as a form of permanent record than as a source to be frequently con-
sulted, though the contrast should not be exaggerated. See the important study of
Niditch, Oral World and Whitten Word, and the review of the issues by Jaffee, Torah
wm the Mouth, 1-27.



38 CHAPTER TWO

experts are closely connected with the priesthood, but whether they
represent a specialist development from within the ranks of the priest-
hood* or nonpriestly technical assistants is not clear. The double
designation of Ezra as priest and scribe has been variously interpreted
both with respect to its historical accuracy and the way it was under-
stood by the author/editors of Ezra/Nehemiah,* but could point in
the direction of scribal expertise as a specialized priestly function,
especially within the Babylonian diaspora.* It does appear that in
the early Second Temple period the Levites were particularly asso-
ciated with interpretive and teaching functions.” It has also been
argued that the scribes referred to in the New Testament are Levites,
though that remains a deeply disputed question,** and it is often
assumed that the specialization of the Levites with respect to exper-
tise in torah was related to their exclusion from sacrificial service.

In addition to the Levites, non-Levitical lay jurists appear to have
been part of the official administration of the province of Jehud.
The Chronicler’s description of Jehoshephat’s reforms (2 Chron 17:7-9
and 19:8-11), alluded to above, is generally assumed to reflect Persian
period conditions.” He describes Jehoshephat as sending out teams
of lay officials (@), Levites, and priests to teach the people by
means of the “book of the torah of YHWH” (M n7n 790) and
establishing a judiciary in Jerusalem composed of Levites, priests,
and heads of families. What this may suggest, as Bickermann argues,*
is that by the Chronicler’s time the scribe-as-jurist was a professional
category that cut across other social identities. Presumably the sort
of activity in which these jurists engaged is represented in the exam-
ples of inner biblical halakic exegesis reflected in the books of Ezra-
Nehemiah and 1-2 Chronicles.”

1 So Blenkinsopp, “Sage, Scribe, and Scribalism,” 314.

1 See Hoglund, Achaemenid Imperial Administration, 226-28; Williamson, FEzra-Nehemiah,
91-92, 100.

2 Blenkinsopp, “Sage, Scribe, and Scribalism,” 312-13.

* Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation, 108—111; Blenkinsopp, “Sage, Scribe, and Scribal-
1sm,” 310—11. Levites, of course, had other functions as well. See Knoppers, “Hiero-
dules, Priests, or Janitors?”

" See the disucssion of Schwartz, “Scribes and Pharisees.”

® Japhet, 749. Knoppers, “Jehoshaphat’s Judiciary,” 62, 80, rightly cautions that
the Chronicler does not simply mirror conditions of the postexilic period but rep-
resents an idealized picture in which “the competing interests represented by the priests,
Levites, military, clan chiefs, and royalty become coordinated and complementary.”

% Bickerman, Jews in the Greek Age, 162—63.

7 See Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation, 107—62.
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THE ScrRIBE As Harav: BEN SirA

The scribe-as-jurist would have been professionally concerned with
torah and the interpretation of torah. But not all scribes were jurists,
nor were all scribes employed by the temple or governor’s palace.
Nevertheless, one can ask about the extent to which knowledge of
torah and knowledge of the emerging body of scripture constituted
the primary education for all scribes and the common basis of exper-
tise to which other specialized skills and competencies were added.
Although he undoubtedly overstates the case somewhat, E. P. Sanders
has argued that at least in late Second Temple times “knowledge
was not divided into sub-categories”; expertise in torah was funda-
mental, and indeed was the basis for imputing other sorts of exper-
tise to someone—even knowledge of how to run a rebellion (referring
to the panel of experts assembled to assess Josephus’ conduct of his
command in Galilee).” Although some scribes were simply reading
and writing functionaries, the literary references to scribes in the
Second Temple period indicate that an important segment were
assumed to be knowledgeable in the law and traditions of Israel.”
Perhaps a legitimate inference is that literacy was gained by learn-
ing to read and write the scriptural texts that formed the national
religious literature of Israel. Thus such knowledge would not only
be the foundation for competence in a variety of professions but
might also be cultivated as a cultural value, one that gave its pos-
sessor status within the community.

Ben Sira’s account of the scribe in relation to other occupations
stands in an ancient tradition of scribal self praise,” but it serves to
indicate how he understood knowledge to confer status. Although
Ben Sira is in no sense polemicizing against the rhetoric of torah
that one finds in Deuteronomy, his words are a reply (in Bakhtin’s
sense) to that earlier discourse of torah. Ben Sira makes knowledge

¥ Sanders, Judaism, 171-72.

* This view is most common in the New Testament and in early Rabbinic lit-
erature but also occurs in Ben Sira’s description of the scribe (Sir 38:24—39:11) and
in Ben Sira’s grandson’s description of his grandgather in the prologue to the book.
M. Goodman (107) suggests that the association of scribes with expertise in torah
may derive from their role in copying scripture. See also Schams, 302—4.

% See the ancient Egyptian texts, “The Satire of the Trades” (Lichtheim, Ancient
FEgyptian Literature 1, 184-92), Papyrus Lansing and “The Immortality of Writers”
(Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature 11, 168-78).
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of torah problematic in that he links it to the issue of leisure. However
admirable and skillful the accomplishments of other occupations,
since they do not allow for leisure, they cut one off from the oppor-
tunity to “devote oneself to the study of the law of the Most High.”
Like the representation of knowledge of torah in Ezra/Nehemiah
and Chronicles, it 1s an elitist model. The contradiction between
torah as common possession (“an inheritance for the congregations
of Jacob,” Sir 24:23; “an overflowing river,” 24:25-27) and as spe-
cial possession characterizes Ben Sira as well. His resolution of the
contradiction, like theirs, is the mediation of the expert (24:30—34;
51:23). Whether or not Ben Sira was a priest,” he never connects
his expertise with such a status but draws on the ancient model of
the wise father/teacher (e.g., 2:1; 3:1; 4:1). This mediating role is
clearly expressed in the grandson’s prologue, where he describes Ben
Sira as “acquiring considerable proficiency” in the books of scrip-
ture and then writing his own work so that “those who love learn-
ing should make even greater progress in living according to the
law.” The institutional form that this learning and its transmission
takes is the “house of instruction” @72 ™25 51:23), which is gen-
erally understood to refer here to a private school.”

But what does “study of the law of the Most High” mean for Ben
Sira? Is Bickerman correct, for example, when he claims that for
Ben Sira “in order to be wise, one had to ponder not only the intri-
cacies of ritual impurity, but also the statute concerning parapets on
roofs?””® Or does Bickerman implicitly anachronize, making the later
rabbinic ideal the measure for the “torah scholar” that Ben Sira cel-

1 Stadelman, (Ben Sira als Schrifigelehrter, 4—26) and Olyan (“Ben Sira’s Relationship
to the Priesthood”) have argued that Ben Sira was a priest, noting his concern for
the livelihood of the priests (7:29-31) and his admiring descriptions of Aaron
(45:6-22), Phineas (45:23-25), and Simon the Just (50:1-21). But as Grossman has
shown in her study of first century CE texts, much talk about priests—what she
calls “thinking with priests”—may have to do with the phenomenon of “interpre-
tive competition,” attempts to articulate “competing claims—to authority, authen-
ticity, and identity—grounded in the interpretation of a shared literary and cultural
tradition” (117). Ben Sira may indeed have been a priest, but his concern for and
praise of priests is no certain proof of that status. Horsley and Tiller (“Ben Sira
and the Sociology of the Second Temple”) have suggested that Ben Sira be under-
stood as a “scribe-sage” from the “retainer class” who acted as intermediaries
between the priestly class and the common people.

°% Crenshaw, Fducation in Ancient Israel, 22830, 271; Byrskog, Jesus the Only Teackher,
68-69.

% Bickerman, Jews in the Greek Age, 171.
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ebrates? There is no doubt that when Ben Sira refers to “the book
of the covenant of the Most High God” (24:23) he refers to the
Pentateuch. Nor is there any doubt that Ben Sira makes explicit ref-
erences to halakah, a feature that strongly distinguishes him from
the sages responsible for the book of Proverbs. It may be that Ben
Sira was capable of carrying on a highly technical halakic discourse.
Especially if Ben Sira were a priest, one could assume that he did
indeed have the sort of technical expertise in torah that Bickerman
attributes to him. But even if he did, that is not the way in which
he talks about torah in the book that bears his name. It is not
through halakic discourse that he carries on the education of his
readers. Nor is it through such a voice that he models what it means
to be wise. In fact, in terms of halakah Ben Sira does not say much
more than could be considered common knowledge. My point is not
about what Ben Sira the person did or did not know but rather
how he represented torah in the speech that was most characteris-
tic of his self identity as scribe/sage. The issue is precisely that of
the way he inflects the term in question—in this case the culturally
central term torah—with the particular accents of his own social
dialect. Ben Sira sapientializes the term torah, in keeping with the
nuance of “instruction” that it traditionally had in wisdom discourse.
To be sure Ben Sira, like many others in his culture, knows what
the torah requires in terms of purity and impurity, but he subordi-
nates those details as he appropriates torah to serve his moral instruc-
tion. Wisdom is the master discourse into which the discourse of
halakah is inserted. In his teaching in 34:28-31, for example, halakah
concerning corpse impurity becomes one example among others for
illustrating a general moral principle.’* Similarly, when Ben Sira dis-
plays his knowledge of the narrative and prophetic texts of scripture,
his account of them is in terms of moral exemplars and cultural
heroes. It is possible to understand Ben Sira as both claiming a share
of the cultural value of torah to validate the role of the sage in a
new cultural world, but also implicitly contesting the limits of the
legist’s discourse of torah from his own location within the sapiential
tradition.

** Compare also the integration of cultic obligations into a more traditional sapi-
ential discourse concerning social responsibilities in Sirach 35.
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Apocalyptic Scribalism: Daniel

So far in this section I have talked about two types of scribes: the
scribe as jurist, whose work is represented in the interpretive and
exegetical work of the books of Ezra-Nehemiah, and the scribe as
hakam, represented in the figure of Ben Sira. There is also another
type represented by the ficitonalized scribe Daniel.”® Although Daniel
is a fictional character, the depiction of him in the narratives of
Daniel 1-6 1s often regarded as representing an idealized model of
the administrative scribe/sage in the eastern Diaspora.”® More trans-
parently, the character of Daniel in the apocalyptic chapters of Daniel
7-12 is considered to be a mouthpiece for the modes of understanding
and values of the author(s) of these chapters. Even less than Ben
Sira is Daniel preoccupied with specifically halakic discourse, though
the interpretation of prophetic scripture is central to the book. What
makes Daniel important to this discussion is that he helps to clarify
how knowledge itself was constructed and contested among scribes.

A comparison of Ben Sira’s description of the ideal scribe with
the figure of Daniel illumines the extent to which there was a common
scribal ethos. It also shows how differently such scribes construct
knowledge: what its proper objects are, how it is produced, what
functions it serves, with whom it is to be shared, and so forth.
Although most readers have an intuitive sense of the difference
between the two characters, it is striking how well Ben Sira’s descrip-
tion of the ideal scribe in Sir 38:33-39:11 fits the character of
Daniel.”

Ben Sira’s description includes the following salient features. The
scribe 1s above all a specialist (38:24; 39:1a). His expertise is defined
primarily in relation to knowledge of torah, wisdom, and prophecies
(39:1), a statement that apparently refers to the emerging body of
scripture in Israel. The following two verses, however, remark on
the mode of knowledge as much as its source. There is something
akin to a hermencutic of suspicion in Ben Sira’s references to the
subtleties, hidden meanings, and obscurities of parables and proverbs.

» Although the term “scribe” is not used of Daniel, Orton, 99-102, demon-
strates that Daniel’s aptitudes, training, and desires are those of the scribe.

% Wilson, “From Prophecy to Apocalyptic,” 88; Redditt, Daniel, 16; Davies,
“Scribal School of Daniel,” 257-8.

7 Similarly, Orton, 101; Collins, Daniel, 49.
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Real meaning is not surface meaning, and it is the scribe who has
access to real meaning. Verse 4a, along with 38:33, describes the
social role of the scribe. They are givers of advice about public mat-
ters, persons whose opinions are sought out even by the highest
rulers. Moreover, they know how to give sound judgment in judicial
matters. Although v. 4b could refer to moral judgments about “the
good and evil among persons,” the reference to travel in foreign
lands suggests rather that the phrase has to do with judicious appre-
ciation of alien wisdom, what is “good” and what is “worthless.”
The following verse emphasizes the piety of the scribe in prayer,
petition, and secking pardon. Such piety is not peculiar to scribes,
of course, but it is significant that Ben Sira mentions it so specifically.
Piety is apparently so much a part of the scribal ethos that his
description of the scribe naturally includes it. (See also Eleazer in
2 Maccabees 7 for an example of the pious scribe as character type.)
It is not accidental that Ben Sira mentions piety in the verse imme-
diately preceding the description of divinely given understanding,
though he does not specifically draw a link between petition and
reception of wisdom. Finally, the understanding the scribe receives
from God is presented in terms of an almost prophetic understand-
ing (Sir 39:6-8).

Virtually all of these features are embodied by the character of
Daniel, both in the narratives and in the apocalypses. Although the
training regimen described in the book pertains to Chaldean wis-
dom, Daniel is initially selected for qualities that include previous
accomplishment in the intellectual arts (Dan 1:4). As the apocalyptic
chapters indicate, his ability was assumed to include knowledge of
scripture, specifically prophetic texts (9:2) but also matters that are
“written in the law of Moses” (9:11). Throughout the book knowledge
is represented as the ability to discern hidden meanings, though Daniel
exercises this skill on dreams and cryptic divine inscriptions rather
than the proverbs and parables of which Ben Sira speaks. Daniel’s
social role is in keeping with Ben Sira’s image of the scribe as coun-
selor, and, if one includes the story of Susanna, Daniel’s insight is
also used in judicial contexts. As an exile, Daniel’s “travels in for-
eign lands” were involuntary, but the knowledge of other cultures
that Ben Sira alludes to is also part of the intellectual repertoire of
Daniel. In a way that Ben Sira probably would not have approved
of, the author of Daniel has himself examined foreign modes of thought
and found at least one of them worthy, since the four-kingdoms
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schema that is used in chaps. 2 and 7 is a piece of foreign wisdom,
and various other elements of Babylonian tradition are employed
throughout the book. Daniel’s ability to discriminate between the
good and the worthless in the moral sphere is exemplified in his
differing interactions with the three kings, Nebuchadnezzar, Belshazzar,
and Darius. The quality of piety is certainly fundamental to the
depiction of Daniel. Most importantly, the relation between piety
and insight is the same as that implied by Sir 39:4: petition, giving
of insight, thanksgiving (Dan 2:17-23; see also Daniel 9). Although
the media of revelation are more vividly developed, at least in the
apocalyptic chapters, the “spirit of understanding” and meditation
on divine “mysteries” of which Ben Sira speaks (Sir 39:6-7) are also
characteristic of Daniel in the narratives (Dan 2:22-23; 4:15). The
recognition that Ben Sira assumes is the reward of the successful
scribe is echoed in the promotion to authority that Daniel receives
and also in his popularity as a narrative figure.

What this comparison is intended to suggest is the existence of a
common scribal ethos even among scribal figures whose ideologies
of knowledge are quite different. The similarities between the two
characters only set into sharper relief how differently they develop
their scribal personae. The primary object of knowledge 1s different.
For Ben Sira, as for the traditional sage, it is wise conduct in a
domestic or interpersonal setting. For Daniel it 1s the divinely ordained
historical process as it manifests itself in the fates of kingdoms and
rulers. Ben Sira explicitly excludes speculation on cosmological secrets,
knowledge of “what is too difficult for you ... what is beyond your
power . .. what is hidden ... matters too great for human under-
standing” (Sir 3:20-22), whereas this is precisely what the book of
Daniel offers (Dan 2:22, 30; 7:15-16; 8:15-17; 9:22; 10:7). Although
the opposition is not as explicit, the predestinarian assumptions of
Daniel, which are necessary presuppositions for the kind of knowl-
edge he cultivates, would not be admitted by Ben Sira (Sir 15:11-20).
The problematic quality of knowledge is emphasized in a striking
way in Daniel, especially in the apocalyptic chapters. The figure of
Daniel as expert, developed in the narratives, is used explicitly as a
foil in the apocalypses, where the expert appears repeatedly baffled.
Esotericism replaces expertise as the model of knowledge. Its otherworldly
quality 1s emphasized—far beyond Ben Sira’s mild language of inspi-
ration—through the media of dream visions and angelic interpreters,
as well as through the physically devastating effects of revelation.
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Finally, there is in Daniel a complex interplay between withholding
and disclosing knowledge that is quite alien to the model of the sapi-
ential teacher in Sirach. This is as true in the narratives as in the
apocalypses. In Daniel 2, Daniel tells Nebuchadnezzar the truth, but
not the whole truth. The reader, however, is implicitly invited to
discern certain meanings that Daniel has declined to share with
Nebuchadnezzar. The apocalypses present themselves in the guise of
knowledge that has been concealed for centuries (“secret and sealed
until the end of time,” 12:9; cf. 12:4) and yet is disclosed in the act
of reading the putatively now unsealed book.” According to Daniel
the “wise” are to disclose their knowledge to “the many.” Knowledge
in Daniel thus also serves to form community, but not in the way
that it is depicted in Deuteronomy, Ezra-Nehemiah and Chronicles,
and not in the way it i3 described in Ben Sira. Here, knowledge not
only includes but excludes: “None of the wicked shall understand,
but those who are wise shall understand” (12:10). Although there is
no likelihood of an overt polemical relation between Ben Sira and
the author of the narratives and apocalypses of Daniel, they do
implicitly contest one another’s construction of the image of the
scribe, of the content and modes of knowledge, and of the social
functions of such knowledge.

Although the particular events of the Hellenistic crisis of 175-163
BCE unquestionably have an impact on the way in which the apoc-
alypses of Daniel are developed, the fundamental model of knowl-
edge that they embody can be identified in apocalyptic writings that
antedate the crisis, for instance, in the earlier written parts of the
books of Enoch (I Enoch 1-36 and 72-82).”" Daniel and Enoch on
the one hand and Ben Sira on the other represent systemically
different types of scribal knowledge, which were undoubtedly devel-
oped in different social contexts.”” Unfortunately, we are terribly
ignorant about the social determinants that shaped these two ways

% See Davies, “Reading Daniel Sociologically,” 356-57, concerning the role of
the “secret” in Daniel.

% For Enoch as scribe see Orton, 77-99; Schams, 90-98. The presentation of
Enoch in Jubilees is different in significant respects from that of 1 Enoch, not least
in that in Jubilees Enoch is credited with the revelation of halakah.

% See Wright’s attempt to delineate some of the intellectual and social topogra-
phy of Ben Sira, the earlier parts of 1 Enoch, and the Aramaic Levi documents
in “Putting the Puzzle Together: Some Suggestions Concerning the Social Location
of the Wisdom of Ben Sira.”
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of knowing within the scribal tradition. The one social factor that
seems beyond question is that the apocalyptic scribalism of Daniel
and of Enoch is developed in conversation with Mesopotamian wis-
dom.®" Ben Sira arguably looks west toward Greece,” but in any
event is not significantly influenced by Mesopotamian traditions. What
we do not know is how or why that orientation is connected with
other social factors. Were there economic or social class differences
between those scribes who identified with the figure of the tradi-
tional fakam and those who cultivated mantic wisdom and favored
the designation maski/? If mantic wisdom was more associated with
the eastern Diaspora, by what conduits did it become transmitted
to Palestine? What sorts of people who were literate but not scribes
were likely to be attracted to each type of literature, that is, who
would identify with Ben Sira’s invitation to “those who love learn-
ing” and who with the Danielic category of “the many”? Unfortunately,
the questions are casy to ask but virtually impossible to answer.
One other question that has to be posed is whether the near
absence of talk about torah in Daniel is fortuitous or not.”” Did
moral instruction in general and halakic interpretation in particular
form an object of knowledge for apocalyptic scribalism? The char-
acter of Daniel in chapter 1 is concerned about “defilement” through
food (1:8), but there is not enough detail to know whether and how
Daniel’s concern is related to biblical or nonbiblical food laws. The
apocalyptic chapters speak about the egregious desecration of the
sanctuary (9:27; 11:31) and the changing of “the times and the law”
(7:25), but these things were widely perceived as a violation by many
who would have little technical knowledge of the practices that kept
the temple and its sacrifices pure. Daniel 11:32 does refer to “those

' For Enoch see the study of VanderKam, Enoch and the Growth of an Apocalyptic
Tradition, 33-51. Cooncerning Daniel, see Collins, Danel, 48-55. For both, see Kvanvig,
Roots of Apocalyptic.

52" Although arguments for specific Stoic or Epicurean influence on Ben Sira are
inconclusive, it is indisputable that Ben Sira is familiar with a number of topoi of
Hellenistic popular philosophy. Compare, for example, his treatment of the danger
of excessive emotion in 38:16-23 with the Greco-Roman consolatory tradition.

% Hoffman (Das Gesetz in der frilyiidischen Apokalyptik, 78-121) discusses the gen-
eral discourse of law in Daniel, noting its associations with issues of cult and cal-
endar in Dan 7-12, as well as the deuteronomistic influence in the prayer in Dan
9. Yet although Daniel refers to matters of torah, the book does not make wmterpre-
tation of torah central to its work, as it does the interpretation of Jeremiah’s prophecy.
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who violate the covenant,” though the concrete actions that consti-
tute violation appear to be the whole attempt to abrogate rule accord-
ing to ancestral laws. Significantly, it is only when the scribe Daniel
speaks the cultural language of Deuteronomistic prayer in chap. 9
that the word torah occurs (9:10, 11). That apocalyptic scribalism
shared the common cultural values represented by torah is evident,
but it is simply not possible to say whether the authors and primary
audience for Daniel made specialized study and interpretation of
torah a central object, that is to say, whether they were legists.
Comparison with other apocalyptic literature that features scribal
figures as its spokespersons (the apocalypses of 1 Enoch, 2 Baruch,
4 Ezra) suggests that the orientation to historical and cosmological
knowledge is characteristic of the apocalyptic scribal tradition in a
way that specifically halakic discourse is not. Though there is an
interest in cultivating right behavior according to divine norms (e.g.,
1 Enoch 2-5), moral instruction is contextualized by historical and
cosmological knowledge (the Enochic corpus is an excellent exam-
ple) in a way that is quite alien to traditional sapiential “torah of
your father/mother.” Similarly, though one might note the cosmo-
logical and historical interests of the Priestly writer or the Deuteronomist
as part of their construal of knowledge, the specificity with which
they discuss the legal norms of individual and community behavior
is simply lacking in the apocalyptic traditions represented by Daniel,
1 Enoch, 2 Baruch, and 4 Ezra. Although it is difficult to discern
legistic specialization in a figure like Daniel (and in those for whom
he is a representative figure), interpretation of scripture for the pur-
pose of the interpretation of historical events is a well developed skill
of apocalyptic scribalism, as 1 Enoch 85-90 indicates even more
clearly than Daniel 9.°* The background for this particular orientation
to knowledge is probably to be sought in the confluence of prophetic
divination and mantic wisdom, as well as the phenomenon of the
textualization of prophetic activity in early Second Temple times.*”

8 Reese, Die Geschichte Israels, 21-45; Tiller, Animal Apocalypse, 21-60.
% VanderKam, “Prophetic-Sapiential Origins of Apocalyptic Thought,” 169-70;
Grabbe, “Social Setting of Early Jewish Apocalypticism,” 27-47.
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Excursus: Apocalyptic Discourse and the Rhetorical
Power of Margins

One finds in apocalyptic scribalism an alternative construction of
knowledge to that represented by Ben Sira or the legists, one that
cultivates the claims of mantic wisdom to disclose the hidden uni-
ties in history and to provide a basis in cosmological knowledge for
making moral judgments.®® Equally significant is the fact that apoc-
alyptic is an “outsider” discourse: not a language of the oppressed
but a language of those who elect a stance of marginality and seck
to use that marginal status to find a place in the cultural conversa-
tion. My claim is about the rhetoric of apocalyptic, not necessarily
about the social condition of its authors. I do think that those who
opt for a rhetoric of the margins are unlikely to have been those
who controlled institutions, but they may well have been persons
who had various forms of social capital (education, most obviously),
as well as material resources.” Marginality should also not be equated
with weakness. Though it does not call upon the authority of insti-
tutional structures (as does Ezra) or evoke the authority of tradi-
tionally hallowed forms of speech (as Ben Sira so effectively does),
discourse from the margins can be a position of power in the same
way that a fulcrum can privilege a physically eccentric position.
Apocalyptic scribalism actively uses a variety of rhetorical devices

% Sapiential texts that mediate between these two types include 4QInstruction
(40Q415-418) and 4QMysteries (4Q299-300).

 The term “social capital” is taken from Piere Bourdieu, whose discussion of
discursive give and take are highly suggestive for the situation of Second Temple
Judaism. See especially The Logic of Practice and Language and Symbolic Power. The dis-
cussion of Grabbe in “The Social Setting of Jewish Apocalypticism” offers some
helpful correctives to the traditional discussion about how apocalyptic fit into Jewish
society. He rightly objects to the misleading term “relative deprivation” as a way
of categorizing those who are attracted to apocalyptic. As he notes concerning apoc-
alyptic eschatology among today’s conservative evangelical Christians, “many such
individuals are from the middle class, and there is not an inconsiderable number
of fervent evangelicals among the wealthy oilmen and millionaires of the American
Bible belt” (31). But Grabbe gives an incomplete picture. Because he does not also
take discourse analysis into account, what Grabbe fails to see is that contemporary
apocalyptic is a discourse of the margins in that it is contesting the dominant dis-
course of modernity. See Ammerman, Bible Believers, 7-8. One cannot simply equate
modern and ancient apocalyptic, of course, and the cultural function of ancient
Jewish apocalyptic’s rhetoric of the margins has to be considered on its own terms.
I doubt that we will ever have the information to identify the social demographics
of the practitioners of ancient Jewish apocalyptic with any specificity.
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to mark its marginal stance. For one, it may represent its knowledge
as being ancient, coming from the other side of that great bound-
ary, the deluge (e.g., Adam, Seth, Enoch, Noah). Often it represents
its knowledge as hidden, not widely known or shared, either sealed
or privately transmitted. Marginal with respect to common knowl-
edge, it appropriates the cachet of what is rare or esoteric. Similarly,
its means of acquiring knowledge include modes that were regarded
ambivalently in Israelite culture (e.g., dreams, visions, trances) and
which are characteristic of psychologically liminal states. The heroes
of apocalyptic may be characters from the dominant discourse (notably,
Moses and Ezra), but in such cases the apocalyptic communication
is often marked with some feature that stresses its difference from
the public communications of those figures (e.g., the life/death lim-
inality of Moses in the Testament of Moses or the herbally induced
visions of Ezra in 4 Ezra). In the earlier apocalyptic traditions of
Enoch and Daniel the content of the apocalypses is marked with the
imprint of Mesopotamian culture and wisdom. As it was for Greek
society, so for Palestinian Judaism, Mesopotamian wisdom was a
“boundary” discourse that gained a hearing precisely by being from
the margins of what was traditional. Even though the eastern influences
in the Enochic traditions are never noted explicitly, as they are in
Daniel, Enoch’s marginality or liminality is manifest in other sym-
bolic ways. He has an ambiguous status vis-a-vis heaven and earth,
life and death. As a pre-Israelite sage, but one anchored in and
vouched for by the canonical literature, his nontraditional wisdom
need not be construed as competing with the dominant discourse
based on Mosaic traditions but as encompassing it, a relationship
already modeled by the way the Pentateuch itself situates Israel’s ori-
gins in a wider cultural context.”

