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SAPERE

Greek and Latin texts of Later Antiquity (1st—4th centuries AD) have for
a long time been overshadowed by those dating back to so-called ‘classi-
cal’ times. The first four centuries of our era have, however, produced a
cornucopia of works in Greek and Latin dealing with questions of philoso-
phy, ethics, and religion that continue to be relevant even today. The series
SAPERE (Scripta Antiquitatis Posterioris ad Ethicam REligionemque per-
tinentia, “Writings of Later Antiquity with Ethical and Religious Themes’),
now funded by the German Union of Academies, undertakes the task of
making these texts accessible through an innovative combination of edi-
tion, translation, and commentary in the form of interpretative essays.

The acronym ‘SAPERE’ deliberately evokes the various connotations of
sapere, the Latin verb. In addition to the intellectual dimension — which
Kant made the motto of the Enlightenment by translating ‘sapere aude’
with ‘dare to use thy reason’ — the notion of ‘tasting’ should come into
play as well. On the one hand, SAPERE makes important source texts
available for discussion within various disciplines such as theology and
religious studies, philology, philosophy, history, archaeology, and so on;
on the other, it also seeks to whet the readers” appetite to ‘taste” these texts.
Consequently, a thorough scholarly analysis of the texts, which are inves-
tigated from the vantage points of different disciplines, complements the
presentation of the sources both in the original and in translation. In this
way, the importance of these ancient authors for the history of ideas and
their relevance to modern debates come clearly into focus, thereby foster-
ing an active engagement with the classical past.






Preface to this Volume

The present volume is in many respects an exception in the SAPERE series.
It is dedicated to a text in Hebrew which has not been handed down com-
pletely, but only in fragments. It is the writing of an unknown author to an
equally unknown addressee, which was found in one of the caves near the
settlement of Khirbet Qumran at the Dead Sea and is entitled Migsat Ma'ase
Ha-Torah, “Some of the Works of the Torah”, others prefer the translation
“Some Precepts of the Torah” (abbreviated 4QMMT or just MMT). This
writing itself is also an exception, as it is the earliest and only evidence
of a proper interpretation of the Jewish Torah, the so-called Halakhah, as
it later became common in rabbinical Judaism. However, the work dates
from pre-rabbinical, Hellenistic-Roman times and thus belongs in the his-
torical context of ethical writings that appear in the SAPERE series and
are made available to a wider audience. Up to now, only Jewish voices in
Greek, such as Philo of Alexandria, have had their say in this series. With
4QMMT, Hebrew-speaking Judaism will be presented for once, which was
of eminent importance in the same period and had slightly different views
than Greek-speaking Judaism. Apparently completely rooted in the He-
brew or — more precise — biblical tradition and internal Jewish perspective,
this writing nevertheless documents in its own way the formative interre-
lation between Hellenistic and Jewish culture.

As usual, the present volume is divided into three parts: Introduction,
Text and Translation, and Essays. The Introduction offers in its first para-
graph an overview on the Dead Sea Scrolls and the so-called community
of Qumran, i.e. the group which was responsible for the transmission and
(in parts) the production of the