Daniel is in many respects a less powerful figure with which to
work than is Enoch, since the character of Daniel is not grounded
in the Pentateuch or in prophets.” In all probability the apocalyp-
tic appropriation of Daniel rests on the strong popularity of the ear-
lier Daniel story cycle. But Daniel, too, has various traits of marginality

% For the same reasons Enoch appealed to various nonapocalyptic intellectuals,
such as Eupolemus and pseudo-Eupolemus, who were concerned with the dialogue
between Judaism and the Greco-Roman Hellenistic world.

% T do not take the reference to Dan’el in Ezekiel 14 and 20 to be a reference
to the exilic character Daniel but to the Canaanite king Dan’el.
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that would make him a fit spokesperson for outsider intellectuals.
Daniel is represented as one who participates in the liminal state of
exile. His story extends from the year that Nebuchadnezzar besieged
Jerusalem (Dan 1:1) to the first year of Cyrus the king (1:21); yet
his own fate is left unspecified (12:13). His role is both one of ser-
vant and judge of foreign kingdoms, and the modes of revelation
that underwrite his knowledge (dream, dream-vision) were tradition-
ally regarded with ambivalence. The apocalyptic perspective of Daniel
attaches itself to dominant discourse through its explicit act of inter-
preting prophetic scripture. Implicitly, the claim of the book of Daniel
is that it is precisely from this position of marginality that it is able
to open up the true meaning of a central text. Such an act of inter-
pretation represents an odd combination of conscious deference to
and unconscious power over received tradition. The Jeremianic text
1s acknowledged as authoritative and as possessing the power to con-
ceal its full meaning from the character Daniel, despite his exper-
tise. It is a reservoir of mystery. (Contrast Ben Sira who does not
invoke the image of the impenetrability of texts as he describes the
powers of the scribe.) The scriptural text and the interpretation
offered by the book of Daniel mutually reinforce one another’s author-
ity by together making sense of a contemporary historical situation.
Ultimately, of course, it is the interpreter who (through divine rev-
elation) unlocks the concealed meaning of the text and in an odd
sense replaces its surface or public meaning. The interpretation itself,
however, is articulated in an allusive or even coded form (9:24-27),
suggesting that truth has yet further reserves of mystery. The one
located in liminal space (in exile, between cultures, at the point of
transition between empires, and at the intersection of heaven and
earth) is the one who has access to the truth that conceals itself in
scripture.

PRIESTLY AND APOCALYPTIC SCRIBALISM: JUBILEES

Apocalyptic scribalism shared a common scribal ethos and similar
interpretive and exegetical methods with legists and with traditional
sapiential scribes such as Ben Sira. In that sense they all occupied
the same common field of symbolic production, the “knowledge
industry” of Second Temple Judaism, and shared in the status open
to scribes as “intellectuals.” As specialists, each produced a different



STRATEGIES OF DISCOURSE 51

type of knowledge and competed with one another for attention in
the cultural conversation and the ability to inflect the conversation
with the accents of their own discourse. The legist had the advan-
tage of producing knowledge about matters that were central to the
praxis of Second Temple Judaism. Although it is evident that vari-
ous groups differed in their understanding of certain norms for social
organization and behavior, the historical sources clearly show the
attempt of Persian-approved priestly scribalism to foster, organize,
and dominate legistic discourse. One can see in Ben Sira’s appro-
priation of the language of torah and incorporation of halakah as
moral example the success of legists in inflecting sapiential discourse
with the accents of their discourse. But one also sees Ben Sira attempt-
ing to contextualize the discourse of torah in a broader intellectual
framework, including, if Bickerman is right, the cross-cultural dia-
logue with Hellenism. On another flank Ben Sira contests the claims
about knowledge production made by apocalyptic scribes in an attempt
to keep the cultural conversation about wisdom focused on the tra-
ditional competencies of the hakam. Yet his very reply to them is an
indication of their success in entering the conversation. Part of apoc-
alyptic scribalism’s appeal is to be found in its exploitation of the
rhetorical possibilities of marginality and in the highly visual and
numerically patterned quality of its symbolic imagination. Through
its frequent claims to have been transmitted from the distant past,
apocalyptic appealed to the widespread cultural interest in remote
antiquity and the lore of origins. Perhaps most important, however,
was the comprehensiveness of its interpretive structures and their
ability to organize the phenomena of history as a totality and to
anchor them in transcendent and immutable realia. Although the
early apocalyptic literature represented by Enoch and Daniel did
not, so far as one can tell, engage in legistic activity, its own intel-
lectual orientation to the cosmological, the transcendent, and the pri-
mordial made it an appealing discourse for a certain type of priestly
scribalism to appropriate. The priestly writer of the Pentateuch already
reflects the intellectual common ground that made such a cultural
conversation possible, but it is in the priestly scribalism of the book
of Jubilees that one finds legistic discourse fully accented with the
intellectual outlook of apocalyptic. Although it is the astronomical
and calendrical knowledge of the Enochic tradition that forms the
bridge between priestly legistic interests and apocalyptic, Jubilees
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shows a much deeper interanimation of these two discourses than
simply a borrowing of calendrical lore.

First, it is important to indicate how the scribal and priestly iden-
tity of Jubilees is manifest. The self-conscious scribal ethos of the
book of Jubilees is evident above all in the author’s concern to estab-
lish something like a history or genealogy of the scribal arts.”” Thus
Enoch is identified as “the first who learned writing and knowledge
and wisdom” (Jub 4:17; trans. Wintermute). Several persons are said
to have taught their sons to write (Arpachshad teaches Cainan, 8:2;
Serug teaches Nahor, 11:8; Terah teaches Abraham, 11:6; Amram
teaches Moses, 47:9). Books are written by Enoch (4:23), by Noah
(10:10-11), and by Jacob (32:20-26). Similarly, the act of the writ-
ing of Jubilees itself is repeatedly mentioned at the beginning of the
book (1:5, 7, 26, 27; 2:1). Heavenly books and scribal activity are
often noted. The transmission of written documents is referred to
several times. Cainan copies the antedeluvian inscription of the watch-
ers (8:2—4), Noah entrusts his book to Shem (10:10-14), Abraham
(who has been taught Hebrew by God) copies and studies Terah’s
books (12:25-27; 21:10), and Jacob entrusts “all his books and his
father’s books to Levi, his son, so that he might preserve them and
renew them for his sons until this day” (45:15; trans. Wintermute).
Given the narrative setting of the book, “this day” would refer to
Moses’ time, but the statement undoubtedly is intended also to iden-
tify the priesthood as the repository of such ancient lore even in the
author’s own day.

Levi’s place as the final recipient of this inherited body of texts
and lore in the book of Jubilees and the parallel between Levi’s role
and what the author of Jubilees is in fact doing strongly suggests
that the author of Jubilees is himself a priestly scribe, perhaps a
Levite.”! The strongly halakic interests of the book, too, comport
with the traditional priestly area of expertise. This is not to say that

0 See now the important study by Najman, “Interpretation as Primordial Writing,”
especially pp. 381-88.

' Brooke (“Torah in the Qumran Scrolls,” 116) refers to the “particular Levitical
ideology” that characterizes both Jubilees and the Temple Scroll. VanderKam
(“Origins and Purposes of the Book of Jubilees,” 19), however, notes that although
Jubilees 31 “has been taken by some to point to levitical connections . . . the more
broadly priestly orientation of the book is evident in the reward given to Levi after
he helped avenge the rape of Dinah in which both priests and levites are men-
tioned (30:17).”
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the author of Jubilees speaks for all priests. Far from it. The author
of Jubilees represents only one voice in the inner-priestly dialogue
to which Fraade refers.”” The positions advocated by Jubilees were
certainly not those of the Hasmonean priests, and it is unlikely that
in general they represented prior “establishment” practices displaced
by the Hasmonean regime.” It is more likely that Jubilees repre-
sents a reformist, utopian voice, which would also comport well with
its appropriation of certain aspects of apocalyptic discourse.

As 1s well known, Jubilees’ substantive agenda includes the demon-
stration of the divine origins of the 364 day calendar, the immutability
of various laws (written on heavenly tablets or “without limit of days”),
the patriarchal antiquity of a number of festivals explicitly commanded
in Mosaic law, details of sacrificial practices, and a particular con-
cern for endogamous marriage and pollution by blood. With respect
to calendar, festivals and sacrifices it is close to the agenda of the
legists responsible for the Temple Scroll.”* In contrast to the Temple
Scroll, however, Jubilees presents that agenda in the context of nar-
rative, specifically rewritten biblical narrative.” Najman has inter-
preted Jubilees’ interest in the narratives as a rejection of the notion
that “these narratives could have been of historical, non-legal import.”
Rather, “these narratives had to be shown to be crypto-legal texts.””

2 Fraade, 421-22.

7 The solar calendar may be an exception. Jaubert (“Le calendrier des Jubilées
ct de la secte de Qumran”) attempted to make the case for the use of the solar
calendar as the official temple calendar in the early Second Temple period. Although
acknowledging the indirect nature of the evidence, VanderKam (“Origin, Character,
and Early History of the 364 Day Solar Calendar” and “2 Maccabees 6,7A and
Calendrical Change in Jerusalem™) has argued that Antiochus IV’s attempt to change
“the times and the law” (Dan 6:25) 1s an allusion to the substitution of the luni-
solar calendar for the traditional solar calendar, an innovation that the Hasmoneans
then perpetuated. See, however, the reservations of Davies, “Calendrical Change
and Qumran Origins: An Assessment of VanderKam’s Theory.”

™ See now VanderKam, “Temple Scroll,” who refutes the arguments of Schiffman
which claim incompatibility between the Temple Scroll and Jubilees.

7 Brooke (“Torah in the Qumran Scrolls,” 117) suggests that Jubilees, the Temple
Scroll, and 1Q22 The Words of Moses, may be related documents that together
form a reworked Pentateuch that was characterized among other things by “the
primacy of the Levites as interpreters of the Law,” a feature he sees as particularly
characteristic of 10Q22. See also Brin, “The Temple Scroll and the Book of Fubilees,”
108-9. If this is the case, then the reworked Pentateuch represented by these texts
simply amplifies the tendency in the original Pentateuch to cluster narrative mate-
rial in Genesis and the first part of Exodus and to emphasize legal material in the
latter part of the document.

0 Najman, “Interpretation as Primordial Writing,” 395.
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While this is certainly part of the dynamics, Najman may underes-
timate the entertainment value of these parts of Jubilees. The engage-
ment with narrative may suggest that the author is directing his
appeal not only to other legists only but also to a broader audience
who were consumers of various types of biblical retellings. The incor-
poration of legendary supplements to the biblical account and the
moral editing of the biblical story perhaps suggest an overlap with
the audience for such texts as the Genesis Apocryphon and the
diverse testamentary literature.

But what about the author’s ideology of knowledge? Some assump-
tions about how to produce knowledge are common ground, for
instance the assumption that scripture contains puzzling hints that
can be decoded to produce new knowledge.”” Where Ben Sira dis-
cerns moralizing instruction and Daniel finds oracular prophecy, the
author of Jubilees finds the exegetical clues that prove that the patri-
archs celebrated various festivals on the calendrically appropriate
days and otherwise obeyed laws that were inscribed on the heavenly
tablets but not explicitly revealed until Sinai.”® One of the most char-
acteristic features of the ideology of knowledge in Jubilees is its priv-
ileging of a special tradition of ancient, revelatory books and its
attempts to locate itself in that tradition. These books, however, each
represent a different sort of knowledge, so that taken together, they
suggest the scope of the objects of knowledge that Jubilees values,
its intellectual horizons. The Enochic books hold pride of place in
Jubilees, above all for their astronomical lore, essential for proper
understanding of the calendar. The author of Jubilees also takes note
of Enoch’s knowledge of the details of heavenly realia, his proleptic
account and moral analysis of human history until the day of judg-
ment, as well as his account of his witness against the Watchers.
Noah’s book contains herbal remedies for illnesses caused by evil
spirits. Jacob’s book concerns the future history of Israel. The objects
of knowledge that the author of Jubilees privileges are those char-
acteristic of apocalypses. Though the author undoubtedly knows many

77 Rugel (Traditions of the Bible, 15) lists as the first of four common assumptions
shared by the diverse ancient interpreters the assumption that “the Bible is a fun-
damentally cryptic document.”

® VanderKam, “Temple Scroll,” 218-21; Najman, “Interpretation as Primordial
Writing,” 395-97.
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other books, these are the only ones represented as part of the
“library” of books transmitted from antiquity.

By situating his own book in this series, he makes a claim not
only about the authority of his legistic teachings but also about the
intellectual and social context within which such legistic discourse
properly takes place. The characteristics of torah (its immutability,
its numerological symmetries, its foundations in cosmic realia and
primordial events, its uniting of heaven and earth) can only be ade-
quately comprehended by those who understand the mysteries of
cosmic structures and of history. Thus the speech of those who talk
about torah without such comprehensive intellectual contexts is likely
to be defective. Such claims about intellectual contexts also have
social correlates. Since the books containing such matters are said
to have been entrusted specifically to Levi for preservation by his
sons, the author makes a case for the privileged role of the priestly
scribe among those who engage in apocalyptic speculation. Simul-
taneously, the claim implies that those priestly scribes who reject the
intellectual connection between halakah and apocalyptic speculation
have betrayed their heritage and responsibility as guardians of ances-
tral knowledge. One can see in this kind of self-presentation the
claims and counterclaims that are part of the contest of voices on
the field of symbolic competition. Although the ideology of knowl-
edge and the way it influences the discourse of torah in Essene writ-
ings is taken up below, it should be noted here that the priestly
scribalism of Jubilees with its apocalyptic overtones is very close to
that of the Qumran community.

NonscriBAL EXPERTISE

Not all forms of expertise in torah and scripture emerged from
professional scribes, of course. Literacy was sufficiently widespread
for many who were not professional scribes to be conversant with
sacred texts. Moreover, oral media remained an important means
of education.”” The emergence of the synagogue provided an insti-
tutional basis for a basic popular familiarity with scripture and its
interpretation.’” The family, too, was a crucial institution in the

7 See Jaffee, 1527 and more generally, Niditch, Oral World and Whitten Word.
% Runesson (193-235) makes a strong case that torah reading was “the characteristic
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reproduction of a culture of torah.®’ Thus it was possible for vari-
ous pietist groups which were not part of the scribal “knowledge
industry” to participate in the cultural conversation with their own
claims of expertise. Although it is perilous to make any firm claims
about the Pharisees in light of the complex and incomplete histori-
cal record, I would identify the Pharisaic movement as cultivating
this sort of nonscribal expertise. By way of contrast, in looking at
the evidence for scribes, I have discussed individual authors or rep-
resentative characters who either display a distinct “book conscious-
ness” or claim for themselves an identity as a dedicated or professional
knowledge expert specifically concerned with writing and interpret-
ing texts. There is no evidence that these scribes in any way con-
stituted a movement or even a group in the sociological sense, though
I do argue that there was a certain common ethos, differentiated in
ways that one can discern in the different ideologies of knowledge
represented in the various texts. These differences do have socio-
logical bases, even if one can no longer trace them in detail. But
there is far less evidence for these scribal authors as leaders of social
movements than is often thought.

With the Pharisees one has a different phenomenon. The simple
fact that a name is attached to them by others and that persons,
such as Josephus, could identify themselves with that name is evi-
dence of a type of group identity. The social origins of the Pharisees
have been hotly debated, but occupationally and in terms of other
social markers they seem to have been reasonably diverse.” Though

activity of early synagogues” (193) in the first century CE and that the practice has
its roots in the public reading of torah originating in the Persian period. Similarly,
Levine (Ancient Synagogue, 139) puts the probable date for the institutionalization of
torah reading “as the central component in the non-sacrificial liturgy” sometime
between the fifth and third centuries BCE.

8 As Bickerman (fews in the Greek Age, 170) says, “children, instructed by their
families, learned by doing (for instance, by observing the Sabbath). The pious
Susanna was no biblical scholar, but she was taught by her parents how to live
according to the Law of Moses.”

8 Tn his survey of the evidence Sanders (Judaism, 406) adopts in modified form
the arguments of Finkelstein and Ginzberg that the Pharisees may have been mod-
est merchants and traders or small independent landowners. With a somewhat
different emphasis Saldarini suggests that they were “subordinate officials, bureau-
crats, judges and educators . . . retainers who were literate servants of the govern-
ing class” (284), a definition that would certainly include scribes. Baumgarten
(Flourishing of Jewish Sects, 47) is less inclined to be specific but finds evidence that
“members of these groups [i.e., Qumran and the Pharisees| were men likelier to
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scribes were undoubtedly among the ranks of the Pharisees, just as
priests were, there is no indication that their participation is what
gave the movement its identity or ethos. The New Testament ref-
erences to “Pharisees and scribes,” though difficult to interpret, also
indicates a perception of difference.*” What one would like to know
is if the Pharisees created alternative forms for the production of
knowledge as they engaged priests and scribal legists on the sym-
bolic field of torah interpretation. The early rabbinic culture of argu-
mentation, for instance, owes much to forms of oral debate that are
strikingly different from the scribal book consciousness of a work like
Jubilees, though it is not possible to say whether those Rabbinic
modes for the production of knowledge owe their origin to Pharisaic
discourse.®

It 1s now increasingly argued that the Pharisees, a largely lay
group, did not control institutions, either the synagogues or the
Sanhedrin. Though Josephus is generally conceded to have exag-
gerated the influence of the Pharisees in the life of late Second
Temple Judaism, his analysis points in the right direction. It was
through their reputation as learned and exact interpreters of torah
that they gained influence. This is not to say that people actually
did what Pharisees said they should do with respect to various cat-
egories of halakah. There are many reasons for thinking that Pharisaic
interpretations were often restricted to the Pharisees themselves.® It
is, however, quite possible to fail to change behavior and neverthe-
less achieve considerable standing in the society for having staked
out the high ground in a matter of broad cultural concern.® Indeed

come from the economic, social and educational elite—the ‘middling sort’ (to the
extent that there was such a class in antiquity) and better. . ..” He, too, finds that
the research of Ginzberg and Finkelstein concerning the Pharisees “still retains some
validity; it proves that at least some Pharisees reflected the social perceptions of the
middle classes in their halachic positions” (47, n. 31).

8 Occasional references to “the scribes of the Pharisees” also occur (e.g., Mk
2:16 in some manuscripts; Acts 23:9). See Schams’s thorough discussion the rele-
vant New Testament texts (143-201) and especially her treatment of the associa-
tion of scribes and Pharisees in Mark (161). Daniel Schwartz (“Scribes and Pharisees,”
93-98) has argued that the New Testament scribes may be identified with Levites.

8 Jaffee (39-61) argues forcefully that the ideology of oral torah is a much later
phenomenon and that the evidence for tracing its origins to Pharisaic thought and
practice is insufficient. While I think he is too skeptical concerning some of the evi-
dence (in particular his treatment of CD 1:18 [42-44] and m. Yad. 4:6-7 [55-57])
one can certainly not simply project later Rabbinic understandings upon the Pharisees.

% See the discussion in Sanders, Fudaism, 448-51.

% During the controversy in Britain over John Hicks’ book, The Myth of God
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it may be an error to think of the Pharisees as having an agreed
upon program. Sanders has made the point that much of the deposit
of Pharisaic material that can be recovered from the Mishnah and
Tosephta does not consist of rules but of debates.” The Pharisees
may thus have achieved their reputation in part by no/ having a sin-
gle interpretation. Through their ability to represent torah as infinitely
problematic and themselves as masters of a highly subtle discourse
they achieved status and influence within the society, whether or not
many people did as one or another Pharisaic teacher said they should.

The question has been posed about the areas of expertise culti-
vated by the Pharisees. Although the evidence is difficult to come
by and tedious to develop, Neusner’s researches have suggested that
the Pharisees did not engage extensively in debate about temple prac-
tice but rather cultivated the areas of purity, tithing, and agricul-
ture.® One should be somewhat cautious about this picture. When
Josephus talks about the changing fortunes of the Pharisees in regard
to their influence with different Hasmonean rulers, he refers to the
rulers adopting or abrogating practices or customs that the Pharisees
or the Sadducees favored. Since neither the Hasmoneans nor any-
one else could by fiat control the individual behavior of all Judeans,
Saldarini i1s undoubtedly correct when he says that these matters
“pertained to public and significant behavior.”® The temple as the
major institution subject to Hasmonean control would presumably
be the focus of some of these policies and practices. Such reserva-
tions do not necessarily argue against Neusner’s basic picture of the
areas of Pharisaic concern. Given the central place of the temple in
Judaism, it would be difficult to imagine that a pietistic group engaged
in a struggle for influence with ideologically distinct opponents would
not have any opinions about the temple that served to differentiate
it from its opponents. If Neusner is largely correct, however, it would
appear that the Pharisees’ development of halakah focused primar-
ily on those areas of behavior within the control of the individual.

Incarnate, a London cabbie said to the Rev. Peter Gomes, as he was on his way to
a ceremonial occasion at Lambeth palace, “I'm not a religious man m’self, but I
think that them what are ought to believe more than that!” His respect was reserved
for those whom he perceived to be the rigorists in a matter that was part of his
general cultural world but not his personal world.

8 Sanders, Judaism, 414.

% Neusner, Judaism, 69-71.

8 Saldarini, 89.
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That is to say, they engaged dominant discourse, those matters the
importance of which everyone grants, at the level where it was least
subject to priestly or other institutional control. Even if few people
actually followed Pharisaic practices, the Pharisees’ strategy would
be to talk about (and render problematic) precisely those things that
people did have to decide to do one way or another. Thus they
entered the cultural conversation at a popular level. Although the
point is debated, some scholars understand the Pharisees as also
developing a kind of populist interpretation, for example, by inter-
preting halakah in ways economically favorable to those of modest
means. Despite many uncertainties, the general picture of the Pharisees
as a largely lay group that gained influence through a reputation for
expert knowledge of torah and pious practices seems quite secure.”
The issue of the Pharisees” models of knowledge is taken up below.

ALTERNATIVES TO EXPERTISE

The strategy of promoting expertise in torah or even esoteric claims
to knowledge about torah, scripture, and the will of God is such a
common phenomenon in Second Temple Judaism that it is sometimes
difficult to remember that it was not the only strategy for achieving
cultural influence. Not everybody was interested in making knowl-
edge the key to the will of God. Writing in support of the Hasmoneans,
the author of 1 Maccabees attempted to establish “zeal for the torah”
as the key term.”’ The will of God was to be discerned in the suc-
cess of this family, and such categories as “righteous” and “lawless”™—
moral categories from the language of torah—could in effect be
redefined in terms of cooperation with or opposition to the family’s
leadership. Although in one encomium Simon is said to have “searched
out the law” (I Macc 14:14), the theme of knowledge is virtually
absent from 1 Maccabees. This is not to say that the Hasmoneans

% See Baumgarten, “Pharisees,” 658, on Pharisaic paradosis and akribeia.

9 The classic study of “zeal” in late Second Temple Judiasm is Hengel, T#e
Lealots. For 1 Maccabees see pp. 149—-154. As Hengel (154) notes, “what is remark-
able in this context is that, in contrast to the Old Testament, this zeal is no longer
directly related to God. It is rather related to the law.” Similarly, Smiles (“The
Concept of “Zeal,’” 285) argues that zeal does not so much have to do with Jewish
distinctiveness or separatism but that “in all cases zeal functions to protect the Law
as the guarantor of the covenant and of Israel’s election” (italics in original).
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or the author of 1 Maccabees were not well acquainted with torah
and scripture. On the contrary there is every evidence from genre,
style, and in the way in which Judah is depicted as heeding the dic-
tates of torah that the author knows scripture thoroughly and expects
a high level of knowledge from his readers. But in the representa-
tion of the heroes of the story, knowledge per se is not a value by
which the author of 1 Maccabees attempted to establish the legiti-
macy of the Hasmonean family’s leadership. For the Hasmonean
apologist of 1 Maccabees the torah is represented as an object that
can be attacked or defended, abandoned or embraced, invoked or
repudiated, but not primarily as a ground of interpretive conflict.
Although Judah is presented as scrupulous in his adherence to the
laws of holy war, when the matter of fighting on the Sabbath is at
issue, the author of 1 Maccabees eschews exegetical justification in
favor of purely pragmatic grounds (1 Macc 2:29—41). By highlight-
ing zeal rather than knowledge as the key term, 1 Maccabees strate-
gically simplifies the cultural phenomenon of torah and valorizes
militant leadership at the expense of those whose cultural authority
was grounded in knowledge. Indeed the pietists and the scribal
“experts” are presented as naive and in need of protection against
more clever Gentiles and renegade Jews (see especially 1 Macc
7:12-18). It 1s not that scholars of torah are the subject of overt
polemic in 1 Maccabees. Rather, they and their discursive practices
are marginalized, visible only at the edges of the symbolic world of
1 Maccabees. Nevertheless, it is precisely in these attempts to mar-
ginalize such segments of society that one can perceive, at least dimly,
the danger they posed for the establishment of Hasmonean supremacy
by offering alternative interpretations of the issues at stake in the
crisis between Judea and its Seleucid overlords. Although the
Hasmonean dynasty did establish itself with considerable security, its
troubled history of cooperation, co-optation, and conflict with the
Pharisees suggest that such movements did possess a kind of social
power with which it was necessary to engage.

Cross-TALK

An example of this social power and its limits can be seen in the
anecdote that Josephus tells about the encounter between John
Hyrcanus and the Pharisees (Ant. 13.288-98). While this account is
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not to be taken as a verbatim transcript of the episode, it does illus-
trate well the complex and overlapping discourses by which the par-
ties involved related to one another. As Saldarini notes, the social
context in which the Pharisees dine with Hyrcanus is that of the
patron/client relationship;” but another social relationship grounded
in a very different discourse is also in play. The Pharisees represent
themselves and are acknowledged as instructors of Israel. At the ban-
quet Hyrcanus engages them in a way of talking that accepts them
in that role and casts himself in the role of one instructed by them.
That Hyrcanus would engage them in that way indicates the power
of a traditional model of the political leader’s subordination to the
representatives of torah (already delineated in Deuteronomy’s law of
the king). Moreover, it indicates the Pharisees’ socially successful
claim to occupy such a role of moral leadership. How are the two
models to be coordinated? As everyone is presumed to know, the
patron/client relationship is supposed to prevail. Having been gra-
ciously offered the symbolic gift of Hyrcanus’ request for moral cor-
rection, the Pharisees are supposed to reply that they find him to
be in need of no correction (as indeed they say). This does not mean
that the Pharisees have no influence. They do, or they would not
be there or be the object of such a symbolic gesture. Through this
exchange, however, they are also being asked to give a symbolic
recognition of the limits of their power. The complex exchange falls
apart when one of the Pharisees, Eleazar, reverses the hierarchy of
the two sets of relationships, takes Hyrcanus at his word, and criti-
cizes him for holding the high priesthood when there is a cloud on
his parentage. Although Josephus refers to him as a man “who had
an evil nature and took pleasure in dissension” (Ant. 12.291; trans.
Thackeray), Eleazar’s model is recognizably that of the prophet who
confronts a king.

The sequel is equally interesting for revealing the way in which
the cross-talk of multiple discourses could be manipulated and exploited.
Jonathan, a Sadducean rival of the Pharisees, knows of the reputa-
tion of the Pharisees for leniency in judgment and engineers a sit-
uation in which the Pharisees’ words will be misread by Hyrcanus.
Arguing to Hyrcanus that Eleazar spoke with the connivance of the

92 Saldarini, 87.
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others, he suggests that the Pharisees be asked to recommend what
punishment Eleazar should receive. Jonathan correctly judges that
Hyrcanus, sensitive of his dignity as high priest and secular ruler,
will misread the Pharisees’ typical leniency as evidence of their ap-
proval of Eleazar’s rebuke. The entente of Hyrcanus and the Pharisees
is disrupted by the ability of the rigorist Eleazar and the represen-
tative of a rival interest group, Jonathan, to exploit the ambiguities
in the cross-talk of different social discourses. By doing so, they dimin-
ished the Pharisee’s influence with the official sphere for many years.

The way in which Essenes engaged the authority of the political
rulers, and especially the ways in which they used their cultural
standing to do so, are harder to trace. That the Hasmoneans saw
the Qumran Essenes as a threat is indicated by the direct and violent
confrontation of the Righteous Teacher by the Wicked Priest (in all
probability Jonathan the Hasmonean). What is more difficult to deter-
mine is the nature of the perceived threat. If, as some believe, the
Righteous Teacher had been the serving as high priest from 159-52
BCE,” then Jonathan’s motives are simply to remove or intimidate
a rival for the official position on which his authority largely rests.
There 1s, to be sure, an awareness of different cultic calendars and
a willingness to exploit the discrepancy, much as the Seleucids and
later enemies of the Jews used the Sabbath to military advantage.
If the incident is understood in terms of the high priesthood, then
it does not necessarily say much about the role of the Qumran com-
munity’s ideology in Judean cultural politics. If, however, the Right-
cous Teacher was not a displaced high priest, as most believe, one
has to rethink the nature of what motivated Jonathan’s action. The
Qumran texts, as has often been noted, do not polemicize against
Jonathan’s non-Zadokite genealogy but rather accuse the Hasmonean
“priests of Jerusalem” of having profaned the temple through impu-
rity (10QpHab 8:9-13; 12:9). It is possible that in the volatile years
after the Hellenistic crisis and in the wake of the restoration of tem-
ple service, that accusations of defiling the temple, especially when
leveled by dissident priests, were themselves sufficiently threatening
to provoke direct confrontation. The document known as Migsat
Ma ase ha-Torah has been interpreted by its editors as a letter from

% So Stegemann, Die Entstehung 212—14; Murphy-O’Connor, “The Damascus
Document Revisited,” 239.
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the Qumran community to its priestly opponents in Jerusalem, lay-
ing out the halakic differences that separate the two and their fol-
lowers.” The rhetoric of the document is quite mild, but if the editors
are correct, it could well be seen as part of the initial stages of an
attempt to bid for Hasmonean concurrence in Essene halakah, an
attempt that later came to grief and resulted in the confrontation
mentioned by the Habakkuk Pesher.

Although the Nahum Pesher indicates that the Qumran commu-
nity continued to be quite well aware of Judean and Seleucid poli-
tics, neither Qumran literature nor other historical sources indicate
whether in later years the Qumran Essenes attempted to use their
status and influence in matters of cult and torah to contest publicly
the authority of the Hasmonean dynasty. Josephus does provide one
interesting piece of information concerning how the Essenes took
advantage of their reputation for a different kind of knowledge dur-
ing the rise of Herod. Although he may or may not have been con-
nected with the Qumran group, one of the Essenes foretold Herod’s
eventual rise to power.” We do not know, of course, precisely how
the statement was used by Herod, but the fact that Josephus knows
about it and refers to it in his history is clear evidence that the
Essene prediction was valuable to Herod in more than a purely per-
sonal way and became part of what was publicly known about him.
This “transaction” with the Essene allowed Herod to borrow from
the Essenes’ reputation in order to present his ascendency as fated.
In return, both Herod’s eventual accession to power and his con-
cession to the Essenes in excusing them from taking an oath rein-
forced their own honor and reputation within the Jewish community.
This is not to say that the Essene prediction was a particularly impor-
tant moment in the history of Herod; in all probability it was not.
It does indicate, however, one of the ways in which knowledge and
claims to knowledge were objects of value in the symbolic economy
and could be exchanged to mutual benefit.

Many social groups excluded from institutional authority shared

9 Strugnell and Qimron, 1.

% Knohl (The Messiah before Fesus, 60—62) not only connects this figure with the
Qumran community but also with the Menahem mentioned in Rabbinic sources
(9. Hag. 2:2 [77b]; Midr. Song Zuta 8:14), though, as he himself admits, it is merely
a speculative hypothesis. In my opinion the identification and the conclusions Knohl
draws are unlikely.
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a common interest in problematizing knowledge in order to partic-
ipate in the cultural power it gave access to. Although such knowl-
edge might be used directly in confrontation or mutual co-optation
with official authority, the terms of such a discourse ensured that,
despite their common interest, these groups would dispute as much
with one another as with representatives of official authority. In
Qumran literature the Hodayot and the Damascus Document are
replete with references to rival interpreters. In part this appears to
be an Essene/Pharisee rivalry. The phrase “the seekers of smooth
things” (CD 1:18, mp5ma w77, 1QH® 10:32, mpo "w77) is often
taken as a critical pun for “seekers of halakah” (M%7 *wM7), depict-
ing the Pharisees as insufficiently rigorous in their interpretation.”
Whether there is evidence of a schism within the Essene movement
over interpretive differences is debated,”” but the (misjuse of torah
knowledge in internal conflicts is clearly alluded to (e.g., in 1QH?
13:23-25). Rabbinic tradition describes a less volatile kind of conflict
in the disputes of the Houses of Hillel and Shammai. Even though
the representation of these disputes is highly schematized, the model
of conflicting authorities is so thoroughly ingrained in Rabbinic dis-
course that it surely developed out of a tradition of disputation.
Rather than being a question of factional splitting, however, dispu-
tation in this context may have been developed as a kind of culture
of argumentation, a way of producing knowledge.

There is an important sense in which such conflicts, whether of
the collegial or of the factional type, are also unconscious acts of
collusion. A dispute over correct interpretation manages to place cer-
tain issues at the level of unquestioned assumption: the central impor-
tance of interpretation itself, its deeply problematic character, and
the significance of expertise. If the broader community can be per-
suaded of those claims, then interpreters as a class will possess real
social power. A “dispute” need not be a formal, public debate. A

% See, however, the reservations of Meier, “Is there Halaka (the Noun) at Qumran?”
155.

97 See, variously, Murphy-O’Connor, “Essenes and Their History,” 235; Jeremias,
Der Lehrer der Gerechtigkeit, 86-87; Garcia Martinez and van der Woude, “A Groningen
Hypothesis,” 537-38; Garcia Martinez, “Origns of the Essene Movement,” The People
of the Dead Sea Scrolls, 95-96; but see the rebuttal by Collins, “Origin of the Qumran
Community,” 172-77, who interprets the dispute with the Man of the Lie in terms
of conflict with a rival group, most likely the Pharisees. Cf. Stegemann, Die Entstehung,
227-28.
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symbolic act, such as the refusal of a member of one Jewish group
to eat with or to marry or to have certain kinds of commercial trans-
actions with the members of another group may be enough to sig-
nal the existence of a dispute to the whole community. Josephus’
representation of himself as a sort of “comparison shopper” among
the various teachers and groups offering knowledge indicates one
way in which the perception of difference enhanced the value of

cach (Life 9-12).

CoNTRASTING WAYs oF KNowING AND THEIR SociaL IMPLICATIONS

Although conflict between rival groups claiming correct interpreta-
tion of torah may have been mutually beneficial in helping to ingrain
the belief in the wider public of the significance of proper interpre-
tation, one should not minimize the competition for influence between
rival groups, a competition very much tied to the way in which the
rivals constructed and produced alternative discourses of knowledge.
As noted above, it is usually assumed that the major rivals of the
Qumran community were the Pharisees. One would like to be able
to compare the discourses of knowledge of Pharisees and of Qumran
Essenes, but unfortunately the sources of information on Pharisaic
thought are both limited and extremely difficult to interpret. Daniel
Schwartz, however, has attempted to examine what we do know of
Qumranic and Rabbinic halakah, looking for systematic differences
in the way it is formulated.” What he discovered is of considerable
significance for identifying their different constructions of knowledge.
Although he carefully notes that he is making a phenomenological
comparison, since his sources are not contemporaneous, it seems
likely that the contrast he draws would hold for Qumran/Pharisaic
differences as well. Not only does it seem likely that there was a
general continuity between Pharisaic and Rabbinic movements,” but
in one of the concrete examples of halakah examined by Schwartz
the position of the Qumran opponents agrees with Rabbinic halakah.

The basic difference, as Schwartz summarizes it, between the
priestly halakah of Qumran and Sadducees and that of the Rabbis

is that, to borrow terminology from medieval philosophy, “priestly

% Schwartz, “Law and Truth,” 229-40.
9 See the careful analysis by Cohen, “The Significance of Yavneh, 36-41.”
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jurists seem to have been mainly realists while rabbis were mainly
nominalists.”'” The realist assumptions of Qumran halakah can be
seen in the following examples. The Qumran writings are more likely
to justify their halakic positions by reference to the structure of real-
ity, as in the Damascus Document, where a man’s remarriage while
his first wife is alive is excluded because “the principle of creation
is, ‘Male and female he created them’” (CD 4:21).'°" Again, con-
cerning the edibility of locusts, “And as for locusts, according to their
various kinds they shall plunge them alive into fire or water, for that
is what their nature requires” (CD 12:14-15). Marriage of a man
with his niece is excluded, because “although the laws against incest
are written for men, they also apply to women” (CD 5:8-10), a posi-
tion not endorsed either by Qumran’s apparently Pharisaic oppo-
nents or the later Rabbis. As Schwartz notes, the logic of the argument
of the Damascus Document depends on the assumption that God
forbad incest because it was wrong (that is, wrong by nature), not
that it is wrong because God forbad it.'"”” Qumranic halakah is based
on realist epistemology; Rabbinic halakah assumes a nominalist epis-
temology. The contrast can be seen in the different conclusions about
the impurity of animal bones. Scripture declares only that human
bones are impure (Num 19:16). The Temple Scroll (51:1-6) and the
Sadducees (m. Yad. 4:7) conclude that animal bones also are sources
of impurity. After all, bones are bones. The Rabbis, however, do
not consider animal bones as sources of impurity, since scripture
speaks only of human bones.'” Although Schwartz provides addi-
tional exmples, these should suffice to show the contrast.

Different halakic positions thus correlate with different structures
of knowing. Different structures of knowing do not arise arbitrarily,
however. They are developed in different social locations, though
the spokespersons for such perspectives may not be aware of it.
Schwartz—correctly in my view—correlates the realist outlook, which
characterizes not only Qumran halakah but also Sadducaic halakah,
with a priestly orientation. One has only to think of the Priestly
source in the Hebrew Bible to recognize the energy with which it

190 Schwartz, “Law and Truth,” 230.

" Translations from the Damascus Document follow Rabin, Zadokite Document,
unless otherwise noted.

102 Schwartz, “Law and Truth,” 231.

13 Schwartz, “Law and Truth,” 232.
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correlates the proper order of the natural world with the proper
order of the human community.

That priests formed an important segment of the Qumran com-
munity is beyond doubt; but they were not the sole source of the
community’s membership, as the Community Rule makes explicit.
Like Pharisaism, Essenism both in the Qumran community per se
and in the towns and villages throughout Judea drew on persons
from a variety of occupational and social backgrounds. The ques-
tion, however, is not about the social origin of individual members
but about the intellectual leadership and formation of the ethos and
world view of the community. That ethos was, unquestionably set
with a priestly stamp, in contrast to the Pharisaic movement.

Schwartz makes an important observation about the interrela-
tionship between the social status of priesthood and its realist epis-
temology when he remarks on the risks of realist approaches to law.
He notes that a judgment based on realist assumptions is always sub-
ject to disconfirmation. One may discover that reality is different
from what one had thought. Schwartz argues that priests could afford
this insecurity, since their authority was itself based on nature, their
“Aaronite genes.”'” For the Rabbis (and, I would add, for the
Pharisees), authority was based on the law and their interpretation
of it. Consequently, there was a greater investment in an intellec-
tual position that holds that “the law is what the judge says it is,”
to borrow an idiom from American jurisprudence. Thus the content
of halakah may have been the explicit grounds on which the Qumran
community fought with its Pharisaic opponents. That content, how-
ever, grew out of different symbolic systems of knowledge embed-
ded in different social locations. This analysis concretizes the dictum
of Pierre Bourdieu, that “the field of ideological stances thus repro-
duces in transfigured form the field of social positions.”'”

Other contrasts between the Qumran Essenes and Pharisees sug-
gest systemic differences in the modes of discourse as well as the
structures of knowledge. One can at least make a plausible case that
Pharisees showed a preference for oral rather than written forms,
had a particular interest in identifying the “genealogy” of particular
arguments, and were more oriented toward the concrete identities

104 Schwartz, “Law and Truth,” 237.
19 Bourdieu, Language and Symbolic Power, 167.
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(or at least the personal names) of revered teachers, and engaged in
a different culture of argumentation (preserving and organizing debates
according to antithetical positions) than did the Qumran Essenes. It
is not accidental that the two movements chose different terms to
designate those who possess knowledge, the Qumran community
favoring maskil (with its affinities with Daniel and Enoch, as well as
the Levitical tradition) and the Pharisaic-Rabbinic movement favor-
ing hakam (with its rootage in the traditional pragmatic wisdom of
ancient Israel).

One of the continuing debates about the Pharisees concerns the
repertoire of their objects of knowledge, specifically whether the dom-
inance of halakic knowledge and the absence of nonhalakic forms
of knowledge (e.g., cither traditional forms of aphoristic wisdom or
apocalyptic speculation) or literary genres (e.g., a corpus of prayers
or hymns) is characteristic of the range of what they talked about
or is simply the result of what a later Rabbinic tradition cared to
preserve. It is a mistake to think of this as a question of what inter-
ests a particular individual might have.'” The question is how
Pharisaism as a movement constructed its objects of knowledge. What
“hung together” as necessary or as mutually reinforcing in the pur-
suit of their central object, detailed and precise interpretation of
torah? Schwartz’s analysis of the contrasting structures of knowledge
suggests one reason why the dual cultivation of speculative cosmo-
logical knowledge and halakic knowledge may have been more char-
acteristic of the Qumran Essenes than of Pharisees. But other factors
are involved, most significantly the structure and self-understanding
of the Qumran community.

QumraN: How KNOWLEDGE oF TOrRAH REQUIRES
K~xowing OTHER THINGS

Despite all the emphasis the Qumran community placed on its exper-
tise in the interpretation of torah, the collection of an extraordinary
number and variety of biblical scrolls and nonbiblical manuscripts,
and the creation of novel literary genres (e.g., serakim, pesharim, hodayol),
it would be an error to see the Qumran community as another of
the “scribal” movements discussed above. Although many scribal

1% Pace Sanders, Judaism, 414.
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activities occurred at Qumran—reading and interpreting scripture;
keeping written records of property transfers, community rank, and
formal rebukes; composition, revision and copying of community doc-
uments; copying of biblical manuscripts—the sectarian compositions
never draw attention to writing and the written word in a manner
similar to Jubilees, nor do they invoke the image and ideology of
the learned scribe as a form of self-identification, as one finds in Ben
Sira and Daniel. Indeed, as Schams’s careful survey reveals, there is
an “almost complete lack of reference to scribes in the sectarian texts
from Qumran.”'”” This situation should not be surprising. Like the
Pharisees, the Qumran community was a voluntary society, not a
professional guild. The ways in which they authorize their claim to
superior knowledge of torah are made in relation to the nature of
the community itself.

The community represented itself as a reconstituted Israel (1QS
2:22), formed of those who “freely offer themselves to observe the
statutes of God in a covenant of loyalty” (1:7-8) and who “separate
themselves from the congregation of the men of deceit in order to
form a community with respect to torah and possessions” (5:1-2).
The conceptual center of community’s identity is thus the concept
of covenant and the obligations of obedience that follow from it.
Simply to say that, however, provides little clue as to what made
the Qumran community’s discourse concerning torah distinctive, how
knowledge of torah was related to other objects of knowledge culti-
vated by the community, or how such knowledge was linked to a
unique form of social organization.

The opening lines of the Serek ha-Yahad identify the purpose of
the community as “to seck God .. .in order to do what is good and
upright before him according as he commanded by the hand of
Moses and by the hand of all the prophets” (1QS 1:1-3). The cen-
tral role of torah study in shaping the focus of the community is
further reflected in the requirement that in an assembly of ten per-
sons it is required that there be “a man who searches the torah day
and night” and that for a third of every night the community keep
watch in order “to read in the book and to study the law and to
bless together” (1Q)S 6:6-8). The separation of the community from
greater Israel is interpreted in terms of the prophecy of Isaiah 40:3

17 Schams, 251. See further 257-60.
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as the building of a highway for YHWH in the wilderness, an act
that is glossed with the comment that “this is the study of the torah
which he commanded by the hand of Moses” (1QS 8:15).!%

In common with others who sought cultural influence through the
discourse of torah, the Yahad understood correct knowledge of torah
to be deeply problematic, though in a way that distinguished them
from others. Where the Pharisees authorized their knowledge of torah
in part as accurately preserved teachings from antiquity (“the tradi-
tions of the elders”), the Qumran community represented their knowl-
edge in relation to categories of revelation. In common with the
tradents of Jubilees they understood torah to have a temporal dimen-
sion.'” Thus the obligation of torah was not simply “to walk before
him perfectly” but “to walk before him perfectly [according to] all
that has been revealed at the times appointed for their revelation”
(1QS 1:8-9; trans. adapted from Knibb). Moreover, the coupling of
references to Moses with parallel references to “the prophets” sug-
gests both that the community considered the disclosure of torah to
Moses to have been a form of prophetic revelation and that the rev-
elation of torah was continued by later prophets. The passage in
10QS 8:15-16 that interprets Isa 40:3 in terms of study of torah con-
tinues by saying, “This is study of the torah w[hic]h he commanded
by the hand of Moses, in order to act according to all that is revealed
from time to time and according to what the prophets revealed
through his holy spirit.”

Both the temporality of the revelation of torah and the role of
God’s spirit are integral conceptual components of what was per-
haps the most distinctive feature of Qumran’s discourse of torah, the
distinction between the laws that were revealed and those that were
hidden but which could be discerned through exegesis. According
to 1QS 5:11-12 the men of iniquity cannot be considered as part
of the covenant “because they have not sought and have not exam-
ined his statutes in order to know the hidden things in which they
went astray, incurring guilt; and with respect to the revealed things
they have acted presumptuously.” The claim that the sect makes,
however, is not simply one of expertise. It is not the case that any-
one might discern the hidden things by an effort of diligent study.

1% The citation of Isa 40:3 is not present in the text of 4QS? (4Q258) but does
appear in 4QS° (4Q259).



STRATEGIES OF DISCOURSE 71

No longer is torah both a common possession and a special posses-
sion. True torah can be known only in the sect.

Here is where the sect makes use of the close relation between
the concept of covenant and torah, already established in the Sinai
traditions of the Pentateuch,'’ to claim such exclusivity. In contrast
to the biblical traditions and even to the way in which Jubilees treats
the covenant as applying to all Israel, the sectarians of Qumran
understood covenant more restrictively, as the relationship between
God and those Jews who undertake a particular commitment of obe-
dience.'! Indeed, in the Serek ha-Yahad the expression “to enter
the covenant” is effectively the equivalent of “to enter the commu-
nity.”!"? “All those who come into the order of the community will
enter into a covenant before God to do all that he has commanded”
(1:16-17). The relationship between this restrictive notion of covenant
and the “hidden things” that is assumed in the Serek ha-Yahad is
made explicit in the Damascus Document. “But with those who held
fast to the commandments of God, who were left over from them,
God established his covenant with Israel for ever, revealing to them
the hidden things in which all Israel had gone astray: his holy sab-
baths and his glorious feasts, his righteous testimonies and his true
ways, and the desires of his will which a man must do that he may
live through them” (CD 3:12-16; trans. Knibb).'"

Knowledge of the “hidden things” is thus a gracious divine response
to the initial and continuing commitment of its members to live a
life of perfect obedience. But this is no “cheap grace.” Both obedi-
ence to commandments already known and the further understand-
ing of the commandments of God embedded in scripture require an
extraordinary discipline, one that can only be undertaken within the
community (1QS 5:1-13). For this reason the community’s cfforts to

19 Anderson, “Status of the Torah Before Sinai,” 15-19.

10 As Christensen (46-47) notes, “because the Old Testament has the giving of
the law as a central idea to the covenant establishment at Sinai, an identification
of law and covenant is almost inevitable.”

' Christensen, 158.

12 Metso, “Qumran Community Structure and Terminology,” 435, observes that
in the Serek ha-Yahad the terms 7 and 772 are often used synonymously.

" The relationship between the communities described in CD and S remains
one of the most vexed questions in Qumran scholarship. I think it is a reasonable
assumption, however, that this interpretation of the sect’s (pre)history would have
been accepted as valid by the authors/tradents of the Serek ha-Yahad.
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know the torah of God also required the cultivation of other sorts
of knowledge. Discipline, as Foucault has shown, is not simply a
matter of rules, inducements, and punishments. It is also complexly
related to the generation of new knowledge, even new kinds of knowl-
edge.""* This connection is readily seen in the Serek ha-Yahad.
Concerning every person who seeks to join the community the rule
requires that “they examine [W77] his spirit in community, distin-
guishing between one man and another according to his insight and
his deeds in torah” (1QS 5:21; cf. 6:13-23). In a slightly different
formulation provision is made for a yearly review of members’ “spirit”
and “deeds” (1QS 5:24). These procedures lead not only to the devel-
opment of a practical knowledge concerning individuals but to the
development of a highly sophisticated theory of the person in the
Two Spirits Treatise, a theory that combines anthropology, pneu-
matology, and angelology. In order to create a community capable
of the disciplined searching of the scriptures that leads to the reve-
lation of hidden torot, one must also have such a knowledge of
human nature.

The understanding of torah as possessing a historical dimension
similarly requires the cultivation of knowledge concerning the nature
of history, its epochs, and the mysteries of the plan of God that are
embedded in its structure and events. Thus the type of historio-
graphical and eschatological speculation one finds in apocalypses and
related works becomes an object of knowledge for the sect. The
Maskil is required “to learn all the wisdom that has been discov-
ered throughout the times and the rule of time” (1QS 9:13—14). This
interest in the mysteries of history is reflected not only in the non-
sectarian works that were collected and read within the community
(e.g., 1 Enoch, Jubilees, the Genesis Apocryphon, 11QMelchizedek,
4QVisions of Amram, 4QInstruction), but also in the distinctive works
of the sect itself (e.g., 4QAges of Creation, the various pesharim, the
hortatory section of the Damascus Document). Indeed, there are
often discernible traces of influence between these nonsectarian texts
and the compositions of the sect.'”

"* This topic is explored in more detail in Chapter 4.

% For example, see the discussion of Tigchelaar (To Increase Learning, 194—207)
concerning the common vocabulary in 4QInstruction and 10QS 34 and 1QH" 5.
He 1s, however, cautious—perhaps overly cautious—about tracing the lines of

influence among the texts.
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These various objects of knowledge are not compartmentalized
but are part of an integrated way of knowing that gives the con-
struction of knowledge at Qumran a distinctive aspect. Knowledge
is often represented as having two axes. The Maskil is told to “walk
with every living being according to the rule appropriate to each
time and according to the weight of each man” (1QS 9:12; trans.
Knibb; cf. 1:14-15; 8:4). An even more complex relationship of axes
of knowledge introduces the Two Spirits Treatise, which requires
that the Maskil “instruct and teach all the children of light con-
cerning the history [or genealogy; M7 of all the sons of man
according to the types of their spirits in accordance with the signs
revealed in their deeds in their generations and according to the vis-
itation of their chastisements together with the periods of their
reward.”

Several things thus contributed to the distinctive Qumran way of
knowing and to the development of its particular repertoire of objects
of knowledge, among them priestly “realism,” the nature of the com-
munity as a disciplinary society, and the entailments of certain assump-
tions about covenant and torah. What a group knows and claims it
is important to know is not merely a matter of content, however,
but is often related to the social uses of knowledge.

TRANSACTIONS IN KNOWLEDGE

What the Pharisees and the Qumran community chose to do socially
with their knowledge—what one might call their transactions in
knowledge—is also linked to the way they constructed knowledge
out of their distinctive social contexts. Again we are troubled by a
lack of evidence, but it does seem clear enough that the Pharisees,
although they engaged in some practices that involved limiting social
interactions with others, were characterized by an orientation to the
common, public domain in their transactions in knowledge."'® Various
traditions represent the Pharisees as engaged in public disputation.
Although the New Testament’s accounts of disputes between Jesus
and certain Pharisees may be historically unreliable, the depiction of

16 Baumgarten (Flourishing of Jewish Sects, 13) aptly characterizes the Pharisees as
a “reformist” sect, which played an active role in public life, institutions, and debate.
Saldarini (281) says that “the Pharisees’ association probably functioned as a social
movement organization secking to change society.”
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this type of confrontation between rival teachers is generally accepted
as plausible.!"” The Pharisee Simon b. Shetah is associated in cer-
tain Rabbinic traditions with the establishment of broadly based pri-
mary education (. Ketub. 8.32¢).""® This tradition, too, may be
historically questionable,'” but it is suggestive that a prominent
Pharisee would be remembered in connection with the development
of a system of schooling. Josephus depicts the Pharisees as concerned
to translate their halakic expertise into political influence, although
they clearly did not succeed to the extent that they wished. The
public, engaged nature of Pharasaic activity may also have involved
proselytizing activity among Gentiles.'” For the Pharisees public trans-
actions of knowledge were an important part of the way in which
they gained status and influence.

The Qumran community, by contrast, carefully regulated trans-
actions in knowledge. Knowledge played a central role for the com-
munity as an instrument of social definition. Relationship to knowledge
is what forms the boundary between the sect and the outside world.
Wherever the language of community formation is used, there one
finds the language of knowledge (e.g., 1QS 1:8-10; 5:8-11). Conse-
quently, transactions in knowledge are the subject of strong regula-
tion. A “spirit of secrecy” governs the Maskil’s relations with the
“men of the pit” (9:22). Even debate with them is restricted in order
not to compromise the control of knowledge exercised by the sect
(9:17). By contrast the exchange of knowledge within the commu-
nity serves as a bond that unites members. There is even a positive
command to exchange knowledge among “perfected” members: “And
nothing that was hidden from Israel but found by the man who
studies shall he hide from these [members] through fear of an apos-
tate spirit” (8:11-12). To exchange knowledge is to practice trust
and to build up the community.

The last phrase of the quotation, “fear of an apostate spirit,” also
underscores the boundary-marking quality of knowledge. The alien-
ation of the community’s knowledge is an act of aggression and an

7 Saldarini, 283.

18 Safrai, “Education and the Study of the Torah,” 947. Baumgarten, Flourishing
of Fewish Sects, 120.

"9 Another tradition associates such activity with the high priest Joshua b. Gamla
(see Safrai, 948).

120 McKnight, Light among the Gentiles, 106-7; Runesson, 225-26.
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attack on the integrity of the community. In one of the Hodayot
often associated with the Righteous Teacher, the speaker complains
of defecting members that “all who are associated with me in fel-
lowship speak ill of me with evil lips....and with the secret you
have hidden in me they go about as slanderers to the children of
destruction” (1QH®* 13:23-25). The speaker, however, hastens to give
reassurance that God has protected the community’s knowledge: “In
order to magnify my w[al]y, and on account of their guilt, you have
hidden the spring of understanding and the foundation of truth”
(13:25-26). Alienation of knowledge is probably also what the Serek
ha-Yahad refers to when it decrees expulsion for “one who goes
about slandering the community” (1QS 7:16-17). Given the role of
knowledge in defining the limits of community, it is not surprising
that the Qumran community does not give evidence of what schol-
ars have called the missionary impulse.'”! That the members of the
Qumran community were prohibited from engaging in public dis-
putes or from disclosing the “hidden things” revealed to them, how-
ever, does not mean that they failed to make an appeal based on
knowledge. Their very reserve served as a powerful instrument of
appeal, enhancing their reputation for possessing valuable secrets. In
a similar fashion the difficulty of entering the community—and the
total commitment required of one who did—served to give the
Qumran sectarians a certain cachet among the groups competing
for influence. If one takes up Baumgarten’s image of Jewish sects as
marketers of intellectual merchandise and of interested Jews as com-
parison shoppers,'” then the Qumran sectarians not only staked out
the high end of the market but also enhanced the desirability of
their goods by making them so difficult to inspect or obtain. Through
these various means they cultivated symbolic power by engaging in
the competitive social discourse of Second Temple Judaism con-
cerning torah, the identity of Israel, and the will of God.

121 McKnight, 54-55.
122 Baumgarten, Flourishing of Jewish Sects, 51-58.
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CHAPTER THREE

KNOWING AS DOING: THE SOCIAL SYMBOLICS
OF KNOWLEDGE IN THE TWO SPIRITS
TREATISE OF THE SEREK HA-YAHAD

LANGUAGE As SymBoLIC ACTION

In the previous chapter I attempted to locate distinctive features of
the Qumran community’s construction of knowledge—its contents,
modes, and uses—in relation to the cultural conversation of Second
Temple Judaism concerning torah. But the forms of knowledge cul-
tivated at Qumran had other social functions as well. In this chap-
ter I wish to explore certain ways in which knowledge as a symbolic
Jorm 1is related to the specific conditions of history within which the
sectarian community existed. The text that I will examine is the
teaching about human nature in the Two Spirits section of the Serek
ha-Yahad (1QS 3:13-4:26). Commentators have long been aware of
similarities between this text and apocalypses that have a more explic-
itly political concern." No sustained inquiry into the nature of this
relationship has been conducted, however. Examining the symbolic
forms of knowledge in which knowledge is articulated by means of
the lens of ideological criticism allows a clearer understanding of
how something as abstract as a mode of knowing is nevertheless
deeply engaged with concrete historical conditions.

The starting point for my inquiry is Kenneth Burke’s notion of
language as symbolic action. Burke frequently spoke of utterances
and texts not as repositories of ideas but as symbolic acts. As acts,
texts do not merely reflect the world but do something in it and to
it. They are, as he puts it, strategies for encompassing situations.” It
is fairly easy to see how a traditional speech of political persuasion
does this, but Burke was referring to all sorts of utterances, includ-
ing both everyday commonplaces as well as abstract, symbolic, and

' E.g., Collins, Apocalyptic Imagination, 153-57.
2 Burke, Philosophy of Symbolic Forms, 1.
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aesthetic texts, where the relationship to the situations they are
designed to encompass is far from obvious.

The problem of the relation between text and world, never fully
explicit in Burke, has been critiqued and “rewritten as a model for
contemporary ideological analysis” by Fredric Jameson.” The way in
which texts act in and on the world is distinct from an act of direct
force because a text exists in the realm of the symbolic. As Jameson
notes, the world is not simply a linguistic construct. But the world
is not available to us in itself but only as we are able to textualize
it, to bring it into the realm of the symbolic. Insofar as a text takes
the world into itself, as its subtext, then the world can be acted upon
in the symbolic work of the text. More specifically, for Jameson the
symbolic act of a text is “the function of inventing imaginary or for-
mal ‘solutions’ to unresolvable social contradictions.”

Jameson has shown how the socially symbolic work of texts does
not all take place in the clear light of conscious intention. Much of
it operates at another level, as a work of the unconscious, employ-
ing the resources of the primary processes. In psychoanalytic terms
one would talk about condensation, displacement, and overdetermi-
nation; in literary terms, about metaphor, metonomy, and polyva-
lency.” The task of ideological analysis, as Jameson describes it, is
to “rewrite” the symbolic construction so that “it may itself be grasped
as the rewriting or restructuration of a prior ideological or histori-
cal subtext” to which it is in some sense a response.® Even at the
level of a particular writing the relationship between text and world
is subtle and complex. What interests me here, however, is not just
this specific text but the structured way of knowing that is present in it
but not limited to it. A “way of knowing” is also a symbolic form
and, as such, is dynamically related to historical conditions. There
is no suggestion here that in any simple or superficial sense such a
structured way of knowing has been “caused” by a particular set of
historical conditions. The roots of any way of knowing are deep and
diffuse, without a single moment of origin. Both priestly and apoc-
alyptic scribal traditions of considerable antiquity are present in the

* Jameson, “Symbolic Inference,” 139.

* Jameson, Political Unconscious, 79.

> See the discussions of these categories in Silverman, Subject of Semiotics, 87—125.
% Jameson, “Symbolic Inference,” 141.
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assumptions about knowledge in 1QS 3—4. What I am suggesting is
that the inherited structures of knowing represented in this tradition
were shaped and transformed by the necessity of grappling with the
historical contradictions of Second Temple Judaism—especially the
persistence of political domination by international empires—and that
a significant moment of this process can be uncovered in 1QS 3—4.

Tre Two Spirrrs TrReATISE (1QS 3:15—4:26)

The Two Spirits Treatise is not ostensibly about concrete historical
or political realities. Rather, 1QS 3—4 presents itself as a teaching
for the Community’s Instructor (the Maskil) about universal human
nature (3:13—15). It begins at the beginning—or even before—with
an account of the plan of God, which predetermines the ways and
fates of all beings (3:15-17). In its account of the nature and des-
tiny of humankind the discussion begins in the cosmic plane, with
an account of the angelic spirits of truth and perversity and their
effect on human behavior (3:17—4:2). The discussion then moves to
an account of the manifestation of these spirits in the personal char-
acteristics of individuals (4:2-14) and even in the divided psyche
(4:15-18). The text closes with an account of the eschatological res-
olution of the struggle and the removal of the “spirit of perversity
from within the flesh” of persons (4:18-26).

Is it possible to discover how the construction of knowledge about
human character and existence in this text is at the same time an
attempt to provide a formal solution to an intractable contradiction
in the realm of ideology and history? This is not a reductionist pro-
cedure. What the text says it is about is indeed what it is about—
the genealogy and teleology of human existence. But ideological
criticism asks additional questions. Why does the self become a sym-
bolic space? Why is that topic of so much interest” What provides
the energy? Why does the explanation take the particular form that
it does? What makes it such a satisfying explanation? Does it satisfy
needs not explicitly acknowledged? What this text “knows” must be
sought not only in what it tells but in what it models as it goes
about the act of telling.

Cultural assumptions about what passes for knowledge, what the
objects of knowledge are, what knowledge is good for, and the process
by which one comes to know something may or may not be explicitly
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stated, but these assumptions are inevitably embedded in acts of
speech. By this I mean to draw attention not only to the self-con-
scious things one says about knowing but also to the quite uncon-
scious ways of speaking about anything. Metaphors, figures of speech,
even syntax are part of the implicit model of knowledge with which
speakers operate. In order to inquire about these things at Qumran,
it would probably be possible to take almost any extended passage
of Qumran literature and deduce a great deal about the construc-
tion of knowledge. But one can get to the issues more quickly by
taking a passage like the introduction to the Two Spirits Treatise,
because it not only presents itself as a teaching but also makes a
number of self-conscious statements about knowledge.

If one asks what the object of knowledge is in this text, it would
appear to be stated in the phrase @8 "2 212 mM721N. But one is
immediately entangled in all the qualifying phrases that follow in dense
syntactical interlinkage: DM™T2 oTWIRS CMMRI oMM T 5105
oW xp oY orrn oTpa? (1QS 3:13-15). The object of knowl-
edge is not simply the “genealogy of humankind,” but “the geneal-
ogy of humankind with respect to all the types of their spirits
(recognizable) in the characteristics of their deeds in their genera-
tions and with respect to the occasion of their punishments and the
periods of their reward.” That is quite a mouthful. But anyone famil-
lar with Qumran literature recognizes the habits of syntax and style
that it represents: the passion for specification, qualification, and
closer definition (especially in the Rules, e.g., 1QS 1:1-15; 1QSa
2:11-22; 1QSb 1:1-3; 1QM 2). I would be prepared to argue for
the significance of this feature for the construction of knowledge at
Qumran, even if it did not occur in a sentence that is explicitly con-
cerned with delineating an object of knowledge; but in this context
its significance is particularly clear. Even at the level of syntax the
passage claims that one cannot really know one thing without know-
ing many other things and their relationships. Things are joined
together in webs of significance. If one wants to know about human
character or why the righteous sin, one has to know about the plan
of God for all of creation from beginning to end. If one wants to
know about the eternal destiny of humankind, one will inevitably
find onerself attending to concrete details of human behavior, to acts
of patience or greed.

There is another element of style in 1QS 3—4 that is also an ele-
ment of the structure of knowledge—the use of balanced pairs, espe-
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cially antonyms (light and darkness, truth and perversity) and phrases
such as “in equal measure.” In part this is a simplifying device.
Where syntactical linking and the piling up of qualifying phrases cre-
ate complex categories, balanced pairs provide a powerful analytical
tool for rendering the complexity intelligible. The two devices together
serve a common purpose. Exhaustive in their reach, they serve to
totalize knowledge. Nothing escapes the operations of linking and
sorting. Nothing is left unaccounted for, unknowable. This concern
to totalize is evident also in the often noted repetition of the word
“all” (72), a word that sometimes seems to occur as often in Qumran
literature as “ya’ know” does in a sports interview.” This use of 712
was probably a virtual reflex of speech, but it is not the less impor-
tant for being so. It represents the integration into the surface style
of speech of a profound orientation to the totality of things. One
could go on adding confirming evidence of this characteristic orien-
tation. The use of temporal expressions for immeasurable lengths of
time (7Y, 7181, ©7W), for example, reinforces the sense of compre-
hensiveness.

KNOWLEDGE AND TIME

The way in which time figures in relation to knowledge in the Serek
ha-Yahad, both as a condition for knowing something and as the
object of knowledge, requires a somewhat closer look. Time condi-
tions knowledge, of course, in the sense that God provides for the
disclosure of knowledge at different times in history. This is most
apparent in the rule for the Maskil in references to statutes specific
to particular times: “according to the rule appropriate to each time
Mo nw oS, 1QS 9:12), “according to all that is revealed from
time to time” (Mp2 NYo 7237 9100, 1QS 9:13), “according to the
rule of the time” (M1 11212, 10QS 9:18), and so forth. It is not sim-
ply a matter of knowledge having a “history,” however, either in
terms of a history of revelation or of a sequence of statutes perti-
nent to successive ages. Rather, one might say that temporality is
one “axis” of knowledge, which must be coordinated with other axes
for correct knowledge. Consider the introductory line of the Two

7 E.g. 1QS 1:3-19 (20 occurrences in 17 lines).
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Spirits section again: DM SO "R 9107 @8 12 510 mToma
oW xp oY o 0Mpe? ommTa owen?. Knowledge of human
existence involves both a temporal axis (here, specifically “genealog-
ical,” M771M) and an analytical one, having to do with the atempo-
ral “kinds” of things ("I). This double axis of knowledge is indeed
carried through in the development of 1QS 3—4. On the one hand
there is a strong genealogical orientation to the explanation, as the
conditions of human existence are traced back to the creation of the
two spirits and ultimately to their origin in God’s plan (1QS 3:15—4:1;
e.g., “From the God of knowledge comes everything that is and will
be,” 3:15). Similarly, the teleology of this process is described in
the concluding paragraphs (4:15-26). In between the text provides
the atemporal analysis of types of spirits and corresponding fates
(4:2-14).

This pairing of temporal and atemporal is not simply fortuitous.
In the rules governing the conduct of the Maskil, he is instructed to
conduct himself “with every living being according to the rule appro-
priate to each time and according to the weight of each man” @V
R WN Spwn? N nw onD T 910, 9:12 trans. Knibb). Time and
“weight” (or as we might say, “substance”) are the two variables that
the Maskil must consider in order to find the right relationship
between himself, the rule, and the other. Even the pairing of “rule”
and “time” by itself, a pairing that is repeated several times in this
section, contains the two axes of knowledge. A rule orders relations
synchronously, whereas the notion that each “time” has its appro-
priate rule introduces a historicizing dimension into the notion of
order. One can even see this double axis model at work in figures
of speech. In the introductory section of the Community Rule, where
the aims of the community are given, perfect conduct is summed
up as follows: “They shall not depart from any one of all the com-
mandments of God in their epochs, neither anticipating their times,
nor falling behind any of their appointed times, not turning aside
from his true statutes to go to the right or to the left” (1:13-15).
Perfect conduct is represented as the intersection of the coordinates
of time and space.

The most encompassing pairing of the temporal and atemporal
structures is that between history in its totality (71 777 913, “all
that is and will be”) and the plan of God (1m2> mawnn, “His glori-
ous plan,” 3:15-16). In this ultimate relationship, of course, the two
elements do not have the same status. The temporal order is com-
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pletely dependent on the plan of God. It is merely the manifesta-
tion in time of that plan, without any changes (3:15-16). This rela-
tionship has implications for the status and purpose of knowledge.
After all, what 1s presented in 3:13-4:26 is not merely a teaching
about the conditions of human existence but a teaching that dis-
closes the plan of God, insofar as it is capable of being grasped by
human beings.

Although the human knower is located in the temporal realm, the
ultimate object of knowledge, the plan of God, is not. From the per-
spective of that plan past, present, and future are simultancously
available. The construction of knowledge in the Two Spirits Treatise
is sensitive to the temporal and atemporal axes of reality but ulti-
mately offers a transcendence of the temporal through knowledge of
the plan of God. This knowledge is clearly of greatest importance
in explaining the nature of the “realized eschatology” that has been
recognized as so characteristic of the Qumran ethos. The ideologi-
cal significance of this feature will be taken up again below.

A Semioric MobpeL oF KNOWLEDGE

The perception that knowledge at Qumran is constructed with a
concern for totality, for the interrelationship of aspects of reality, and
especially for the relationship of temporal and atemporal dimensions
leads to the observation that the model of knowledge is implicitly
semiotic.” To understand the meaning of various phenomena, such
as particular actions, traits of character, or events, one does not
attempt to account for them as expressions of individual wills or
intentions but rather secks their meaningfulness primarily as elements
i a system of relationships. As the text explicitly says, deeds are signs
(M) of spirits (3:14). Similarly, the various behaviors and charac-
teristics outlined in 4:2-14 are signs or symptoms to be interpreted
in light of a system of contrasts and resemblances. The task of knowl-
edge is not to ask about the meaning of an act of generosity or

8 T use the term “semiotic” as a counterpart to “hermencutic,” to indicate a con-
trast between two complementary types of understanding. Semiotic understanding
is formal and structural, as Zerubavel (Time Maps, 7) puts it, a “claim that mean-
ing lies in the manner in which semiotic objects are systemically positioned in rela-
tion to one another.”
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impatience per se, but to establish the conditions that endow that
act with meaning and significance.

Of course, one cannot assume that the theory of knowledge artic-
ulated in 1QS 3-4 is identical with postmodern semiotics.” There
are important differences in the metaphysical assumptions each begins
with. The deterministic constraints on individuals are explained as
cultural codes by postmodern semiotics, but as divinely ordained at
Qumran. The concern for origins and ends so prominent in Qumran
thought is rejected by postmodern semiotics. Whereas postmodern
semiotics proclaims the “death of the author” as a source of mean-
ing, Qumran thought, in common with its culture, posits God as
ultimate author of meaning and object of reference. So long as one
does not lose sight of the differences between the assumptions of
ancient Judaism and modern semiotics, the comparison can be use-
ful in bringing into focus certain aspects of the way in which knowl-
edge 1s constructed at Qumran. But the differences in some instances
may be a matter of semantics. I would argue that even the notion
of God as author of meaning is nuanced at Qumran by semiotic
assumptions about knowledge. The source of all is expressed in 1QS
3—4 not simply as “God” but as My7T 78, “God of knowledge.” What
endows the phenomena of the world with meaning is not the impulse
of an acting/reacting deity but that set of structured relationships
called ¥™M22 nawmm, “His glorious plan.”

There are other points in common between postmodern semiotics
and the theory of knowledge implicit in 1QS 3—4. Both operate as
acts of demystification. Postmodern semiotic analysis often describes
culturally determined codes governing social behavior but operating
at an unconscious level, so that those who participate in these behav-
lors are accustomed to giving a different and more personal expla-
nation of their motivation. So, too, with the explanation of behavior
and character offered by 10QS 3—4. Where the wisdom tradition and
indeed much paranetic literature appealed to individuals to embrace

? Although semiotics was most intellectually fashionable in the 1970’s and 1980s,
its more fundamental insights remain an important part of humanistic and social
scientific inquiry. See, for example, the recent study of social memory by sociolo-
gist Eviator Zerubavel, Tume Maps: Collective Memory and the Social Shape of the Past.
But it 1s the “classic” semiotics of early postmodernism that bears such an intrigu-
ing resemblance to the Two Spirits Treatise. For an account of literary semiotics
and cultural criticism see Jonathan Culler, The Pursuit of Signs and Kaja Silverman,
The Subject of Semiotics.
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or avoid virtues and vices like those in 10QS 4:2-14, the Serck ha-
Yahad demystifies the paranetic appeal. To one who has understood
1QS 3-4 it is not the authority and personal appeal of the father
in Proverbs 1-9 or of the ancestors of Isracl in the Testaments of
the Twelve Patriarchs that effect the response of the one who heeds
them. The capacity to respond to such appeals is disclosed in 1QS
3—4 to be a matter of the degree of “inheritance” each person has
in the two spirits.

When this semiotic model of knowledge is employed in an analy-
sis of human nature, traditional understandings of the self are trans-
formed. In postmodern semiotics this transformation is often referred
to as the “decentering of the self.” Rather than posit the individual
as an autonomous subject capable of endowing objects with mean-
ing, semiotics sees the individual as the product of the intersection
of various impersonal systems of meaning.'” Though the systems
understood to be at work in the Serek ha-Yahad are not cultural
but metaphysical, an analogous decentering of the self is evident.
The self can be spoken of not as an independent will but as the
locus of a system of conflicting forces. In 1QS 3—4 these forces are
organized in an explicitly dualistic fashion."

Before turning to draw out the socially symbolic activity of the
construction of knowledge in general and of the self in particular,
there is one other aspect of the semiotic model of knowledge in 10QS
3—4 to be discussed: the construction of knowledge through inter-
textuality. In the formulation of Jonathan Culler, “literary works are
to be considered not as autonomous entities, ‘organic wholes,” but
as intertextual constructs: sequences which have meaning in relation
to other texts which they take up, cite, parody, refute, or generally
transform. A text can be read only in relation to other texts, and it
is made possible by the codes which animate the discursive space of

10 Culler, 33. One needs to be careful in drawing a comparison between the
modern semiotic or poststructuralist critique of the modern subject and the Qumranic
transformation of the traditional ideology of the self in Israclite thought. There is
a striking analogy, but the traditional construction of the subject in ancient Judaism
is in significant respects different from the autonomous individual of modern sub-
jectivity. See Fisch, “Psalms: The Limits of Subjectivity,” pp. 104—35 in Poetry with
a Purpose.

" In the Hodayot, too, it is possible to identify the decentering of the self, though
in a nondualistic fashion. See Chapter 5 below.
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a culture.”" Explicating the intertextual space that surrounds a given
text is a task that is both theoretically and practically infinite. The
Two Spirits Treatise is in dialogue with a large and complex body
of discourse that includes not only Israelite but also Mesopotamian,
Persian, and perhaps Greek traditions. But there is one identifiable
text with which 1QS 3—4 has a particularly marked relationship:
Genesis 1. The reader is made aware of this relationship through
the number of words common to both texts: "I, MMR, MRIY, 872,
nownn, KR, TOWT, TN, M9, That a relationship between these two
texts exists 1s clear enough, but the nature of the relationship is less
clear. The text of 1QS 3—4 cannot be said to be an exegesis of
Genesis 1 in any straightforward sense. The individual words are
not necessarily used in comparable contexts. But the thick cross-ref-
erencing of vocabulary suggests that one cannot fully understand
1QS 3—4 without understanding its relationship to Genesis 1. It pre-
supposes Genesis 1 as “already read,” to borrow Roland Barthes’
phrase.

If Genesis 1 is assumed as a literary pre-text to 1QS 34, the log-
ical relationship between the two texts is just the reverse. Read by
itself, Genesis 1 evokes a sense of flat and rather absolute beginning.
Though it obliquely acknowledges some antecedent situation in its
reference to ¥121 7N, its opening words (“When God began to cre-
ate . ..”) firmly orient the discourse to the moment of beginning and
to its consequent moments. But what 1QS 3-4 manages to do is to
open up a space behind Genesis 1 and to insert itself into that space.
It establishes itself as the pre-text for Genesis 1. Where Genesis 1
is concerned with creation, 1QS 3—4 is concerned with the N2WM
that grounds creation. It is not just that 1QS 3—4 is to be read in
the light of Genesis 1, but that henceforth Genesis 1 must be read
in the light of 1QS 3—4. The effect, when one does this, is quite
striking. Consider Gen 1:4b—5: “God divided the light from the dark-
ness. And God called the light day and the darkness he called night.
And there was evening and there was morning—day one.” Where
formerly this statement disclosed only God’s organization of the cre-
ated world, now it alludes as well to an antecedent spiritual reality
that informs the structures of creation: “From a spring of light come

12 Culler, 38.
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the generations of truth, and from a well of darkness the genera-
tions of perversity. ... He created the spirits of light and of dark-
ness, and upon them he founded every deed” (1QS 3:19, 25; trans.
Knibb, adapted). Even the aesthetic feature of balanced pairs in
Genesis 1 now takes on a moral resonance.

The intertextuality does not merely transform Genesis 1 as a text.
It also makes available a reading of the physical world as a sign.
Now the very alternation of day and night becomes a sign on the
physical level of the struggle between the spirits of light and dark-
ness which are established “in equal measure until the last time”
(1QS 4:16). The lights in the firmament which separate the day from
the night are signs (M8, Gen. 1:14), as deeds are signs (MMR) of
spirits in 1Q)S 3:14. The commands to fill the seas and the earth
(W51, Gen. 1:22, 28) now serve as confirmation that all things do
indeed “fulfill” the plan of God (W7, 1QS 3:16). The dominion
(MPwan) of sun and moon over day and night (Gen 1:16) is analo-
gous to the dominion (NPWAM) of humankind in the world (1QS
3:17-18).

The allusions, echoes, and parallels between 1QS 3—4 and Genesis
1, as these last examples suggest, often link different levels or aspects
of reality (e.g., luminaries/humankind) by associating each with the
same key word. They tease the reader with hints of mysterious cor-
respondences never made explicit. In so doing they nurture the same
construction of knowledge that was identified above in the syntacti-
cal practices of complex interlinkage. Equally, the intertextual rela-
tions of a signifying cosmos, a scriptural text, and a sectarian teaching
also implicitly confirm the principle of the homology of reality that
is made explicit in the teachings about the presence of the two spir-
its in both the cosmological and anthropological realms. The seri-
ous play with the priestly creation text and its teaching about origins
points toward the secret of the relationship between the temporal
and the atemporal in the mystery of knowledge, as it also hints at
the absorption of all knowledge in the totality of the divine plan.

KNOWLEDGE AND THE CONTRADICTIONS OF HISTORY

It is now time to see whether and in what way specific features of
Qumran’s construction of knowledge can be understood as an engage-
ment of the particular historical conditions that defined Second
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Temple Judaism. It may seem odd to posit 1QS 3—4 as a text that
responds to the politics of empire. There are other Qumran texts
that speak quite directly about international political figures (as in
the specific references of the pesher on Nahum and in the account
of the defeat of the Kittim in the War Scroll), but 1QS 3—4 ignores
these realities and concerns itself with universal human experience.
In its attempt to construct the self that is the subject of its discourse,
the text appears to bypass the sphere of collective action where one
ordinarily locates the political.

One can, however, fairly easy recognize a political subtext rewrit-
ten in the abstract and formal structure of 1QS 3—4 because other
sorts of texts exist in which the response to historical contradiction
is more direct. One has only to place 1QS 34 with its abstract
struggle of light and darkness and its comprehensive, periodized tem-
porality alongside more self-consciously political apocalypses, such as
Daniel 2 and 7 or 1 Enoch 85-90. Indeed, many of the constituent
elements of the symbolic speech of 1QS 3-4 can already be dis-
cerned in Second Isaiah’s attempt to resolve the ideological contra-
diction between Babylonian and Persian power and the sovereignty
of Israel’s god: the long temporal vistas; periodization; predetermi-
nation; confrontation of opposing divine powers and human agents;
eschatological resolution; and so forth.” In apocalypses such as Daniel
and 1 Enoch a narrative transformation of ideological contradiction
into a plot of conflict and resolution works its symbolic magic. In
108 the formal structures of conflict and resolution remain identifiable;
there is even a vestigial narrative quality. But the political deriva-
tion of these symbolic constructions is repressed, and all that appears
on the surface is an account of metaphysical realities and the struc-
ture of the human self.

It is precisely the “evaporated” quality of the political subtext in
1QS 3-4 that is so intriguing. The symbolic work of the text is
rather like that of a machine that transforms one kind of energy
into another (as heat into rotary motion). Our ability to identify the
derivation of the formal and symbolic structures of 1QS 3—4 points
to the historical and political contradiction that supplies the energy
to power this symbolic engine. The particular form that knowledge

15 See Osten-Saken, Die Apokalyptik, for the close relationship between Second
Isaiah and Daniel 2. Also Frohlich, “Daniel 2 and Deutero-Isaiah.”
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of human nature takes in this text is closely determined by the fact
that the intractable ideological and historical contradiction of the
time 1is the continued domination of Israel by Gentile powers. Concern
about political domination can be displaced onto anthropology, reshap-
ing the structure of the human self according to the dynamics of
the repressed struggle. It is the specific construction of knowledge in
1QS—especially its sense of the complex interlinkage of things—that
provides the transformative gears, facilitating the displacement of the
ideological and historical contradiction into the realm of character
and anthropology. Perhaps, though, it would be more appropriate
to say that the historical contradiction and the necessity of finding
an imaginary resolution for it transformed the various antecedent
elements of a priestly/scribal mode of knowing into a sophisticated
and powerful intellectual system for the knowledge of human nature.

Given the extent to which Qumran theorizes the homology of lev-
els of reality, it is likely that they were aware of the correspondence
of patterns between the construction of human nature and that of
history. But that is not to discount the extent to which the “magic”
of displacement works at the unconscious level. This displacement
accounts for the energy that can be invested specifically in knowl-
edge of the nature of the self. On that level the contradiction can
be grasped and overcome not only through symbolic speech but even
in the practices of daily life. Although 10QS 3—4 looks forward to an
eschatological resolution of the contradictions of the divided subject,
one should remember the immediate literary context of 1QS 3—4 in
the Serek ha-Yahad with its elaboration of the disciplines that make
it possible for a person to enhance “his insight and the perfection
of his way” (1QS 5:24). Thus the almost obsessive cultivation of a
properly ordered character at Qumran is at least in part an attempt
to resolve symbolically the ideological and historical contradictions
created by the political domination of international empires. One
only uncovers this, however, by analyzing the symbolic structures
and tracing the displacement and repression of the political motive.

There is finally one other way in which the historical contradic-
tions are symbolically resolved in this text, a way that takes one back
to another aspect of the construction of knowledge, specifically to
the relation between knowledge and temporality. The temporal is,
of course, the realm in which the conflict between truth and per-
versity must be endured, and the realm in which even the righteous
are subject to the influence of evil. And although the text makes no
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explicit reference to it, the temporal is also the sphere of the polit-
ical. But all of this conflict, including its origin and its resolution,
can also be said to exist in the atemporal plan of God (1QS 3:15-16).

Since 108 is a teaching of the plan of God, at least insofar as
human beings are capable of grasping it, it i3 knowledge that allows
one to transcend the temporal and with it to transcend subjection
to conflict and contradiction. Knowledge becomes an experience of
power over the temporal, even while one is still subject to it. Such
knowledge, however, is available only to one who has “persevered
in the conversion of his life,” as the Community Rule puts it (P
P71 2wn, 3:1). Thus, the disciplining of the self through obedience
to the will of God is validated despite its apparent inability to make
a difference in the world, because it is through obedience that one
receives knowledge and through knowledge that one experiences now
the overcoming of subjection to contradiction.

In the relation between knowledge and temporality and in its sym-
bolic forms of knowledge that facilitate the displacement of political
conflict into the realm of the self, 1QS 3—4 does indeed offer “imag-
inary solutions for unresolvable social contradictions.” And thus it
serves as an act of ideological resistance against the international
political context in which Second Temple Judaism found itself. As
with all symbolic acts, it is an ambiguous one. A symbolic act is, as
Jameson notes, “a way of acting on the world and of compensating
for the impossibility of such action all at once.”'* By enacting their
victory in the symbolic structures of knowledge, language, and the
self, the Qumran community found it possible to postpone action in
the realm of history for generations. Whether in the end they attempted
to act or were simply overtaken by history is difficult to say. The
charred rubble and Roman arrowheads found at Khirbet Qumran
remain silent on that point.

" Jameson, “Symbolic Inference,” 151.
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HOW TO MAKE A SECTARIAN: FORMATION
OF LANGUAGE, SELF, AND COMMUNITY IN
THE SEREK HA-YAHAD

If by some time-machine magic one could ask a member of the
Qumran community what his purpose was in joining the sectarian
community, he might well reply with something like the opening
words of the Serck ha-Yahad: “to seek God with a whole heart and
soul in order to do what is good and just before him, as he com-
manded by Moses and by all his servants the prophets” (1QS 1:1-3).
What is remarkable about this statement is how unremarkable it is.
There is nothing distinctly sectarian about it. It would be difficult
to find any Jew of the Second Temple period who would disagree
with the centrality of these matters or with the way in which they
were expressed. Only as one persuaded this member of the Qumran
community to elaborate would it become apparent that for him the
meaning of the concept of divine commandments and of a life lived
in accordance with them was inflected with a distinctive pattern of
accentuation. Some of these inflections one would recognize as hav-
ing priestly overtones or apocalyptic ones. Others would be ordinary
words used in a slightly distinctive way, the nuances of which one
would gradually learn by listening to the sectarian talk. Although
very little in his speech would be unique, the combination of the
various features would produce a way of talking that was not quite
like that of any other community within Second Temple Judaism.
As the sectarian continued to speak, it would become apparent that
a distinctive form of self-understanding and distinctive patterns of
community were embedded in his language, not only in the direct
assertions of his statements but also in his choice of figures of speech,
metaphors, and even verbal style. As James Boyd White remarked,
“There is an intimate and necessary connection between the orga-
nization of language and the organization of community—between
‘text” and ‘constitution’—and between both of these and the orga-
nization of the individual mind.”' Making a sectarian is, above all,

' White, 199.
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a matter of remaking the language he speaks. Within the Qumran
literature, the text that is most self-consciously concerned with the
formation of language, self, and community is the Serek ha-Yahad.

CONSTRUCTED SELVES AND FiGURED WORLDS

The framework I use for studying sectarian rhetoric in relation to
the formation of self and community has been discussed at some
length in Chapter one. I wish to supplement that discussion here
with a brief account of the approach to the social and symbolic con-
struction of selves and communities recently developed by anthro-
pologist Dorothy Holland and her associates.? Naturally, there are
many things that anthropologists can investigate, working with liv-
ing communities and persons, that are not accessible to someone
working with the textual deposits of an ancient community. But much
of what engages Holland and her colleagues are the discourses and
practices of the self as they occur in particular communities. Such
things may include first person speech, speech that construes others
and their actions in particular ways, as well as more theoretical dis-
cussions about the nature of selthood. Since these topics are of explicit
concern in the Serek ha-Yahad and in the Hodayot, Holland’s
approach lends itself—with appropriate limitations—to a study of
these documents. Care must be taken, of course, not to import alien
or anachronistic notions of the self into the discourse of another cul-
ture. But the culturally specific notion of the self can be elicited by
attending carefully to the particular words, symbolic forms, and prac-
tices by which people represent themselves.

Holland and her associates share much in common with Geertz’s
approach, particularly the crucial role of symbolic forms. But they
place rather more emphasis on the dynamics of the self as a prac-
tice. Persons develop a sense of who they are in many ways. Social
norms for bodily practices are one significant means, because of the
close identification of a person with his or her body. How one posi-
tions and moves the body helps to form a sense of the self in terms
of gender, social position, religious identification, and so forth. How
one clothes the body and what foods one eats or does not eat—and

? Dorothy Holland, et al., Identity and Agency in Cultural Worlds.
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with whom—join any number of other symbolic practices to con-
struct identity. Although physical and nonverbal symbolic practices
are of great significance in the construction of identities, language
takes pride of place among the symbolic tools for the fashioning of
selves and worlds. The terms used to refer to self and others, the
vocabulary of insult and praise, the words that locate a person in
relation to a larger community, those that articulate aspirations or
fears, the little narratives that connect events in meaningful sequences
and construct possible futures all work together to create a richly
textured world in which the person locates him or herself. Such dis-
courses that shape self and world are not developed in isolation but
are fundamentally social practices.

Identities, of course, are not singular but plural. Even in relatively
simple societies (if there are such), persons are regularly engaged in
many different, and often competing discourses of the self. One has
many identities of varying scope and significance—professor, wife,
hiker, Episcopalian, southerner, political liberal, dog fancier. These
plural identities are often compartmentalized, although at times they
can be used over against one another to resist or critique proffered
identities and roles. Identities, of course, are only intelligible in rela-
tion to larger social and cultural constructs, what Holland and her
associates call figured worlds.?

Figured worlds are the “as if” structures that persons take as
meaningful reality. They are “as if” in the sense that they are cul-
turally constructed, furnished with model narratives, typical character

* Although Holland et al. (60) do not give a formal definition, the following
description is helpful. “As we situate [the concept of figured worlds] among the
related concepts of fields, practices, activities, and communities of practice, the place
of figured worlds takes a clearer shape. It is a landscape of objectified (materially
and perceptibly expressed) meanings, joint activities, and structures of privilege and
influence—all partly contingent upon and partly independent of other figured worlds,
the interconnections among figured worlds, and larger societal and trans-societal
forces. Figured worlds in their conceptual dimensions supply the contexts of mean-
ing for actions, cultural productions, performances, disputes, for the understandings
that people come to make of themselves, and for the capabilities that people develop
to direct their own behavior in these worlds. Materially, figured worlds are mani-
fest in people’s activities and practices; the idioms of the world realize selves and
others in the familiar narratives and everyday performances that constantiate rela-
tive positions of influence and prestige. Figured worlds provide the contexts of mean-
ing and action in which social positions and social relationships are named and
conducted. They also provide the loci in which people fashion senses of self—that
1s, develop identities.”
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roles, objects and activities that are part of the social performances
conducted within these worlds, sets of appropriate and inappropri-
ate emotions and responses to recurrent situations, posited beliefs
about the nature of reality, and so forth. In this regard figured worlds
bear considerable resemblance to game-playing and fantasy, except
that the “brackets” put around those activities to emphasize their
fictionality are generally not in play in the figured worlds of every-
day reality.* The figured worlds of social life include the various
institutions of a given community (e.g., the business world, the aca-
demic world, the military world, the medical world, the world of a
religious community), but they also include smaller social niches and
less formalized realms. Holland and her associates explore, for instance,
Alcoholics Anonymous and the world of college romance as exam-
ples of figured worlds.

Figured worlds, along with the character roles they offer and the
structures of meaning they provide, are not just given realities but
must be entered. Whether the process is formal or informal, persons
enter into figured worlds as novices and become both more proficient
and more shaped by the worlds as they continue to engage in their
discourses and practices. By the same token, however, the historical
and contingent nature of figured worlds means that they exist only
by being enacted. Thus no matter how real such a world may appear,
it is always under construction and modification by those who par-
ticipate in it. Selves and worlds are co-produced. Since figured worlds
must recruit persons, they are always in various fashions engaged in
rhetorical persuasion. They often tout their goods in terms of nar-
ratives of aspiration and achievement or of reward versus punish-
ment, but in some instances the strategy involves the creation of the
image of a counterworld. In such counterworlds, “motives are askew
and actions are opposed to the course of events appropriate to the
world’s topos.” In just such a manner, Holland suggests, the figured
world of conservative talk-show hosts constructs the counterworld of
“secular humanists and multiculturalists.”

The usefulness of this type of analysis for studying the literature
of the Qumran community is obvious. Although figured worlds are

* It is possible, however, for a fantasy world to move into the public, political
realm. Holland et al. (239-47) describe just such a process in the “publicization of
courtly love.”

> Holland et al., 250.
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part and parcel of every aspect of human culture, sectarian movements
must be particularly explicit and intentional in constructing the lan-
guage and practices that will give tangible shape to their world. Since
entry into such a world is so much more clearly marked than, for
example, recruitment into the system of gender and family relations
typical of the general social world, the cultivation of a model iden-
tity 1s likely to be the subject of rather intense concern. The typi-
cally agonistic relationship of sectarian movements to the larger social
body fosters the creation of counterworlds that help to define sec-
tarian identity, both individually and collectively. Since our sources
for the Qumran community are not only literary but in some sense
“official” texts, what one cannot examine is the way in which specific
individuals internalized the figural identities offered them, negotiated
among various identities, became agents within the figured worlds,
and perhaps also resisted or modified the identities offered. But what
is available are the models of the language and symbolic forms by
which the figured world and its characters were articulated, as well
as references to some of the practices by which they were realized.

TuE FicureD WORLD oOF A DiscIPLINARY INSTITUTION

One might attempt to get a sense of the particular nature of the
figured world of Qumran by comparing it with other sectarian move-
ments, both in Second Temple Judaism and in other cultural con-
texts. Although he was not particularly focused on rhetoric and the
formation of self in relation to sectarian community, Albert Baumgarten
provides much of this kind of analysis in The Flourishing of Fewish Sects
in the Maccabean Period. Important aspects of the Qumran commu-
nity, however, may be overlooked if they were to be compared only
with other contemporary sectarian movements. Thus I wish to situ-
ate the Qumran sectarian community in relation to another quite
different frame of reference, namely, Michel Foucault’s account of
disciplinary institutions and the disciplinary power they construct. In
addition, Foucault’s investigation of various interpretive “technolo-
gies of the self” also lends itself helpfully to understanding the rela-
tion between language, community, and self at Qumran.® Foucault,

b See especially Foucault, Discipline and Punish and “Technologies of the Self.”
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of course, was not generating a general theory of power, knowledge,
and the subject but rather investigating the specific historical con-
text within which certain forms of power developed. Although one
must respect the limits set by Foucault’s historicism, it is possible to
draw on his work for insight into other periods. Foucault himself
acknowledged that, even though disciplinary power only became a
socially pervasive form of power in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, it existed in more restricted social forms (e.g., monastic
houses) in earlier periods. Similarly, Foucault’s work on confession
as a practice that relates power, knowledge, and the self came to
focus increasingly on the ascetic practices of Greco-Roman paganism
and early Christianity. As helpful as Foucault can be in providing a
framework for understanding the social nature of disciplinary prac-
tices, there are symbolic dimensions to the practices and discourse
of the Serek ha-Yahad that his type of inquiry cannot illumine; hence
the importance of attending also to the more socio-linguistic and
symbolic approach of Holland. Since Foucault is not a staple of
Qumran scholarship, it is important to give a somewhat extended
introduction to those aspects of his work that are most relevant to
this inquiry.

Disciplinary power is a technology of control that takes the body
as a primary object of power. Whatever the discipline’s concrete pur-
pose, it has the general aim of producing human beings who are
both productive and docile. The parade examples of the products
of such disciplinary technology are the soldier, the factory worker,
the student, and in somewhat different ways, the prisoner and the
hospital patient. Control of the body is an essential element. Indeed,
in some disciplines the body may even be subdivided into constituent
parts, as when separate drills are used to train the legs and arms of
a soldier for their particular functions. Although some types of con-
trol of the body are clearly instrumentally related to the aims of the
discipline (e.g., the motions necessary for efficient shooting of a rifle),
in other cases the relationship is less direct (e.g., the training of a
student in how to sit “properly” at a table for instruction or how
to stand for reciting). Foucault himself notes the way in which Philo
describes the Therapeutae as learning the discipline of listening in
part by “always assum[ing] the same posture when listening.”” The

7 Foucault, “Technologies of the Self,” 32.
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concern for seating order and decorum at Qumran assemblies is a
similar form of such discipline. The organization and training of
bodies is never incidental in the exercise of disciplinary power, for
it subjects the individual to a form of control which eventually
becomes a form of self-control. “The motto of the disciplines might
be: Get hold of their bodies—their hearts and minds will follow.”®

Along with operations on bodies themselves, disciplinary power
exercises itself through the organization of space, and in particular,
the organization of bodies in space. Two features are characteristic:
separation (e.g., the separate enclosure for the factory, schoolroom,
army camp, prison) and internal organization, the grid within which
bodies are arranged. The internal organization of space may be a
feature of architecture (e.g., the physical configuration of the hospi-
tal or the prison building), but it may also be accomplished by arrang-
ing bodies themselves (e.g., the formation of soldiers in lines and
units for military review, the seating arrangements in a classroom).
As Foucault notes, “discipline organizes an analytical space” that
accounts for each individual.” Such organization of space and bod-
ies serves many purposes, one of the most important of which is sur-
veillance, which Foucault understands as essential to the functioning
of disciplinary power. “The exercise of discipline presupposes a mech-
anism that coerces by means of observation; an apparatus in which
the techniques that make it possible to see induce effects of power,
and in which, conversely, the means of coercion make those on
whom they are applied clearly visible.”'” Surveillance is most effective
if it 1s dispersed and continuous. This “disciplinary gaze” is not
merely a feature of architectural or physical arrangements but also
of social and organizational ones. Foucault gives as an example the
forms of surveillance instituted in elementary teaching in the eighteenth
century, in particular the system of observers, monitors, and tutors,
senior students who were responsible for supervising aspects of the
behavior and learning of their classmates, and who were themselves
supervised by teachers."!

Surveillance makes possible, among other things, the exercise of
“normalizing judgments,” what Foucault calls the “small penal mech-
anism” at the heart of all disciplinary systems. This system imitates

8 Ransom, Foucaull’s Discipline, 47.

9 Foucault, Discipline and Punish, 143.

1 Foucault, Discipline and Punish, 170.

" Foucault, Discipline and Punish, 176-77.
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the legal/judicial penal system in certain ways, although the behav-
iors it seeks to regulate are not those that are the concern of the
law, nor matters of serious moral concern, but rather minute, sub-
tle, and often quite personal matters. Attention to detail and the
control of the minute is characteristic of the exercise of disciplinary
power.'? “The workshop, the school, the army were subject to a
whole micro-penalty of time (lateness, absences, interruptions of tasks),
of activity (inattention, negligence, lack of zeal), of behavior (impo-
liteness, disobedience), of speech (idle chatter, insolence), of the body
(‘incorrect’ attitudes, irregular gestures, lack of cleanliness), or sexu-
ality (impurity, indecency).”"” One might almost think Foucault com-
piled his list from the schedule of punishments in col. 7 of the Serek
ha-Yahad.

Not all normalizing judgments in a disciplinary system have this
quasi legal/judicial character, however. Discipline is not simply con-
cerned with proscribed behaviors and attitudes but also with what
does not measure up or meet the standard. Systems of rewards and
punishments are used as inducements to motivate achievement of
the standard level of performance. These judgments evaluate behav-
ior not simply in terms of a binary good/bad classification, as in a
legal/judicial system, but in terms of better/worse, thus creating a
hierarchy of skill or achievement, so that persons are distributed
according to rank or grade. Thus rank itself becomes a form of
reward and punishment, especially if it is made visible by some token
or enacted in daily activities. Foucault concludes,

the art of punishing, in the regime of disciplinary power, is aimed nei-
ther at expiation, nor even precisely at repression. It brings five quite
distinct operations into play: it refers individual actions to a whole that
is at once a field of comparison, a space of differentiation and the
principle of a rule to be followed. It differentiates individuals from one
another. . . . It measures in quantitative terms and hierarchizes in terms
of value the abilities, the level, the ‘nature’ of the individuals. It intro-
duces, through this ‘value-giving’ measure, the constraint of a confor-
mity that must be achieved. Lastly, it traces the limit that will define
difference in relation to all other differences, the external frontier of
the abnormal. . .. The perpetual penalty that traverses all points and

2 Foucault, Discipline and Punish, 140.
13 Foucault, Discipline and Punish, 178.
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supervises every instant in the disciplinary institutions compares, differ-
entiates, hierarchizes, homogenizes, excludes. In short, it normalizes."*

Although surveillance and normalizing judgment are exercised in a
variety of ways, the technique that brings them together is the exam-
ination. Often highly ritualized, the examination combines a cere-
mony of power with the form of an experiment, in that the exercise
of power leads to the establishment of some truth about the one
examined. As will be explored below, the system of annual exami-
nations described in the Serek ha-Yahad serves just such a purpose.

Foucault argues that disciplines “produce” individuals. They do
this first by creating in persons certain qualities, behaviors, and skills
that were not there before but which become integral to the person
and part of his or her identity. Surveillance and the examination
also make the individual an analyzable object whose peculiar achieve-
ments and limits become the focus of attention both for the person
and for the examining authority. Iinally, hierarchical ranking dis-
tributes, and thus individualizes, by placing each person in relation
to others.

One of Foucault’s most important observations has to do with the
relationship between disciplinary power and knowledge, which he
understands as being mutually produced. In various ways the exer-
cise of disciplinary power requires and therefore produces knowl-
edge. There 1s, for instance, the creation of entire fields of empirical
knowledge about bodies, populations, and so forth, which are gen-
erated by various disciplines’
however, is the way in which certain techniques of power, such as

need to know.” More pertinent here
p s

the examination, produce knowledge about persons. Such informa-
tion is often documented in writing, so that the individual becomes
a “case,” an object of knowledge. But knowledge can also under-
write and generate the exercise of power. Foucault pursued this topic
most explicitly in relation to his study of sexuality. In the nineteenth
century certain theoretical discourses posited sexuality as the essence
of the individual and the key to personal identity. Foucault attempted
“to analyze the practices by which individuals were led to focus their
attention on themselves, to decipher, recognize, and acknowledge
themselves as subjects of desire, bringing into play between themselves

" Foucault, Discipline and Punish, 182-83.
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and themselves a certain relationship that allows them to discover,
in desire, the truth of their being, be it natural or fallen.”" These
discourses of truth both necessitated and justified the development
of various techniques of power by which an individual could learn
the truth about himself. The individual confessed his private thoughts
and practices to a figure of power, the doctor or psychiatrist, who
required and directed the nature of the disclosures, but who was in
turn able to interpret the meaning and significance of the self-dis-
closure. In this relationship was an interplay of truth and power that
held out the promise of healing and liberation. Thus the examina-
tion became a type of confession and the individual not simply an
object of knowledge but a subject of knowledge as well. At Qumran,
of course, the discourse of truth did not concern sexuality but the
“spirit” of a person as it can be discerned by an examination of his
knowledge and deeds of torah.

Despite certain obvious differences from those studied by Foucault,
the community described by the Serck ha-Yahad is recognizable as
a disciplinary institution. One of the differences between the Yahad
and institutions studied by Foucault is the role of “meaning” in rela-
tion to the institution. Whereas many of the nineteenth century dis-
ciplinary institutions were utilitarian in character (a factory does not
primarily “mean” something), the Yahad and the activities that took
place within it were saturated with meaning. Nevertheless, one should
not overlook the fact that the Yahad also understood itself as a place
of production. What it produced was acts of obedience to God
according to torah, and more precisely according to the proper inter-
pretation of God’s torah. Such acts of obedience further served to
make expiation for the sins of the community (1QS 5:6) and for the
land (8:10), and to effect the judgment of the wicked (5:7; 8:10). The
instruments required to accomplish this purpose are the individuals
who join the community. In their unimproved state, however, they
cannot adequately serve that function. To do so they must enter
into a necessary system of discipline, as the Serek ha-Yahad explic-
itly states (1:11-13). Thus they become simultancously the objects of
disciplinary power and its instruments. Since we lack an adequate
range of sources that would allow for a reliable reconstruction of
the life of the community either at a particular moment or over

¥ Foucault, The Use of Pleasure, 5.
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time, it 13 important to keep in mind the focus of this study. It is
an analysis of a text, not a society. But the nature of the Serek ha-
Yahad is such that it presents itself as an intentional instrument for
the formation of a figured world that takes the form of a discipli-
nary community.

Tue NATURE, PURPOSE, AND STRUCTURE OF THE SEREK HA-YAHAD

A glance at the terms by which scholars have attempted to charac-
terize the Serek ha-Yahad suggests some of the difficulty of finding
a modern genre designation that is apt. Among other things, the
work has been designated a “manual of discipline,” a “handbook,”
a “rulebook,” a “code,” and a “constitution.” One can intuit from
these terms something of what scholars are trying to indicate about
the work: that it is in some sense a normative account of the prac-
tices of the community that pertains both to individual and group
behavior. Some of the terms suggest the formative or foundational
nature of the text. Others draw attention to the specificity of the
norms included. But all seem problematic in various ways. The
difficulty is not simply one of anachronism, as modern western analo-
gies are sought to clarify the nature of the document. Moshe Weinfeld’s
comparison of the Serek ha-Yahad with various official organiza-
tional documents from Hellenistic-Roman guilds and religious asso-
ciations underscores the fact that, despite various parallels, the Serek
ha-Yahad is sui generis.'

Perhaps the best place to begin is with the text’s own designation
of itself as a sefer serek. Philip Alexander’s study of the semantics of
serek demonstrates that the word has a range of meaning approxi-
mating that of Greek taxis. Both words have to do with organiza-
tion, administration, procedure, regulation, or, as Alexander puts it,

1 Weinfeld, Organizational Pattern, 46-47. The closest generic parallel from antiq-
uity would be the early church orders, which were composed more than two cen-
turies later than the Serek ha-Yahad. See the study of Audet, “Literary and Doctrinal
Relationships of the ‘Manuel of Discipline’.” Klinghardt (“The Manual of Discipline
in the Light of Statutes of Hellenistic Associations”) argues that the similarities
between the Serck ha-Yahad and the rules of the Hellenistic associations warrant
understanding the Yahad as a religious association of the Hellenistic type. In my
opinion he overstates the case. See also the critical comments of Collins, “Forms
of Community,” 100—104.
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“the order or rules according to which a group of people is to be
organized and to conduct its affairs.”'” The term serek occurs in four
texts—the War Scroll, the Damascus Document, the Community
Rule, and the Rule of the Congregation. When the word is used to
refer to the text itself, it seems primarily to designate the content of
what is to follow (e.g., “this is the order for...”). Nevertheless, there
appears to be an incipient sense of genre in those works that attempt
to give an account of the order by which the community is to orga-
nize itself or conduct certain activities, though they differ from one
another in many ways.

Concerning the purpose of the Serck ha-Yahad, the most plausi-
ble suggestion is that it was composed as a guide for the commu-
nity’s teacher, the Maskil, who was charged with a crucial role in
the admission, instruction, and advancement of the members of the
society.'® Because the beginning of the text is broken, there is some
question whether the Serek ha-Yahad is addressed to the Maskil
alone or to the Maskil and the community at large, although the
most plausible reconstructions favor an address to the Maskil alone."
It is a separate question, however, whether the Maskil was the pri-
mary reader of the text or, as some have suggested, that the Serek
ha-Yahad was used directly in the instruction of new members, as
a sort of written extension of the Maskil’s teaching function.” In

7" Alexander, “Rules,” 799; Yadin, War of the Sons of Light, 148-50.

18 Vermes, Complete Dead Sea Scrolls, 97; Roop, “Form Critical Study of the Society
Rule,” 335; Alexander, “Redaction-History of Serekh ha-Yahad,” 439. The Two
Spirits section is specifically introduced by a reference to the Maskil’s responsibil-
ity for teaching, and a special set of rules for the Maskil begins in 1QS 9:22. A
reference to the task of bringing new members into the sect (1:7) also suggests to
some that the document is addressed to the leaders of the community (see Knibb,
79). For the role of the Maskil in the formation of the community, see Newsom,
“The Sage in the Literature of Qumran: The Functions of the Maskil.”

19 Carmignac (“Conjecture,” 85-87) suggested that the opening line of the text
be restored as follows, “For [the Maskil . . . for the me|n his brothers” (. ..22wn]?
7 owuwb). That suggestion has been refuted by Metso (Textual Development, 111)
and by Alexander and Vermes (Serekh ha-Yahad, 32). More probable is Metso’s (112)
own suggestion, T 70 720 Y D0 N8 D 5own|?, For the wise leader,
to instruct the men for (during?) his life, the book of the order of the community.”

% So Charlesworth (Rule of the Community, 1), who suggests that “portions of the
Rule of the Community were probably to be memorized during the two years proba-
tionary period (1QS 6.13-23). Probably 3.13-4.26 (or at least sections of it) were
known by heart by all members of the community.” Whether or not Charlesworth
is technically correct, his remarks contain an important insight. For identities to be
conferred and the figured world of Qumran sectarianism to be maintained, the dis-
courses and practices of the sect had to become by some means the internalized
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either case the document’s function has more to do with formation
than information. The Serek ha-Yahad lacks the level of detail that
would be needed if it were to be a sort of “owner’s manual” for
the operation of the sect. Yet neither is it, despite its composite
nature, a mere loose-leaf notebook of odds and ends. As Alexander
and Vermes note, its unity, both thematic and functional, is best
understood in relation to its purpose as a guide for the Maskil in
his preparation for his responsibilities as teacher and spiritual head
of the community.?" This is especially clear in the recension of 1QS.
Not only does the document begin with a directive to the Maskil,
but two other sub-sections are similarly introduced (3:13; 9:12), the
latter of which contains instructions specific to the Makil’s own respon-
sibilities and behavior and concludes with a first person hymn attrib-
uted to the Maskil. Thus although the document contains material
that the Maskil used in teaching and forming new members, 10QS
also has the rhetorical shape of a work of formation for the Maskil
himself.

RECENSIONS

Publication of the Cave 4 copies of the Serek ha-Yahad has shown
that the document existed in several different recensions, the rela-
tionship among which is still debated. Both for practical reasons and
because I find it the most rhetorically interesting recension, my inves-
tigation will focus on 1QS. But a brief account needs to be given
of how the various copies of the document compare with one another.
The manuscript copies of the Serek ha-Yahad differ from one another
in two primary ways. First, some of them contain large blocks of
material that are absent in others. Second, some contain numerous
explanatory phrases and scriptural proof-texts that others do not.
The two main accounts of the recensions of the Serek ha-Yahad
have been published by Metso and by Alexander and Vermes. In
their edition of the Cave 4 fragments, Alexander and Vermes sug-
gest that four recensions of the Serek ha-Yahad existed.” Recension

words by which each member of the community thought and spoke. We cannot
know, however, the means by which the Maskil carried out his teaching.

2l Alexander and Vermes, 10.

2 Alexander and Vermes, 12. In his earlier study, “Redaction-History of Serekh
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A is represented by 1QS (Hasmonean semiformal script, ca. 100-75
BCE); recension B by 4QS" and 4QS" (both early Herodian formal
script, ca. 30—1 BCE);”® Recension C by 4QS¢ (late Hasmonean/early
Herodian semicursive with semiformal features, ca. 50-25 BCE);
Recension D by 4QS¢ (late Hasmonean/Herodian semicursive, ca.
50—1 BCE). It is also possible that 4QpapS* (early Hasmonean cur-
sive, ca. 125-100 BCE) was an carly draft of the document, con-
taining some material not found in other versions.** Metso reconstructs
an (unattested) original version of the Serek ha-Yahad which con-
tained the equivalent of 1QS 5-9. In the extant manuscripts, two
lines of textual tradition can be discerned, one represented by 4QS¢,
the other by 4QS" and 4QS“. A compiler who knew both lines of
tradition produced the recension represented by 1QS.%

Although Alexander and Metso generally agree in their recen-
sional groupings, they disagree as to their relationship and conse-
quently on the place of 1QS in the history of the development of
the Serek ha-Yahad. In an article published in 1996, Alexander
argued that in the absence of compelling evidence to the contrary,

ha-Yahad,” Alexander proposed three recensions, the first represented by 1QS and
4QS*, the second represented by 4QS¢, and the third represented by 4QS™ 4.

As the best preserved text, 1QS forms the basis of comparison, though it does
not otherwise have a privileged status. For recensional analysis Alexander and Vermes
consider the presence or absence of the following blocks of material to be significant:
(1) 1QS 1-4, the introduction, the account of the covenant renewal ceremony, and
the Two Spirits Treatise; (2) 1QS 8:15-9:11, the so-called Manifesto; (3) 10S
10:5-11:22, the Hymn of the Maskil; (4) 1QSa, the Rule of the Congregation, and
1QSb, the Rule of Blessings. To take these units in order, manuscript 4QS* does
not contain the material represented in 1QS 1-4 but begins with the equivalent of
1QS 5, though with a different heading. Of the other manuscripts 4QpapS?, 4QSP",
4QpapS° and 4QS" all contain some material from this section. The so-called
Manifesto (1QS 8:15-9:11) is not contained in 4QS¢, but is found in 4QS". The
Maskil’s Hymn is also not found in 4QS¢, though it appears in 4QS", 4QS9, 4QS',
4QS. In place of the Maskil’s hymn 4QS° contains the calendric text known as
Otot. Only 10QS attests 1QSa and 1QSb. This listing of major differences only
begins to reflect the complex recensional picture, however, since the patterns of
variant readings do not necessarily correspond with the inclusion or omission of the
larger units of text.

# Since 4QS» and 4QS¢! differ concerning the inclusion of 1QS 1-4, Alexander
and Vermes (12) suggest that this recension be subdivided, B' = 4QS" and B* =
4Q8-.

# The assignment of other manuscripts to these recensional groups is uncertain
because of their fragmentary state, although 4QS" may belong with 1QS and 4QS¢,
and 4QS# (probably ca. 50-1 BCE) may belong with 4QS> 9. See Alexander and
Vermes, 10-12, and Metso, Textual Development, 90—95.

» Metso, Textual Development, 146—47.
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the paleographical dates of the manuscripts should be taken as evi-
dence of the dates of development of the various recensions. Although
his recensional analysis in that article differs somewhat from the
analysis in the editio princeps, he assumes that 1QS represents the old-
est available recension. The composite nature of 1QS, however,
points to a history of development that extends back behind the
available textual evidence. What is most difficult to explain in
Alexander’s model is the nature of the differences between 10QS
5:1-10 and the shorter text in 4QS"™ ¢ and the differences between
1QS 8:15-9:11 and the parallels in 4QS% though Alexander offers
possible explanations for such development. Metso argues differently.
Provisionally setting aside the issue of the paleographical date of the
manuscripts and concentrating on the likely patterns of redactional
development as they can be inductively determined, she comes to
the opposite conclusion and argues that the recension found in 1QS
is later and more developed than that in 4QS"™ ¢ on the one hand
and 40QS° on the other. The issues are complex and the evidence
ambiguous. Considerable work remains to be done before the issue
can be settled with certainty. Although it would be desirable to know
more about the history of the composition and revision of the Serek
ha-Yahad and the place of 1QS within the history of that develop-
ment, the limits on what can be established requires that one work
more modestly, taking 1QS simply as one version among others.”
Because of the differences, each recension would have had a some-
what different rhetorical force. Since the Cave 4 texts exist only in
fragments, it is seldom possible to compare and contrast their rhetor-
ical strategies, though I will note differences between the texts from
time to time.

ToHE RHETORICAL STRUCTURE OF |(Q)SEREK HA-YAHAD

Since the Serck ha-Yahad is a composite text, formed by joining
preexisting materials of diverse sorts, its unity does not derive from
a sustained argument or from the presence of a single rhetorical

% In contrast to the optimism of some earlier interpreters, such as Murphy-
O’Connor (“La genese littéraire”), I do not think that one can correlate the stages
of redaction with particular events or stages within the history of the sectarian
community.
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voice or even a consistent set of words and images but rather from
the arrangement of the sections and their relation to one another.
That the author/redactor did operate with a sense of the whole is
indicated in the way in which the opening lines (1QS 1:1-15) fore-
shadow several of the parts to follow. In her analysis of the intro-
ductory passages that are found throughout the Serek ha-Yahad
(1:1-15; 5:1-7; 8:1-13a+15a), Metso noted that although there are
certain themes that recur in all (e.g., commitment to torah, ethical
obligations of the members), 1QS 1:1-15 contains two that are distinc-
tive: the polarities of light/darkness and love/hatred (1:3—4, 9-10),
and the admission of members into the covenant (1:7). These clauses
anticipate the language and themes of the Two Spirits Treatise
(3:13—4:26) and the account of the liturgy for entry into the covenant
(1:16-3:12). Other themes, such as property (1:13; cf. 6:18-21) and
the calendar (1:9, 13—14; cf. 10:1-8) anticipate issues that are dealt
with in later sections of the document.”’ Thus the introduction in
1:1-15 seems to have been developed as an introduction to the doc-
ument as a whole and not for cols. 1-4 only.”

Whether 10S has an overall rhetorical structure has been a debated
question. Pierre Guilbert has made the most forceful attempt to argue
for a logical and intentional plan for 1QS, a plan conceived and
executed by an author who controlled his materials closely.? Despite
many astute observations Guilbert’s theory has rightly been judged
to overstate the case for the unity and logical coordination of the
Serck ha-Yahad. Although Devorah Dimant assumes the composite
nature of the text, she has argued for a chiastic structure that orders
the sections of 1QS and gives unity to the whole.”” Undoubtedly
significant echoes and parallels between sections of 1QS exist, but
in my opinion a chiastic analysis similarly overstates the unity of the
document. Nevertheless, I am not inclined to say that 1QS is sim-
ply a random assemblage. It is important, however, to think both
about the diachronic development of the text as well as its synchronic
shape.

¥ Metso, Textual Development, 122.

% This finding argues against Stegemann’s contention (Library of Qumran, 107-12)
that 1QS 1:1-3:12 is a separate rule from 1QS 5-11.

? Guilbert, “Le plan de la Regle de la Communauté’.”
% Dimant, “Qumran Sectarian Literature,” 497-502.
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I am generally persuaded by Metso’s theory of the growth of the
Serck ha-Yahad. In her scenario the oldest discernible version con-
tained the short recension of the material found in 1QS 5-9, with-
out 8:15b—9:11 (whether 4Q Otot was included in this recension is
uncertain). In one line of textual tradition (A) many small additions
were made to 1QS 59, supplying scriptural legitimation and empha-
sizing the theme of the community as the keeper of the covenant
with God. Otot was transmitted in this line of tradition. In another
line of tradition (B) the short text of 1QS 5-9 was supplemented
with a version of 10QS 8:15b-9:11, and the Maskil’s hymn (9:26a-11:22)
was added in place of Otot. At some point the material found in
1QS 1-4 was added. Finally, a redactor or compiler drew on both
redactional streams to produce what we know as 1QS.”!

Given such a complex history, overall structures are likely to be
formed more from an intuitive sense of the appropriate sequence of
general topics than by a careful plan or chiastic design. But such a
sense of sequence can be discerned. Both in the older form of the
Serek ha-Yahad (= 1QS 5-9) and in the form represented by 4QSP
and 1QS 1-11 the text opens with a motivational paragraph couched
in infinitives, followed by a treatment of a ritual of entry (the oath
in 1QS 5, the covenant ceremony in 1QS 1-2), and finally mater-
ial concerning the order of life in the society. The instructions for
the Maskil, who has a specialized leadership role within the society,
are appropriately placed at the end of the document. Thus the Serek
ha-Yahad is roughly shaped to recapitulate the stages of life as a
sectarian: from motivation, to admission, instruction, life together,
and leadership. Although the inclusion of 1QS 1-4 creates a slight
reduplication of the pattern, the fundamental rhetorical movement
remains clear. The strong verbal echoes between the description of
the covenant ritual in 1QS 1-2 and the material pertaining to the
Maskil in 1QS 9:12-11:22% not only serve as a literary inclusio but
also encourage one to see in the character of the Maskil the telos
of the disciplines and teaching that the Serek ha-Yahad has described.

3 Metso, Textual Development, 146-147.
2 Weise, Rulizeiten, 64—68, 71, n. 79; Falk, Daily, Sabbath, and Festival Prayers,
110—-11.
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THE FiIGuRED WORLD OF THE SEREK HA-YAHAD AND THE
CONSTRUCTION OF THE SUBJECT

108 1:1-15. Introduction

Since the heading is broken, one cannot be certain how the text
began. Virtually all reconstructions, however, assume that the text
is addressed to the Maskil, and that, as in the directive to him in
3.13, he is charged with instructing the members.” Following this
initial charge, the text gives the title of the document that will pre-
pare him for his duties: 777 770 =80. The heading thus sets a tone
of formality and gravity. But in what follows, who speaks—and to
whom? The voice of the text is never personalized but seems rather
the collective voice of the community. Quite plausibly, these are
actually the words of previous Maskilim, written down for future
use.” Thus, even though the text is formally addressed to the Maskil,
it is better understood as providing him with a model for his own
speech as he addresses members of the community. Indeed the first
section of the Serek ha-Yahad seems rhetorically designed specifically
to address new members. The text begins, not with exclusively
“insider” language, but rather with a sophisticated rhetorical move-
ment that takes the language of the broader linguistic community of
Judaism and gradually transforms it into the distinctive accents of
the sectarian community.

Such a beginning is particularly apt, since to enter the commu-
nity is to learn a new language, one distinct in its choices of dic-
tion, syntax, structure, and genre, as well as its content. Such a
language cannot be too novel or foreign, however, but must begin
on common ground. Bakhtin notes that this orientation is actually
a part of all speech. The speaker orients himself toward the con-
ceptual horizon of the addressee as the ground upon which he will
attempt to construct his own utterance. By incorporating what is
familiar and even “owned” by the addressee, the speaker facilitates

3 Metso, Textual Development, 111-12.

3 Although Tigchelaar (“In Search of the Scribe of 1Q8S,” 452) does not use the
term Maskil, his analysis of the scribal practices of 1QS suggests that “the scribe
may have been one of the leaders of the Community, entitled to insert his scrip-
tural interpretation into the Community’s Rulebook. This might explain why some-
one who was ‘careless’ and ‘less competent’ as a scribe was nonetheless entrusted
to copy the 1QS scroll, and why this scroll was preserved so well.”
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the process by which his alien speech can be appropriated by the
addressee not just as an external, authoritative word but as “innerly
persuasive” speech.” So here, even though the long, developed
sequence of infinitive clauses with which the text begins is often taken
as a peculiarly Qumranic style, it echoes the style with which the
book of Proverbs begins.™ This echo suggests that, like Proverbs, the
Serek ha-Yahad presents itself as a book of instruction and forma-
tion. The infinitives identify the desire of the reader (“to learn wis-
dom and discipline” in Proverbs, “to seek God” in the Serek ha-Yahad)
and represent the book as the means toward fulfilling that desire.

Comparison with Proverbs takes one only so far. The further
significance of this construction for the Serek ha-Yahad has to be
sought within the logic of that text itself. Although it is often observed
that infinitives may be used in Qumran Hebrew as the equivalent
of finite verbs,” the construction of such a long chain of infinitives
suggests an intentional stylistic strategy, one used not only here but
also at the beginning of other introductory sections of the Serek ha-
Yahad (1QS 5:1-7; 9:12-23; cf. 8:1-13). The choice of the infinitive
exploits an important nuance of grammar. Where finite verbs include
information on subject, aspect, and mood, the infinitive expresses
only purpose: “in order to seek God...to do what is good...to
love ... to hate...to keep away ... to cling ... to conduct oneself.”
The vocabulary of motives first given to the reader of the text is a
vocabulary of pure intention. This is an apt language, since a vol-
untary society is not constituted by the givens of blood, marriage,
or geographical location, but only by the motives provided by a
common purpose.

Equally prominent in the opening lines are polar terms (e.g.,
good/bad; love/hate; choose/reject; light/darkness) and paired terms
(e.g., heart/soul, good/upright, Moses/the prophets). Most of these

pairs have a history in the common language, though they are not

% Bakhtin, Dialogic Imagination, 282.

% In commenting on the statement of purpose in Prov 1:2-6, Fox (Proverbs 1-9,
58) comments that “the syntax of this passage—a noun defined by a long series of
infinitives of purpose—is without parallel in the Bible. It is later employed in the
Rule of the Community from Qumran (1QS I 2-11), probably in dependence on
Proverbs.”

% Wernberg-Moller, Manual of Discipline, 44. See Qimron, Hebrew of the Dead Sea
Scrolls, 70-72, for a linguistic analysis of the predicative use of the infinitive in
Qumran Hebrew.
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elsewhere used in such a dense clustering. Common language is thus
subtly inflected by stylistic emphasis, creating a rhetoric of distinc-
tion and division. Words are given meaning not through stipulated
definitions or through concrete examples but formally, through the
linguistic resources of synonymy and antinomy. The linguistic world,
like the social world of the sectarian, is constituted by the paired
actions of separating and uniting. The very language he is taught to
speak is an icon of the life he will live.

Another notable feature of the language here and elsewhere in
the Serek ha-Yahad is the passion for qualification and specification.
One does not simply desire “to seek God” but “to seck God—with
a whole heart and soul—in order to do what is good and right
before Him—as he commanded—by the hand of Moses and by the
hand of all his servants the prophets.” An even more involved syn-
tax introduces the Two Spirits Treatise, as was discussed in the pre-
ceding chapter. To a certain extent this tendency may simply be
part of the ethos of scribes who delight in glossing texts. The vari-
ous glosses, scriptural citations, and other small expansions that one
can recognize through a comparison between 10QS 5-9 and the com-
parable sections of 4QS" and 4QS? reflect this scribal tendency.*
But one should not think of the Serck ha-Yahad as composed in an
original lean syntax, subsequently glossed. The elaborate and qualified
style seems to be a characteristic of the mode of composition itself.
Although this stylistic tendency is less transparently related to the
ideology of the sect than is the fondness for polar terms, it does
reflect a recognizable feature of the cthos of the community. The
Serek ha-Yahad repeatedly displays a concern for the production of
exact and precise knowledge. This concern is reflected not only in
the disciplines of the society that produce knowledge about persons
and about the will of God, but also in the way in which knowledge
is described. So here, the very habits of speech are shaped by a con-
cern to qualify and specify.

At the formal level elements of the distinctive language of the
Yahad are present from the first line of the text, but in terms of
diction and content the language with which the Serek ha-Yahad
begins sounds much like the ordinary, unmarked language that a

% Metso, Textual Development, 68-106. See Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation, 4477,
for an analysis of forms of scribal glossing in the Hebrew Bible.
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nonsectarian might use to express his desires and intentions: to seek
God; to do what is good and right; not walking any more in stub-
bornness of heart. On first impression the language strikes one as
vaguely deuteronomistic,™ but that is only to say as one of the most
widely used idioms of moral and religious discourse in the Second
Temple period. The Serek ha-Yahad thus opens with a passage that
uses the common coinage of moral language. As one who instructs
probationary members, the Maskil has to be able to use a language
that operates within the shared conceptual world, even as he inflects
that discourse with an intense rhetoric of purpose, synonymy and
antinomy.

A more attentive listener will discern something else in those open-
ing lines. More than simply an evocation of vaguely deuteronomistic
language, the initial statement of purpose is a dense network of scrip-
tural allusions and echoes (2 Chron 15:12; Deut 6:18; 12:28; Josh
14:2; 21:2; 2 Kgs 17:23; Isa 7:15-16; Am 5:15; Jer 7:24; 9:13, 23;
22:5; Ezek 6:9; Isa 52:2; etc.).” By invoking this intensely intertex-
tual language immediately following the heading, “book of the order
of the community,” the Serek ha-Yahad acknowledges the language
of scripture as the dominant discourse within which it situates its
own speech. Biblical allusion is a characteristic of virtually all of
Second Temple literature, so this aspect of the Serek ha-Yahad’s
speech is also a part of the conceptual horizon of the addressee. But
the sheer density of allusion is unusual. As Colleen Conway observes,
with the “tight interweaving of the other’s word (the Rule) with the
reader’s own word (Scripture) the lines between the two are made
practically imperceptible,”*! thus facilitating the appropriation of the
new discourse as the addresee’s own. It also models what the sec-
tarian will learn: how to speak a language saturated with the power
and holiness of scripture, and also how to see in scripture references
and allusions to the life and values of the sect itself.

To understand the rhetoric of the introduction, one must also
attend to the structure of the passage as a whole. The long sequence
of infinitives serves to throw emphasis upon the point in the text in
which the writer switches to a finite verb in line 11 (W°2°), but more

¥ Cp. Deut 6:18; 12:28; 29:18; Jer 7:24; 9:13; 11:8.
10" See Wernberg-Moller, “Biblical Material in the Manual of Discipline,” 41 n. 1.
1 Conway, “Toward a Well-Formed Subject,” 118.
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subtle patterning and shifts in grammar and diction also divide the
first section of the introduction into two parts, lines 1-7a and lines
7b—1la. As most translations recognize, not all of the infinitives in
these initial lines have the same function. Some structure the main
line of thought, whereas others add explicating or qualifying com-
ment. Although readers might interpret such an involved structure
in slightly different ways, the basic architecture of the passage is
clear. The structuring signals are the preference for paired infinitives
and the mostly consistent use of waw both to introduce the second
member of a pair and also to introduce a new pair of main infinitives.
Inclusio and mirror image repetition further contribute to the struc-
ture. These devices are better seen in a schematic chart of the infini-
tives. The main infinitives are placed on the right with the subordinated
infinitives to the left.

Lines 1-7a
mob oo

2R
PIT pIm Ny

moy
mob mooh X,

Lines 7b—11la
mows phll
/il T

2R
Ny

To seek God with [a whole heart and soul| in order to do what
is good and right before Him as he commanded by the hand of
Moses and by the hand of all his servants the prophets;

And to love all that he has chosen,

And to hate all that he has rejected, in order to keep far from all
evil and to cling to all good works;

And to do truth and righteousness and justice in the land,

And not to walk any longer in the stubbornness of a guilty heart
and promiscuous eyes, to do all manner of evil.

And to bring in all those who volunteer freely to do the statutes of
God in the covenant of grace,
To be united in the council of God, in order to walk hefore Him
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in perfection [according to] all that he has revealed with respect to
the times appointed for them;

And to love all the children of light, each man according to his lot
in the council of God,

And to hate all the children of darkness, each man according to his
guilt in the vengeance of God.

Although the entire introduction receives its orientation from the pri-
mary desire “to seek God,” lines 1-7a are marked out by the inclu-
sio of the qualifying infinitive MwY5. Within that section, the paired
infinitives “to love . .. to hate” and “to do...not to walk” serve as
the main structuring verbs. The end of the first section may also be
signaled by the distinctive use of a negative infinitive. That lines
7b—11la form a distinct but mirroring section is suggested by the fact
that the four main infinitives of lines 1-7a are repeated, although
“to do” and “to walk” appear as qualifying rather than main infinitives
in 7b—11la. Also, the initial infinitive in this section is, uniquely, a
causative. But the most important marker is not grammatical but
semantic. In the first section the speaker uses primarily unmarked
moral language. Specifically sectarian terms and concepts appear
only in the second section, where they cluster thickly (e.g., “council
of the community,” “things revealed at their appointed times,” “sons
of light/darkness,” “lot”). The pivot term that stands between the
two sections is the causative verb, “to bring in.” “They shall bring
all who willingly offer to do the statues of God into the covenant
of grace, and they shall be joined to the council of God” (1:7-8).
What the introduction models in its structure is that as persons
are brought into the community, so is their language. Immediately
following the reference to entry into the community, two of the pre-
viously stated moral imperatives are reinterpreted with distinctly sec-
tarian meanings. Where before it was said “to do what is good and
upright before him according as he commanded by Moses and by
all his servants the prophets,” now one understands that intention
as “walking before him in perfection [according to] all that is revealed
with respect to the times appointed for them” (1:8), that is, the
specifically sectarian understanding of laws appropriate to various
epochs. Moreover, the previous statement about loving all that he
has chosen and hating all that he has rejected is interpreted as “lov-
ing all the children of light. .. and hating all the children of dark-
ness. . ..”7 (1:9-10). The common language of moral discourse is not
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defective or false; but it is revealed to have hidden significance. Until
it 1s brought within the language community of the Yahad, its full
meaning cannot be discerned.

What one can see taking place with respect to bringing language
within the disciplines of the sect the text makes explicit in the third
section in terms of the sectarian’s knowledge, ability, and (mental)
capacity. Just as the sect was to “bring in those who freely offer
themselves” (line 7), so those who offer themselves are to “bring in”
their N7, their M2, and their M (line 11).* Knowledge must be
brought into the community to be “purified” (7725, line 12), and
ability and (mental) capacity must be brought into the community
to be “disciplined” (]2, line 12) by means of the communal prac-
tices of perfected conduct and right counsel. In this section the lan-
guage of the Serek ha-Yahad models an example of the reorderings
of which it speaks.

Along with offering to reorder the knowledge of the sectarian and
the language with which he articulates that knowledge, the intro-
duction to the Serck ha-Yahad also offers the sectarian a new term
of identity. In line 7 and again in line 11 those who enter are called
02727, “those who willingly offer.” At one level the term simply
alludes to the fact that entry into the community is a voluntary act,
a feature also present in the rhetoric of infinitives of purpose. The
term 0°2717, however, is also redolent of motives that qualify the
nature of the act and thus the persons who do it. As Aloysius
Fitzgerald has shown in his study of the root 271, although the term
has both military and cultic connotations, exilic and postexilic writ-
ings strongly associate the root with generosity to the temple and
the sacrificial cult.” In particular, Fitzgerald argues, it is the narra-
tive of 1 Chr 29:1-22, in which David collects contributions for the
building of the temple, that provides the background for the Qumran
usage. Whereas the community leaders gave gold, silver, bronze,
iron, and precious stones for the building of the temple, the addresses

* The context favors taking %7 not in its biblical Hebrew sense of “property”
but in the sense it has in Mishnaic Hebrew and in Jewish Aramaic of “(mental)
capacity.” See Wernberg-Moller, “Biblical Material in the Manual of Discipline,”
54, n. 1, citing Dupont-Sommer, Sukenik, and Marcus.

¥ Fitzgerald, “MTNDBYM in 1QS.” Fitzgerald (495, n. 1) takes 0’2737 in 1QS
1.7 as a niphal participle, “semantically equivalent” to the hithpael.
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of this teaching bring their knowledge, ability, and (mental) capac-
ity. The evocative metaphor analogizes the Qumran community to
the temple, an identification made explicitly elsewhere, but it also
does something else. By correlating the sectarian’s knowledge and
personal capacities with the material offerings of the leaders of Israel,
it makes those qualities the dedicated possession of the community.
To embrace this metaphor is to naturalize the disciplines of the sect
in a profound way.

The last lines of this section (1:13-15) complement the preceding
instruction about reordering one’s life within the community with a
series of four injunctions phrased in the negative (%177, .. W5 §19
0% WY.L ISR W91 L 0Tp9). Although the temporal language
in these lines led some scholars to assume that the injunctions have
to do with the proper times for celebrating yearly festivals,** the con-
text does not favor such an interpretation. The orientation of the
preceding lines to comprehensive terms (e.g., “the truth of the statutes
of God,” “His perfect ways,” “His right counsel”) leads one to expect
general instruction here, too. Manfred Weise is undoubtedly correct
when he argues that the issue here is the same as in col. 9, the
claim of the sect that distinct laws and behaviors are appropriate to
each historically determined epoch.* Wernberg-Moller reasons similarly,
“that an action, in order to be morally perfect, should not only for-
mally comply with a commandment, but should also take place at
the right time,” citing as a parallel the comment about Abraham in
Jub. 17:18, “Neither was his soul impatient, nor was he slow to
act.”* The passage in Jubilees, however, seems more akin to the
traditional sapiential belief that wisdom inheres in doing the right
act at the right time, whereas the background here has to do with
revelations of the mysteries of God.

More striking and more significant is the way in which spatial and
temporal figures are interwoven in these lines. The text makes use
of the familiar deuteronomistic cliche of not turning to go to the
right or the left (cf. Deut 5:32, 17:11, 20, 28:14; Josh 1:7; 23:6).
The image of walking a path undeviatingly is an obvious sort of
moral analogy (cf. Prov 4:27). But the Serek ha-Yahad does something

* E.g., VanderKam, Calendars, 45.
* Weise, 66—67. See also Leaney, Rule of Qumran, 120, 123.
% Wernberg-Moller, Manual of Discipline, 49.
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distinctive by combining the received trope of spatial orientation with
its own language of temporal orientation. The two categories are
first combined in one statement: the sectarian is one who does not
“step aside” or “depart” (MWD W) from the words of God “in
their times” (@7X¥pP2). Next the categories are developed in separate
phrases: “not advancing their times nor delaying any of their appointed
times, and not turning aside from his true statutes by walking to the
right or to the left.” At one level this is merely a figure of speech;
but as cognitive linguists have shown, figures of speech are also
figures of the mind and so warrant investigation. The fact that sim-
ilar figures of speech show up three more times in the Serek ha-
Yahad (see 8:4; 9:12, 18) makes it all the more likely that these
express something characteristic about the nature of the sect’s per-
ception. In each case a temporal expression is paired with another
kind of measure. In 8:4 the members of the community are instructed
“to walk with all according to the measure of truth and according
to the rule of the time.” In 9:12 the rule for the Maskil is that he
should “walk with all the living according to the norm of every time
and according to the weight of every person.” And in 9:18 he is to
teach the members of the community “each according to his spirit
[and] according to the norm of the time.” In this figure of a dou-
ble analytic, correct action is achieved only at the intersection of
two coordinates, one of which is knowledge of the times and the
other of which is knowledge of another sort.*” The trope is an image
of the way in which knowledge is precisely configured at Qumran.
True knowledge requires not only being able to make graded dis-
tinctions along various continua (e.g., the spirit of a person, the rela-
tion of one time to another) but also to bring the different dimensions
of knowledge to a point of intersection.

Although the specific details of community life and teachings are
taken up only in later sections of the Serek ha-Yahad, the opening
lines of the document do a remarkable job of creating a sense of
the figured world of the Qumran community and of the new iden-
tity it offers to the one who would enter it. Beginning with the desires
and motives of the person who is inclined to membership, these lines
introduce such a person to a way of speaking—and thus a way of

¥ See the analysis of this representation of knowledge in the Two Spirits Treatise
in Chapter 3 above.
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thinking—that embodies key elements of the sect’s figured world.
They point to the sect as the locus of the true meaning of inher-
ited language (1:1-11), available only to the one who makes a total
commitment to the sect and its disciplines (1:12-13) and who embraces
the conviction that to obey the commandments of God requires
understanding their relation to the epochs of time (1:13-15). The
most fundamental work of this passage, however, lies in the tropes
that permeate the language itself: the complex qualifying phrases
with their patterns of synonyms and antonyms, and the double ana-
Iytic of time and space. These tropes, and others closely related to
them that will occur later in the Serek ha-Yahad, figure not only
the habits of speech but also forms of knowledge, the structure of
the self, and the social organization of the community, both in its
internal and external relations.

108 1:16-3:12. The Covenant Ritual

The moment of entering the covenant community is decisive for
constituting the identity of the persons to whom the Serek ha-Yahad
is addressed. The term covenant has a different meaning in the Serck
ha-Yahad than it possesses in the Hebrew Bible and in many other
contemporary Jewish writings. As Ellen Juhl Christiansen has demon-
strated, the covenant is not represented in terms of “a relationship
between God and ethnic Israel” but as “a particularistic covenant rela-
tionship.”*® Drawing on the imagery of priestly covenant commitment,
the Serek ha-Yahad places the emphasis on “covenantal obedience
and a status of perfection” rather than membership by birth.* Thus
the passage describing the covenant ritual in 1QS 1:16-2:25 con-
tains primary images that define both the self-understanding of the
community and the character its members must possess.

The beginning of the passage, which refers to “all who enter into
the order of the community” (7777 7702 O827 9127), has suggested
to some that what follows is an initiation ceremony for novices.”” As
the later part of the passage shows, however, this is also an annual

% Christiansen, 157 (italics in original).

¥ Christiansen, 158.

% So Dupont-Sommer, “Observations sur le Manuel de Discipline,” 16, 19, 22-23.
Nouveaux apergus, 127.
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event in which all members participate (1QS 2:19-25).°! The confusion
is actually instructive. The language in which the action is repre-
sented (“coming into” [-2 O'NI], “crossing over into,” [-2 TN2VY])
are metaphorical terms that employ the imagery of spatial move-
ment across a marked boundary or threshold to describe a change
in status.”> A new identity is conferred in the act of crossing over.
Yet even though entering the covenant is a definitive act, it is one
that is never completed once and for all. Through the yearly ritual
the sectarian repeatedly reenacts the movement of “crossing over”
and “entering in” that constitutes his identity. Ritual repetition that
serves to reinforce identities occurs in many ways and in communi-
ties of every sort. The socially and historically contingent nature of
figured worlds requires that identities be constantly reaffirmed. But
not all communities do this by reenacting the moment of entry.
Given the particular understanding of covenant in the Yahad, how-
ever, this ritual serves to reinforce the “separation from” and “unit-
ing with” that is at the heart of the sect’s moral imagination.

One should remember that although the account of the entry into
the covenant community refers to a ritual event, in the Serek ha-
Yahad it 1s a textual event. Its place in the text, however, does imi-
tate its place in the life of the sectarian. Coming very near the
beginning of the text, it follows the development of initial motiva-
tion and serves as the entryway to the knowledge and formation that
lie beyond. Like the annual ceremonys, it is reexperienced with every
reading. Although presented in a descriptive and prescriptive frame-
work, the account of the covenant ceremony is a careful combina-
tion of summary and quotation. From the perspective of rhetoric, it
is significant that it is specifically the performative words that are
quoted: the words of confession, of blessing, of cursing, and the com-
munity response of affirmation. While one does not actually enter
the community or renew the covenant by reading the Serek ha-
Yahad, its dramatic form recreates the gateway experience for the
reader of the text, the moment of self-examination and decision.

One cannot know how the account given in the Serek ha-Yahad
compared with any particular ritual enactment. The existence of sev-

> Knibb, 88.
52 Christiansen, 171. She, however, remains agnostic as to whether the ceremony
describes an initiation rite or a covenant renewal.
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eral texts that appear either to reflect or describe the covenant rit-
ual suggest that there was some variation in the performances.” Thus
it is important to remember that the account of the covenant ritual
given here has been adapted for the purposes of the Serek ha-Yahad,
that is, to serve as a text of instruction and formation. This adap-
tation is particularly apparent in the way in which the account of
the ritual itself melds into a discussion of the types of character that
can and cannot be present in the community (2:25-3:12). This con-
cern for character may also be reflected in the choice of material
excerpted for quotation rather than summary. Certainly the struc-
ture of the account, whether it reflects the sequence of the actual
ceremony or is a reorganization of it, places a concern for charac-
ter at an emphatic point.

The structure of the ceremony as represented in the text is sym-
metrical and chiastic:

Priests and Levites together bless God

Response of those entering the covenant: Amen, Amen
Priests recite mercies of God to Israel
Levites recite iniquities of Israel

Confession of those entering the covenant
Priests bless the members of the lot of God
Levites curse the members of the lot of Belial

Response of those entering the covenant: Amen, Amen
Priests and Levites together curse the one who enters the covenant
hypocritically

Response of those entering the covenant: Amen, Amen.

As is often noted, the covenant ceremony contains echoes of earlier,
paradigmatic ceremonies. Through textual allusions it refers back to
and appropriates the ceremony prescribed by Moses in Deuteronomy
27 for the time when the people enter the land and also the cere-
mony for the renewal of the covenant in Moab described in Deute-
ronomy 29. There are also echoes of the solemn convocation of
Nehemiah 8 and of the Day of Atonement in Leviticus 16. The con-
fession is framed in highly traditional language, particularly close to
Ps 106:6. Similarly, the priests’ blessing is an interpretive expansion

% Falk, Daily, Sabbath, and Festival Prayers, 219-36, surveys the various texts from
Qumran that describe the covenant ceremony or were perhaps liturgical texts used
in connection with it, including not only 1QS but also the Damascus Document,
5QRule, and 4QBerakhot.
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of the Aaronic blessing, a text that also serves as a point of reference
for the development of the levitical curse.”* Such evocations are part
of the way the sect claims for itself the identity of Israel and contests
the claims of others to that identity. As with the rest of the com-
munity’s speech practices, one can see here appropration and reac-
centuation of the common language of worship. Weise, for instance,
has indicated the extent to which various elements of the liturgy in
1QS are part of a common postexilic tradition. The sequence of
praise, confession, Aaronic blessing, and curse can also be identified
in the postexilic prayers of confession, such as Nehemiah 9, Ezra 9,
Daniel 9, and Bar 1:15-3:8.” Similarly, the expansions of the Aaronic
blessing have significant parallels in later rabbinic interpretation and
in the synagogue liturgy.”

Alongside the general pattern of similarities, the distinctive Qumranic
reaccenturation is evident in a number of ways. It is present first of
all in the morally weighted aesthetic of symmetry and antithetical
balance in the structure of the ceremony. More explicitly, words that
seem most evidently part of a “common possession,” such as the
words of confession, are weighted with sectarian implications because
the sins confessed are characterized as having been committed “dur-
ing the dominion of Belial” (1QS 1:23). The figured world of sec-
tarian identity is most evident in the blessing and cursing. In contrast
to the biblical usage in which both blessings and curses are addressed
to those who enter the covenant, here the blessings and curses estab-
lish the boundary between insiders (“all the men of the lot of God”)
and outsiders (“all the men of the lot of Belial”)”” and establish in
a symbolic fashion the space of separation necessary for the consti-
tuting of a disciplinary institution.

Most intriguing is the emphatic position given to the cursing of
the one who would enter the covenant hypocritically. It is the final
act of the ritual and forms the counterpart to the blessing of God.
Why is such a person so threatening to the community? The motive
for the curse draws first on the imagery of idolatry. “Cursed for the
idols of his heart, which he serves,®® is the one who enters this

** Falk, Daily, Sabbath, and Festival Prayers, 219-230, analyzes the intertextual echoes.
> Weise, 81-2.
% Weise, 82-93.
" Nitzan, Qumran Prayer and Religious Poetry, 125—26.
¢ Reading 7125 instead of ™Mavb.

I
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covenant while the stumbling block of his iniquity he sets before
himself, in order to backslide by means of it” (2:11-12). The lan-
guage clearly evokes Ezek 14:4, which refers to persons who “take
their idols into their hearts, and place their iniquity as a stumbling
block before them, and yet come to the prophet.” In Ezekiel the
crucial element is not simply the idolatry but the intentional hold-
ing on to the iniquity of idolatry while coming to seek God from
the prophet. The horror is in the willful duplicity. In the Serck ha-
Yahad what is analogous to “coming to” the prophet is “coming
into” the covenant. That duplicity—and not simply idolatry—is also
the focal issue for the Serek ha-Yahad™ is confirmed through the
citation of Deut 29:18, Moses’ warning against the “poisonous and
bitter root” of the one who enters the covenant with duplicitous
intent. With only a single substantive change (“covenant” for “oath”)
the Serek ha-Yahad appropriates the Mosaic language as follows:
“And when he hears the words of this covenant he blesses himself
privately and says, ‘Peace be with me, even though I walk in the
stubbornness of my heart’” (1QS 2:13-14).

Such a person poses a mortal danger to the community because
he recognizes but is at peace with his own moral duplicity. He is
immune to the rhetoric of distinction, division, separation, and
purification that stands at the center of the linguistic and symbolic
world of Qumran. Thus he is resistant to the disciplinary regimens
of the community. His subjectivity is constituted by an autonomy
that repudiates the relation between self and community practiced
at Qumran. The hypocrite is one who cultivates a private place, an
interiority utterly alien to the construction of the self in the Qumran
community. It is not by accident that the hypocrite is represented
as engaging in a private and self-referential act of blessing when the
rest of the community is engaged in a public and communal act of
confession, blessing, and cursing. As later sections of the Serek ha-
Yahad make evident, the community takes priority over the indi-
vidual. Only by a rigorous practice of submission to the hierarchical
order of the community and an internalizing of its forms of speech
does one receive the transformed selfhood in which one is a confidant
of the counsel of God and an associate of angels. The hypocrite can-
not be taught or disciplined because he holds back what should be

" Contra Laubscher, “Literary Structure of 1QS 2:11-18,” 54.



122 CHAPTER FOUR

brought into the community to be set in order (cf. 1:11). The dis-
ciplinary power of instruction and the system of rules of penance
that govern members who enter in sincerity are consequently ineffective
against him. Only the performative language of the curse (2:14-17,
adapting Deut 29:18-20) can close the gates of the community against
such a threat.”

In contrast to the hypocrite who represents a confusion of motives,
attempting to enter without submitting, a description of the well-
ordered community concludes the account of the covenant ceremony
(2:19-25). Once again the language of distinction and division prevails.
Here, however, it is not the binary distinction between outside and
inside, God and Belial, curse and blessing. Rather, it is the tradi-
tional Second Temple division of Israel into priests, Levites, and laity
(see, e.g., Ezra 9:1), subdivided according to the groupings of the
wilderness march (thousands, hundreds, fifties, tens; cf. Exod 18:21;
Deut 1:15), now combined with the sect’s own ordering of each cat-
egory according to a hierarchy of spirit (77 77 77 omm7 02, 10S
2:20). A binary division that distinguishes the sect from outsiders is
thus complemented both by an order of inherited status and by the
infinite gradation of more and less spirit (cf. 1QH* 6:8-22). The
moral imagination that expresses itself in this vision of the well-
ordered community is one that has strong continuities with the priestly
tradition and its passion for classifying and ordering. But the mate-
rials on which the formal symbolic patterns are mapped are not only
the traditional priestly ones, but also the phenomenology of spirit
manifested in the individuals who comprise the sect. That is to say
that the self becomes a critical symbolic space for the moral imag-
ination of the community. The ritual described is not only a recom-
mitment ceremony, as its echoes of Deuteronomy 27-30 and Nehemiah
8-10 suggest, but also a tableau vivant of the spirit of holiness and
truth in the world. Like the description of Ezekiel’s temple with its
zones of holiness, it is a map of spirit.”" Although temple imagery,
which is elsewhere used of the community is not explicitly invoked
here, the use of purity language in the following section about the

5 Just how important is the problem of the person who cannot be disciplined is
further indicated by the fact that the topic is taken up again at the conclusion of
the discussion of the covenant ritual (2:25-3:12), immediately before the discussion
of human nature in the Two Spirits Treatise.

o Smith, 7o Take Place, 56-71.
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recalcitrant member suggests that the analogy is implicit here as well.

The importance of the order described in this section of the Serek
ha-Yahad is underscored by the insistence that no one should move
down or move up from the place allotted to him. The phraseology
used (177 Dp@ O NI AN AR R ey 89, 1QS 2:23)
evokes Ps 75:8, with its grounding of status in divine decision (“For
it is God who judges; one he makes low; another he makes high”;
oo TN e T bW 0198 *D). When one asks, however, what value
the text places on ecach one “knowing his place in the community
of God according to the eternal plan” (2:22-23), the answer is given
in terms of moral community: “for they shall all be in a commu-
nity of truth, virtuous humility, kindly love, and right intention toward
one another in a holy council, and they shall all be members of an
eternal fellowship,” 2:24—-25; trans. Knibb). Proper relations and even
proper sentiments can flourish only when the spirit is properly ordered
in the precedence of the community.

The nature of the relationship between individual and community
implied in this symbolization is vastly different from that which gov-
erns the relationship between individual and community in what,
with Sanders, one may call “common Judaism.” Certain consequences
follow from this different symbolic order. One is the necessary devel-
opment of a new language of the self or a transformation of old
languages of the self to make them adequate for the discrimination
of spirit required for the formation of the community described here.
Both the Hodayot and the Two Spirits Treatise contribute to this
reformation of language of the self. Another consequence is the
intensely focused attention on the cultivation of the individual in the
disciplines of the community. Since it appears that the measure of
spirit is not fixed in a person but is a perfectible quality, the com-
munity had to develop what Foucault would call various “technolo-
gies of the self.” These technologies, discussed below in more detail,
include the practices of social etiquette, the community disciplines,
the experience of yearly examinations, and certain practices of piety,
such as the first-person prayers of the Hodayot."

2 Although Foucault does not discuss the Qumran community, he does com-
ment on Philo’s account of the Therapeutae (“Technologies of the Self,” 21, 32),
noting the attention given to the physical discipline of the proper posture to assume
in listening to the discourse on scripture. It is tempting to connect the increased
focus on the cultivation of the individual at Qumran with the broader Hellenistic
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Communities of discourse create subjects in part by providing what
Richard Harvey Brown calls “vocabularies of motive” and “a lan-
guage of possible selves.”® The hypocrite who is the focus of atten-
tion in the concluding covenant curses is, one might say, a kind of
“impossible self” for the ethos of the community, one that must be
excluded by a curse. A related type of “impossible self” is explored
in 1QS 2:25-3:12, as the text considers one who “refuses to enter
[the covenant of Go]d” (2:25-26; cf. 5QRule). As Knibb points out,
the question is not one of a “formal refusal” but rather a matter of
the attitude with which a person enters the covenant.®* Like the hyp-
ocrite, the recalcitrant is a type of autonomous self, characterized by
“stubbornness of heart.” The recalcitrant seems either unable to per-
ceive crucial distinctions or willfully to invert them (“he gazes on
darkness as the ways of light,” 3:3). His failure is located in his
abhorrence of discipline (“his soul has rejected the disciplines of
knowledge,” 2:26-3:1; cf. the expulsion ceremony in 4QD?* 11, which
uses similar language). Criticism of a stubborn nature that refuses to
submit to discipline and correction is a staple of Israelite moral dis-
course. Although most explicitly present in the wisdom literature
(e.g., Prov 12:1; 13:1; 15:1), it occurs also in other biblical texts,
most notably in deuteronomistic rhetoric (e.g., Deut 9:6; 10:16; 31:27;
Jer 7:24-26; 11:7-8; Neh 9:16-17; Ps 81:12-13). What is novel in
the way the Serck ha-Yahad talks about the recalcitrant is how the
consequences of the autonomous self are articulated, that is, in the
cultic language of atonement and purification (1QS 3:3-12, passim).

Although Jonathan Klawans has rightly argued that the language
of atonement and purification in this passage is to be taken at face
value, I think he is wrong to say that the language is therefore not
metaphorical.” The work of this passage s the work of metaphor,

concern for the self. There are, however, significant differences in the languages of
the self in Second Temple Palestinian Judaism and in Greco-Roman culture. The
question should not be posed in terms of “influence” but rather a search for reasons
why the self became an increasingly important symbolic space in so many different
cultures of the Hellenistic era. See the analysis of Burkes (Death in Qohelet and Egyptian
Biographies, 235-59) concerning the formation of conceptions of individual identity
and death in Judea and Egypt in the Hellenistic period.

% R. Brown, 55-56.

4 Knibb, 91. Similarly, Lichtenberger (Studien zum Menschenbild, 118) describes the
situation as one in which the possibility exists that someone will become a member
of the community but not truly enter into the covenant of God.

% Klawans, Impurity and Sin, 85.
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if metaphor is understood in the way that cognitive science has
framed it, that is, “understanding and experiencing one kind of thing
in terms of another.”®® This passage superimposes various elements
of the language of purity/impurity, drawn from a number of texts
and contexts,”” onto a novel situation: the implications of a recalcitrant
and stubborn disposition for a sectarian community in which the self
is an important symbolic locus. The work of metaphor is to orga-
nize perception of the lesser known by means of the categories of
the better known. Facilitating this conceptual transformation is the
submerged metaphor of the community as the sanctuary, an equation
that is elsewhere more explicit. Just as it is unthinkable to introduce
pollutants into the sanctuary, so that which pollutes cannot be brought
into the Qumran community. And, as Klawans has shown, sin at
Qumran is understood as defilement.”® The radical problem posed
by the recalcitrant is not just that he is seen as like something that
pollutes but that he is like something that cannot be cleansed of its
pollution. Being incapable of repentance (3:1), he cannot be purified
(3:4-5).%

What is the community to do? Inverting the language used ear-
lier in the introduction concerning the entry into the community of
those “who willingly offer themselves” (@2717, 1:11), here the text
says of the one who is recalcitrant that “his knowledge and his abil-
ity and his (mental) capacity shall not be brought into the council of
the community” (3:2). As Wernberg-Moller has noted, the text of
3:5-6, “Unclean! Unclean shall he be all the days that he rejects
the precepts of God” (7% "DRWNA IO 7" D10 7T KA ¥AM) combines
elements of both Lev 26:43 (concerning rejection and abhorrence of
the statutes of God) and Lev 13:45-46 (exclusion of the unclean
leper from the camp).”” The text shrewdly manages to transform the

% Lakoff and Johnson, Metaphors We Live By, 5.

%7 Including at least Leviticus 13, 16, 26; Numbers 19; and perhaps others.

% Klawans, 67-91.

% Drawing on the work of anthropologist Mary Douglas, Conway (113) argues
that purity language is particularly prominent in this discussion of initiation since
Initiation ambiguates the boundaries of the community. Outsiders are impure, insiders
are pure. But is the initiate outside or inside the community? Pure or impure?
Although a successful transfer and transformation of the initiate is the aim of the
ritual, the process is fraught with the danger that impurity may be unintentionally
brought into the community.

0 Wernberg-Moller, Manual of Discipline, 60—61.
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one who would reject the disciplines of the community into the one
rejected and excluded.

While it may be the case that the presence of impurity within the
community would prevent it from carrying out its functions of atone-
ment for itself and for Israel, that is not the rhetorical force of the
passage. The consequences of the recalcitrant attitude are described
not in terms of the community but of the individual. Rhetorically,
the burden of this passage and the following concluding section is
to discourage the reader from identification with the attitudes of the
recalcitrant and to move him toward identification with the proper
disposition of the sectarian.

In the concluding section of the introductory part of the Serek
ha-Yahad the type of self that the Serek ha-Yahad seeks to construct
is characterized by receptivity to truth (“through a spirit of true coun-
sel,” 3:6) and by submissiveness (“and through a spirit of upright-
ness and humility,” “the submission of his soul to the statutes of
God,” 3:8). The motivating consequences are cast in the same lan-
guage of atonement, purification, and sanctification in which the fate
of the recalcitrant was given.”! Echoes of the first lines of the Serek
ha-Yahad describing the purposes of the community and the dispo-
sition of those who enter it crown the conclusion of the account of
the proper self @nan n3%7%, 3:9// onan TS Tomn™, 1:8; 9o
5% 07T, 3:10// v ono, 1:13; M3 oKD, 3:10// M8 wRD 1:2-3;
TOTIN IR, 3:10//amTen e, 1:9; Swnn i b 8, 3:10//
Wt i 1S5 L L Tk w1015 72T Son TR S Twsh
3:10-11// 5% 127 H1on 78 7102 7wsS 89, 1:13-14). The inclusio
not only signals the conclusion of the entire introductory part of the
Serek ha-Yahad but also links the themes of proper character and
entry into the community. Rhetorically, 2:25-3:12 offers the reader
two contrasting models of the self. One, the recalcitrant, he must
reject, for to embrace it means to be excluded from the community,
as the unclean leper is excluded from the camp. Identification with
the other, the submissive self, is connected with the benefits of the
community, as the text concludes: “Then he will be accepted through
soothing atonement before God, and it will be for him a covenant
of the eternal community” (3:11-12; trans. Knibb).

I Cionway (115) has observed that 2:26b-3:6a is shaped by a chiastic structure
that encourages an imaginary journey down the path of dissension and back again.
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Taken as a whole 1:1-3:12 forms a rhetorical equivalent to the
probationary period and entry into the community of the novice
member. It lays before the reader the purposes of the community,
teaching a new language through which to understand what God
has commanded. The fateful quality of entry into the covenant and
exclusion from it is dramatically enacted. Finally, the reader is given
a vocabulary of motives for the formation of the character neces-
sary and proper to the covenant community.

108 3:13-4:26. The Two Spirits Treatise

Although the Two Spirits Treatise is generally acknowledged to be
an independent composition incorporated into the Serek ha-Yahad,
its function in the text is crucial. A quotation from Michel Foucault
helps to illustrate why:

Max Weber posed the question: If one wants to behave rationally and
regulate one’s actions according to true principles, what part of one’s
self should one renounce? What is the ascetic price of reason? To what
kinds of asceticism should one submit? I posed the opposite question:
How have certain kinds of interdictions required the price of certain
kinds of knowledge about oneself? What must one know about one-
self in order to be willing to renounce anything?”

Foucault’s reversal of Weber’s question is provocative. His point is
not to claim a simple causal relationship between disciplinary power
and the creation of knowledge about the self so much as to insist
that power and knowledge are mutually produced. As the preced-
ing section of the Serck ha-Yahad made clear, the community is
preeminently the place of discipline (70, 3:1, 6). The correlative rela-
tionship between the disciplines of the community and the knowl-
edge of the self explains the inclusion of the Two Spirits Treatise in
the Serek ha-Yahad. This is what one needs to know about oneself
in order to be willing to submit to the disciplinary power of the
community. These are the qualities that the disciplinary power of
the Yahad seeks to enhance and to minimize, respectively.

The Two Spirits Treatise introduces itself explicitly as a teaching
about anthropology as it pertains to character, “the genealogy of all
human beings according to the types of their spirits” (712 M7
OO TR 9105 wR 13, 3:13-14). In its account it covers much

2 Foucault, “Technologies of the Self,” 17.
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more. All of the text’s speculation, however, concerning predeter-
mined divine plans, angelology, and eschatological rewards and pun-
ishments are not presented for their own sake but are in the service
of its theorizing about the self. More specifically, as Hermann
Lichtenberger has argued, the problematic that structures the dis-
course is that of why the righteous sin,” the very issue that the dis-
ciplines of the community attempt to remedy, insofar as that is
possible in the pre-eschatological time.

An outline of the passage will serve to orient the following dis-
cussion.”* After the introductory statement, the text establishes the
metaphysical context of human nature in the eternal and predeter-
mined plan of God (3:15-17). The description of the nature and
destiny of human beings begins with an account of the angelic spir-
its of truth and perversity and their effect on human behavior
(3:17—4:1). The discussion then traces the manifestation of these spir-
its in a detailed phenomenology of character, along with the “visi-
tation,” i.e., the rewards and punishments appropriate to each type
of spirit/character (4:2—14). The following passage explains the con-
dition of individuals prior to the eschatological visitation, caught in
the struggle between the two spirits (4:15-18), and describes the
eschatological resolution of the ancient struggle with the removal of
“the spirit of perversity from within the flesh” of persons (4:18-23).
The conclusion summarizes themes from the discourse, correlating
the presence of the spirits that characterize behaviors and explain-
ing the purpose of the spirits and their struggle: so that persons “may
know good [and evil]” and so that God may determine the fates of
all in an eschatological judgment (4:23-26).

Research on the character profiles of the two spirits has often
turned to the virtue and vice lists found in didactic literature.” That
is a logical place to look, since a concern for delineating character
types and nurturing proper behavior is a feature of much sapiential
and paraenetic literature. In a general sense, that tradition undoubt-

8 Lichtenberger, 129, 136-41.

" Whether the Two Spirits Treatise was composed as a literary unity (so Puech,
La cropance, 430—32) or reached its present form through a complex redactional
process (so Osten-Saken, Gott und Belial, 17-18; Duhaime, “L’instruction sur les deux
esprits,” 566-94) is debated. In either case I am concerned with the form in which
it appears in 10QS.

7 See Wibbing, Die Tugend- und Lasterkatalogue, 43—61.



HOW TO MAKE A SECTARIAN 129

edly stands behind this text. At the level of specifics, however, the
parallels are not impressive, especially for the characteristics of the
spirit of truth. As von der Osten-Saken has shown, these qualities
do not correspond to traditional catalogues of “virtues” but can be
coordinated with the effects of the spirit of holiness that, according
to the Hodayot, members receive upon entering the community.”
The individual qualities, however, are not necessarily untraditional,
and many of the phrases echo scripture and the moral discourses of
other Second Temple literature. Rather, the selection, combination,
and accentuation of them delineates the distinctive sectarian char-
acter, not to mention the claim that these are not qualities of per-
sons per se but rather qualities of spirit that form the character of
a person.

The diagnostic qualities, for which the sect looks in its examina-
tion of new members and which it seeks to enhance through its dis-
ciplinary power, are as follows: “a spirit of humility and patience,
and abundant compassion, and eternal goodness, and insight and
understanding and powerful wisdom, which trusts in all the deeds
of God and relies on the abundance of his kindness, and a spirit of
knowledge in every plan of action, and zealousness for the precepts
of righteousness and a holy purpose with a firm intent, and abun-
dant kindness toward all the children of truth, and glorious purity,
detesting all impure idols, circumspect behavior with discernment of
all things, and concealing the truth of the mysteries of knowledge”
(4:3-6). The first four qualities (humility, patience, compassion, good-
ness) were widely shared character values in Second Temple Judaism.
They are nuanced, however by their contextualization in the Serek
ha-Yahad. What “humility” means has to be understood by refer-
ence to the immediately preceding section of the document in which
the recalcitrant member is contrasted with the one who has “an
upright and humble spirit” with respect to the disciplines of the com-
munity (2:25-3:12). Similarly, “humility” and “compassion” are qual-
ities with which reproof is to be administered, according to 5:25.
These are not abstractions but dispositions that are part of the daily
praxis of the sect.

Not surprisingly, terms for knowledge have a prominent place in
the catalogue of spiritual qualities: “insight and understanding and

% Osten-Saken, Gott und Belial, 137.
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> with the latter two
terms bearing qualifying phrases about the mode and content of
knowledge. Knowledge, too, was a value widely shared in Second
Temple Judaism, but the nuancing that distinguishes the sectarian
from others formed through identification with knowledge is evident
in the way the terms for knowledge are qualified. “Powerful wis-
dom” is specified as wisdom “that trusts in the deeds of God,” an
allusion to the predestinarian theology of the sect, and as wisdom
“that relies on the abundance of his kindness” (7707 2172 DwwDn),
which both echoes the reference to the “covenant of kindness” ("2
o 1:8) that forms the basis of the community, and more gener-
ally to the sense of self as wholly dependent on God, a disposition
explicitly cultivated in the prayers of the Hodayot. Such expressions
both place the sectarian within the traditional correlation of knowl-
edge and piety that one meets, for instance, in Ben Sira and in the
figure of Daniel, but also differentiates him from them.

The next set of terms allude to what one might call “scalar” qual-
ities of the sectarian self, terms such as “zealousness” (W1P), “holy
purpose” (@TP N2WM), and “firm intent” (70 7%). They designate
the focused, intense quality of the true believer. Such intensity of
attitude and affect was directed both outward and inward, as the
contrasting dispositions toward the “children of truth” and the “impure
idols” indicate.”” Combined with intensity of character is the qual-
ity of control. Whatever its original meaning in Mic 6:8, the asso-
ciation of “circumspect behavior” (125 p187) with “careful discernment”
(710 mmY2) in 1QS 4:5-6 indicates that its primary nuance is that
of carefully measured behavior rather than modesty. The phrase also
situates itself within traditional language of the ethics of instruction,
as 1s evident when one compares Ben Sira’s use of the word “cir-
cumspect” (VIXT) in a statement about measuring out knowledge in
teaching: “I will pour out my spirit by measure, and carefully will
I impart my knowledge” (D7 ¥R DIST M Dpwnd T0aN, Sir
16:23). Here again, the background of the sectarian character values
in the repertoire of the larger culture can be detected. All who teach
must measure out knowledge appropriately. As the concluding line

powerful wisdom . .. and a spirit of knowledge,’

77 Zeal, variously understood, was an important value in Second Temple Judaism.
See, for example, Smiles, “The Concept of “Zeal’ in Second-Temple Judaism and
Paul’s Critique of It in Romans 10:2.”
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of the passage in the Serck ha-Yahad makes clear, however, the
received value has been inflected with the distinctive accents of the
community. Careful measure and circumspection are linked with
“concealing the truth of the mysteries of knowledge.” By nature, or
at least by second nature, the sectarian’s disposition is to be guarded,
especially in his dealings with those outside the sect. Thus the char-
acter type that emerges from this description displays a receptiveness
to the social demands of the sectarian milieu and to its worldview
combined with a quality of guarded discretion toward those outside
the sect.

The quality of the moral imagination that undergirds this phe-
nomenology of the self is a delight in discipline and order, grounded
in insight into metaphysical realities. One could say the same thing,
of course, about the wisdom tradition in general. The indebtedness
of the Two Spirits Treatise to the traditional moral language of wis-
dom is even more clearly visible in the characteristics of the person
formed by the spirit of perversity (4:9—11). Although there are a
number of echoes of various biblical texts, this repertoire of behav-
iors and attitudes is drawn in large measure from wisdom traditions
(note in particular the use of the catalogue of body parts, which
metonymically indicate defects of character; cf. Prov 6:12-15, 16-19).
These include not only evil (wickedness and falschood, abominable
deeds in a lustful spirit, impure ways in the service of uncleanness,
a blaspheming tongue), but also aspects of unregulated excess (greed,
slackness in the service of righteousness, zeal for insolence, shortness
of temper, abundant folly), resistance to discipline (pride and a
haughty heart, blind eyes, a deaf ear, a stiff neck, and a hard heart),
and the capacity for deception that evades discipline (lying and
deceit).”

There is very little here that seems to bear the reaccentuation of
Qumran’s specific figured world. One might perhaps point to the use
of terminology of impurity (7820 7202 M2 "277). A slight nuancing
of sectarian perspective may also be evident in the catalogue of body
parts. Proverbs tends to include hands and feet as symbols of active
mischief, whereas the Qumran list has a preponderance of symbols

% As will be discussed later, a strong overlap exists between these characteristics
and the behaviors listed in the schedule of punishments in col. 7, as there is an
overlap with the characteristics of the hypocrite and the recalcitrant (2:11-18;
2:25-3:6) who pose such a problem for the composition of the community.
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for receptivity or rather lack of it (eyes, ear, neck, heart). Yet there
is no mistaking Qumran’s discourse of character for that of tradi-
tional wisdom. In part the distinctiveness is a product of the form of
speech, shaped in a highly schematized, formally parallel structure.
Although wisdom’s discourse of character makes use of antitheses,
this rhetorical and conceptual feature has been “perfected,” as Kenneth
Burke would put it, in the Two Spirits Treatise.

But more occurs here than a simple perfecting of wisdom’s dis-
course. In common with certain other Second Temple literature (e.g.,
Wisdom of Solomon, 4QInstruction),”” wisdom discourse is here com-
bined with an eschatological orientation. One reflex of this merging
is evident in the rewards and punishments that correspond to each
type of character, where traditional rewards such as peace, long life,
fruitfulness, and joy are complemented by eschatological honor (“a
crown of glory” and “a garment of splendor”) in eternal light for
those who walk in the spirit of truth. Similarly, for those who walk
in the spirit of perversity there is not only terror and shame, but
angelically administered punishments, and eternal destruction in
“abysses of darkness” (4:6-8, 11-14). The eschatological context is
underscored by the characterization of the rewards and punishments
as a “visitation” (TTPD).

Although traditional wisdom and the Two Spirits Treatise share
a conviction that character is related to metaphysical realities, the
content of those metaphysical beliefs in the Two Spirits Treatise
drastically transforms the meaning and function of the character lan-
guage it borrows from wisdom. For the wisdom tradition, insight
into the wisdom that is integral to creation is fundamental to the
formation of character and the ability to make appropriate choices
(e.g., Prov 3:19-26; 8:22-36). Although wisdom never minimizes the
difficulty of disciplining unruly impulses, it is fundamentally a voli-
tional ethic. The Serek ha-Yahad’s commitment to a penultimately
dualistic metaphysics that is explicitly predestinarian would seem to
make its use of a sapiential character ethic difficult, to say the least.
How can one combine the language of a volitional ethic with a pre-
destinarian metaphysics? The Two Spirits Treatise not only man-
ages to avoid simple incoherence but forges a powerful vision of the

7 Burkes, “Wisdom and Apocalypticism in the Wisdom of Solomon,” 27-30;
Harrington, Wisdom Texts from Qumran, 41.
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self out of the tension between these two discourses. It manages to
theorize something that had been left without explanation in wis-
dom: why there is so much resistance to the counsels of wisdom
even among those who are instructed, why some people seem to be
born fools, and yet how it is possible for others to do what is right.

What mediates the tension between the volitional and predesti-
narian languages in the Two Spirits Treatise is the figure of strug-
gle (2™ MRIP, 4:17-18; 12771, 4:23) and the notion of an imbalanced
division between the two spirits within each individual, even though
the spirits are established “in equal measure” in the world (4:15-18).
As a feature of anthropology, the spirits of truth and perversity are
themselves the volitional aspects of a person: the disposition and
desire to do what is right or what is wrong. Thus the languages of
wisdom’s character ethic and of a dualistic predestinarian metaphysics
are rationally coordinated with one another. The predestinarian meta-
physics is the encompassing discourse, however, as the conclusion of
the passage shows. The text does not exhort the sectarian to over-
come his bad characteristics, as would be possible if the volitional
dimension were the predominant one.” Instead, the text presents—
as information rather than explicit motivation—the rewards and pun-
ishments that attend each spirit (4;6-8, 11-14, 26) and discloses how
the person with a predominance of the spirit of truth will be purified
by the eschatological action of God (4:18-22).

The construction of the self in this discourse is radically different
from most of the received moral languages in First and Second
Temple Judaism, which assume the self as a more or less unified
moral agent. Here, however, the self is the product of the balance
of spirits, an unstable construct subject to change in either direction.
This teaching provides a powerful instrument of persuasion to the
sectarian life. Those within the Qumran community have a pre-
ponderance of the spirit of truth and are ultimately assured that they
will be purified of perversity in the eschatological cleansing. Such an

% Hortatory material occurs elsewhere in Qumran speech, even in the Serek ha-
Yahad itself. In part this is because the sect never spoke a fully self-consistent lan-
guage. Nevertheless by locating the capacity for the good in identifying with the
spirit of truth in oneself, the Two Spirits Treatise makes a theoretical place for
such language. For an analogous case sece Paden (“Theaters of Humility and
Suspicion,” 66-67), who discusses the relationship between the trope of struggle and
the affirmation that everything comes from the grace of God in the moral vocab-
ulary of Classian.
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inheritance of the spirit of truth, however, only intensifies the dis-
tress the individual experiences in knowing that for the present he
cannot escape the seductions of perversity. Although the Two Spirits
Treatise does not explain the way in which the struggle between
truth and perversity takes place in the individual, the larger context
of the Serek ha-Yahad indicates that it is the disciplines of the com-
munity that enable the sectarian “to walk perfectly before [God] in
accordance with all the things that have been revealed” (1:8-9). In
part this link is made associatively. Just as the eschatological reso-
lution of the divided self is presented in terms of purification (772
TTOTMD LT PPTY . L, 4:20-22), so is the language of
purity used in connection with the constitution of the properly ordered
community (2:25-3:9). A further connection between the eschato-
logical rewards and punishments described in the Two Spirits Treatise
and the rewards and punishments already embedded in the hierar-
chy of spirit enacted in the community is indicated through the use
of the same root, T2, both for the eschatological visitation (4:6, 11)
and for the yearly examination (5:24). As Foucault rightly under-
stood, submission to the disciplines of the community requires the
price of a certain kind of knowledge of the self. Once one embraces
that knowledge, however, then the disciplines become the means for
achieving significant rewards. In the sections of the Serek ha-Yahad
that follow these disciplines are discussed in detail.

5:1-9:11. Communily Practices and Procedures

Following the Two Spirits Treatise are nearly four and a half columns
that contain what could be called community procedure. 1QS 5:1-6:23
1s itself a rule of the community, composed of introduction (5:1-7a),
an account of the binding oath taken upon admission and the con-
sequences that follow from it (5:7a—20a), and various regulations for
the conduct of community life (5:20b—6:8a). Rules for the session of
the many (6:8b—13a) and for the admission of new members (6:13b—23)
follow. Columns 6:24—7:25 contain a penal code. Although there is
disagreement as to how it is to be characterized, 8:1-9:11 concerns
the establishment of a new community. Most scholars consider the
various sections of 5:1-9:11 to have been excerpted from other doc-
uments of the sect or to be portions of previous editions of the Serek,
now incorporated into a new recension. But what purpose do they
serve here? They are certainly not complete and definitive accounts
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of the community’s procedures. Repetition (cf. 5:20 and 6:13-23),
differences in presentation (cf. 6:24—7:25 and 8:16-9:2), substantive
corrections (7:8), and what appear to be contradictions (cf. 8:16-19
and 8:20-24) are often interpreted as evidence that the documen-
tary sources come from different periods of the sect’s history. Also,
it appears that various sections of the Serek ha-Yahad actually refer
to different forms of Yahad communities. Some parts seem to per-
tain to Yahad communities in towns and villages (e.g., 6:1-8) and
others to the Qumran establishment proper (e.g., 8:1-9:11).8" Given
such a state of affairs, what might be the rationale for including such
excerpts in 1QS? If it is correct to understand the Serek ha-Yahad
as a resource for the formation of the Maskil and his formation of
the members through his teaching, then the presence of such dis-
parate materials makes sense. They do not serve as reference mate-
rials to be consulted for information—even in the case of contradiction
readers would know what was current practice and what was not—
but rather as rhetorical expressions of important aspects of the com-
munity’s ethos. These excerpts function in a way that Nelson Goodman
once described as “serving as a sample of,” that is, as something
that exemplifies that to which it refers, much as a swatch of cloth
serves as a sample of color, texture, and weave, but not of the shape
of the suit into which it will be made.”? Not only does the content
of such excerpts influence the one who immerses himself in them,
but also the formal and aesthetic features that are part of the sam-
ple.” These various sections are textual samples of the community’s
life, values, and ethos. When Moshe Weinfeld studied the procedural
aspects of the Qumran community, he noted that many of its prac-
tices were similar to those of voluntary organizations known from
the Hellenistic world. Various groups were also known to have drawn
up lists of their rules. But Weinfeld found no parallel for the type
of literature represented by the Serek ha-Yahad, with its combina-
tion of procedural rule and hortatory prose.”* The peculiar nature
of the Serek ha-Yahad points to the way in which “procedure” was

8 Knibb, 115; Metso, “In Search of the Sitz im Leben of the Community Rule,”
311; Collins, “Forms of Community,” 104-7.

8 Goodman, Ways of Worldmaking, 31-32.

# Goodman (105) insists that not only representational works but even abstract
works of art can effect important emotional and cognitive changes.

8 Weinfeld, Organizational Pattern, 47.
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regarded in the community. It was not mere operational detail that
one would consult as needed but rather something at the heart of
the sect’s moral imagination. For the sect truth is inseparable from
right ordering. Consequently, the way in which things are done has
a moral resonance that would be lacking in a society constituted
along different lines.

5:1-20a. Motiwational Introduction and the Binding Oath

The first of the sections in this part of the Serek ha-Yahad resem-
bles the beginning of the 1QS, and in 4QS? it actually serves as the
beginning of the document. It contains a heading (“this is the order
for the men of the community,” 7 WIS 7707),% a term of iden-
tity for the members (“those who willingly offer themselves,” 0'271m2;
cf. 1:7), and a statement of purpose couched in infinitives. Parallel-
ing the description of the annual covenant ceremony in 1:16-2:25,
this portion of the text also refers to a gateway ritual, the taking of
the binding oath (5:7-11). The whole passage, however, is struc-
tured by an organizing image different from that of the statement
of purpose and ritual found in cols. 1-2. Here the organizing trope
is one of reorientation, articulated both as turning from one thing
and holding fast to another, and as separating from and uniting
with (“turning from all evil and holding fast to all that he has com-
manded as his will, separating from the congregation of the men of
perversity in order to unite together in torah and in possessions,”
DWW OTen 5T7a0% Wkt My on 9102 P vo Hon awd
N1 Tna T menS, 5:1-2; “he shall undertake by a binding
oath to return to the torah of Moses. ..and he shall undertake by
the covenant to separate from all the men of perversity,” 52 Cp™
war Yy a2 o'p7 0Ny .. DM 0N 58 2wh oN Npawa W
D wi Don 5739, 5:8, 10). Placing this presentation of the com-
munity and its purpose immediately after the Two Spirits teaching
gives its symbolic shape added prominence. The community and its
institutional structures form the present counterpart to the eschato-
logical separation of truth and perversity that the Two Spirits teach-
ing describes. The community will be the place in which that separation
can proleptically be experienced.

 4Q8¢ reads TN W D 0wk W, “Interpretation for the Instructor con-
cerning the men of the torah.”
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The term “separation” (77277), which occurs three times in this
section (5:1, 10, 20) has considerable symbolic significance. Most
immediately, it echoes the reformation of the Second Temple com-
munity as represented in Ezra-Nehemiah (see esp. Neh 9:2; 10:29).
In a less obvious way the passage also seems to exploit the image
of the separation of clean and unclean (cf. Lev 10:10; 11:47; 20:25),
as Israel was set apart from the gentiles (cf. Lev 20:24, 26), and
priests and Levites set apart from the rest of Israel as holy (Num
8:14; 16:9). This overtone may influence the end of the passage,
where the terms “separate,” “man of holiness,” “impure,” and
“unclean” cluster together. There is finally an echo of the separa-
tion of innocent persons from a congregation about to face divine
judgment in the narrative of the rebellion of Korah, Dathan and
Abiram in Num 16:21 (cf. 5:10—13). One need not prove which of
these allusions was present to the mind of the author of this pas-
sage. All are available to the reader. Indeed, by employing a style
that 1s rich with evocations of scriptural language, the Qumran texts
teach their readers an active skill of perceiving intertextual connections.

The internal structure of the passage also suggests how central the
figure of separation is. Following the general introduction (lines 1-7),
two references to the act of “entering the covenant’ of the commu-
nity occur (lines 7-10 and 20). The binding oath referred to in line
8 has both a positive and a negative component. Positively, the com-
mitment is to “return to the torah of Moses” (line 8); negatively, the
commitment 13 “to separate from all the men of deceit” (line 10).
From line 10 until the resumptive repetition of the reference to enter-
ing the covenant in line 20 the text piles up four separate warrants
for the act of separating from the men of deceit. That these vari-
ous statements belong to different redactional layers®™ only under-
scores the fact that the topic exercised a fascination on those who
sought to add to the ways in which separation might be figured and
motivated.”

% Knibb, 110-11; Metso, Textual Development, 114, n. 23. The corresponding sec-
tions in 4QS"™ ¢ are considerably shorter. See Alexander and Vermes, 94-95.

% In the first warrant (lines 11b—13a) the text constructs the men of deceit as
the negative mirror image of the Yahad. Because they do not do those things that
the community is formed to do (seck knowledge of hidden things and obey the
revealed things) they are subject to destruction. The second warrant (lines 13b—15a)
has to do with danger to things interior to the community (waters, pure things,
work and possessions) and invokes purity and pollution language. Alluding to Lev
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The counterpart of such separation, of course, is the act of unit-
ing with the community in the covenant of God. In the moral imag-
ination of the sect the knowledge and discipline that enables one to
tulfill the commandments of God cannot be a purely private achieve-
ment but is resolutely social. Implicitly, the Serek ha-Yahad excludes
the possibility of a good person in a bad society. The choice that a
person makes is decisive. Even so, there remains a distrust of the
individual. Body imagery of heart, eyes, neck, and the erring will
that they depict serve to represent the individual as naturally a crea-
ture of stubbornness and waywardness (5:4—5). Only through the dis-
ciplines of the community, represented as circumcizing the stubborn
will, can the individual practice well-ordered behaviors and affects
(5:3—4). It is to the authority of the community that the sectarian is
“answerable” (@2°0Wn2; 5:2), a word that puns on the frequent refer-
ences to “turning” (MW7) from evil (5:1, 13) and turning back to the
torah of Moses (5:8). The goal is not the improvement of the indi-
vidual for his own sake, however. The text motivates the submission
that it demands by means of its representation of the community as
a temple. Together such rightly ordered persons become “a sanctu-
ary in Aaron” and “a house of truth in Israel,” capable of effecting
atonement and judgment (5:5-7).

108 5:20-23; 6:153-25. Examination for Admission and Advancement

As Foucault observed, disciplinary institutions characteristically orga-
nize space in two ways: by separation and by the construction of an
internal, analytical space within which persons will be located. The
hortatory introduction in 5:1-20a has symbolically established and
rhetorically justified the separated space necessary for the commu-

22:16, which deals with the profaning consequences of allowing improper persons
to eat the priests’ portions, sectarian separation is framed as the protection of the
holy from impure. The third warrant (lines 15b-16a) uses judicial imagery. Basing
itself on a scriptural admonition that Israel’s judges should “keep distant from any
false thing” (Ex 23:7), this warrant insists on separation in discussing legal matters
of torah and judgment @2 7N 9105 oD ... 2w N9). The fourth war-
rant (lines 16b—20) also uses a scriptural citation, this time from Isaiah 2:22 (“Have
no more to do with a man in whose nostrils is breath, for what is he worth,”line
17; trans. Knibb). Although the passage puns on the word 20r (“be worth”/”be
accounted [a member of the covenant])” it develops the idea of the insubstantial-
ity of breath by associating it with the futility (7377) of the existence of those out-
side the covenant and with their impending destruction, thus echoing the word of
judgment of the first warrant.
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nity. In what follows this internal space and its corresponding tech-
nologies of the self are presented, most particularly in the system of
surveillance and examination that underwrites the hierarchical order-
ing of the community.

A person first becomes the object of disciplinary power upon seek-
ing to join the community, a process described briefly in 5:20—23
and in more detail in 6:13—23. At the heart of the process is a ver-
bal examination, focused on the person’s spirit “with respect to his
insight and his deeds in regard to the law” (5:21; cf. 6:17-18). The
longer account describes a multi-year process of annual examina-
tions, first by the “officer in charge at the head of the Many” (6:13-14)
to determine the candidate’s suitability for the discipline (70%) of
the community (6:13-15), then by the Many (6:15-16) for provi-
sional admission. Annually, at the end of each probationary year the
candidate is again examined by the Many and gradually incorpo-
rated into the purity and the sharing of wealth and counsel within
the community (6:16-23). Unfortunately, we know very little about
the actual proceedings. That it was a formal and ceremonious occa-
sion seems evident, but there is no indication of how questions were
put or how the candidate was required to give an account of him-
self to the authorities who judged his suitability and progress. The
language used suggests that the examination concerned halakah and
also an investigation of the type of behaviors and dispositions that
the Two Spirits Treatise identifies as characteristic of the spirits of
truth and perversity.

As Foucault argues, all such examinations work to produce an indi-
vidual. Just this person and just these particular qualities become the
focus of attention. Knowledge about the person, previously unknown,
is generated through the examination and becomes available, not
only to the authorities who have required it, but also to the person
who speaks of himself. The object of the inquiry at Qumran is a
deeply intimate one, indicative of the individual’s essential self, his
“spirit.” Yet the individual, although he is required to disclose infor-
mation, cannot himself interpret and evaluate the significance of what
he discloses. That power belongs to the examining community.

The individuating effect of the examination is also evident in the
requirement that the examination be used to distinguish “between
one man and another” (5:21), the results being documented in a
register (“They shall write them down in order, one before another,”
5:23; cf. 6:22). What results is rank. Such ranking, however, is not
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a static order, or something that affects only new members. Each
year all members of the community are reviewed with respect to
their spirits and their deeds and receive advancement or demotion
according to the results of the examination (5:23-24). If the hierar-
chy were merely in the form of a register, it would not have such
effects of power. But the normalizing judgement embodied in the
hierarchy is continuously and ubiquitously enacted. Rank order gov-
erns daily practices of submission in matters of work and money
(6:2; cf. 5:23). In the council assembly seating (6:4) and the order
of speaking (6:8-13) proceed by rank. And in the ceremony of the
annual covenant renewal both procession and seating is hierarchi-
cal, with the solemn proviso that “no one shall move down from
his position or move up from his allotted space” (2:23).

The peculiarity of the hierarchical seating arrangement becomes
evident if one asks what it represents or symbolizes. Foucault con-
trasted symbolic ways of arranging bodies in space (e.g., royal dis-
plays arranged to represent the king’s sovereignty) with disciplinary
arrangements which represent nothing except the normalizing judg-
ment of the discipline.® In the case of the annual covenant cere-
mony the precedence of the priests and levites might be taken as an
instance of a symbolic arrangement, representing the fixed status of
the priestly orders. But the rank order of the community represents
simply the results of the yearly examination.

Such arrangements are what Foucault calls “the first of the great
operations of discipline . . . ‘tableaux vivants’, which transform the con-
fused, useless or dangerous multitudes into ordered multiplicities.”®
They are not merely the results of discipline, that is, rewards and
punishments for performance; they are also active instruments for
discipline. One knows simply by looking, what is better, what is
worse. Since rank governs the order of speaking, the performances
of the higher ranking members serve as models and norms for the
performances of the lower ranking persons, who are nevertheless eli-
gible (perhaps even required) to speak (6:4, 9-10).

108 5:24-6:1. The Practice of Reproof
Surveillance and discipline in the community were not only exer-
cised in relation to hierarchy and in the annual examination but

% Foucault, Discipline and Punish, 187-88.
% Foucault, Discipline and Punish, 148.
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were also dispersed into a continuous and ubiquitous presence through
the system of mutual reproof. Reproof was a widely shared value in
the moral culture of ancient Judaism. Although corrective in its intent,
it was not necessarily punitive. In the Second Temple period reflection
on the topic often took the form of interpretation of the divine com-
mandment in Lev 19:17 (“You shall not hate your brother in your
heart; you shall indeed reprove your neighbor, and so you will not
bear guilt yourself”)." In the Serek ha-Yahad that verse is also the
starting point, but the moral problem of self and community addressed
by each text is rather different. In Leviticus the issue is the corro-
sive effect of a grievance nurtured in private. Leviticus recommends
open and direct confrontation so that the aggrieved person does not
himself become guilty of harboring a grudge (see Lev 19:18). The
moral focus is on the aggrieved party. Unlike Leviticus, the Serck
ha-Yahad does not preface the discussion by an initial reference to
hatred in the heart; rather it simply says, “cach man shall reprove
his neighbor” (5:24—25). This is not advice for an individual deal-
ing with an occasional situation but a directive for community praxis.
In this respect the sect’s practice of mutual reproof has more in com-
mon with the wisdom literature, where the focus is on the educa-
tive value of reproof (e.g., Prov 3:12; 9:8; 15:12; 28:33). Following
as it does the discussion of the yearly assessment of each member’s
status in the community according to his insight and deeds (5:23-24),
the directive for reproof seems to function as a means for refining
those qualities. There is a characteristic difference, however, between
the context of reproof as envisioned in the wisdom literature and its
practice at Qumran. As the concluding line of section 5:24—6:1 makes
clear, reproof is not merely a matter of moral improvement but part
of the judicial discipline of the sect: “and furthermore, no one may
bring a case against his fellow before the Many except after reproof
before witnesses” (6:1).”" Thus in the Yahad reproof was integrated
into the system of punishment. A record of such reproofs, which are
directed both at disapproved behaviors (anger, boastfulness) and at

% See Kugel, “On Hidden Hatred and Open Reproach: Early Exegesis of Leviticus
19:17.”

9 See Schiffman, Sectarian Law, 92-98, for a thorough discussion of the judicial
context of reproof in the Serek ha-Yahad and in the Damascus Document.
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violations of halakah (forbidden sexual relations) is to be found in
4Q477 Rebukes Reported by the Overseer.”

One should not overlook, however, the deep concern the text has
for the reprover, yet in a different manner than one finds in Leviticus.
Whereas Leviticus concerns itself with the moral consequences of not
speaking what is in the heart, the Serek ha-Yahad concerns itself
extensively with the spirit in which reproof is made. Reproof is to
be conducted “in tr[uth] and humility and kindly love toward a man.
Let him not speak to him in anger or in complaint or in stub[born-
ness or in] mean-spirited [jealousy|, and let him not hate [...] in
his heart” (1QS 5:25-26). Of all the reflections on Lev 19:17 dis-
cussed by Kugel in his survey of the reception of this passage, only
in the Serek ha-Yahad is such attention paid to the disposition of
the reprover in speaking. There are reasons, both in the ideology
and in the organization of the community, that would have made
the practice of reproof both desirable and fraught with danger. The
practice of reproof was an important mechanism for the achieve-
ment of the community’s purposes. At the same time the commu-
nity’s ethical rigor would have made it easy for reproof to be carried
out with a level of intensity detrimental to the unity of the sect.
Even more complex would have been the effect of the hierarchical
organization of the sect. Reproof and the judicial practices connected
with it would have been essential for establishing “insight and deeds
of torah,” but the practices of reproof could easily have been co-
opted by envy, resentment, and desire for advancement. Such is per-
haps the background to the requirement that reproof should be
carried out “on the same day, so that he not incur guilt because of
him” (5:26-6:1). The reason is somewhat clearer in the parallel dis-
cussion of reproof in the Damascus Document, which treats the mat-
ter of hoarding information for a strategic denouncement as involving
the culpability of “bearing a grudge and taking vengeance” (CD
9:26, alluding to Lev 19:18). The contradictory impulses invited by
the practice of reproof leave their traces in the concern that the
Serck ha-Yahad shows for the proper spirit in which reproof is to
be administered.

9 For discussion of this text see Eshel, “4Q477: The Rebukes by the Overseer”;
Hempel, “Who Rebukes in 4Q477?”; Reed, “Genre, Setting and Title of 4Q477.”
Reed (148) plausibly speculates that such written records of reproof may have been
used as part of the annual examination and evaluation of members.
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108 6:1=8a, 8b—=23. Communal Organization and Work
As is often noted, 6:1-8a appears to represent a communal context
somewhat different from the surrounding material. The reference to
discrete, small groups (“in every place where there are ten men of
the council of the Community”) who are said to live in “their places
of sojourning” @1, 6:2) does not seem to reflect the reality of
the Yahad at Qumran. Perhaps the section derives from an earlier
stage of the development of the Yahad,” or, as seems more likely,
to the organization of the Yahad in cities and towns throughout
Judea.” The inclusion of such material here only serves to under-
score the impression that the Serck ha-Yahad is not so much a book
of reference as a book of resources for the formation of the ethos
of the community by the instruction of its members. The principles
of composition appear to be topical and associational. As Metso has
pointed out, the term "7 occurs toward the end of 5:20b—6:1b,
near the end of 6:1c-8a, and at the beginning of 6:8b—13a.”
More than word association is involved, however. I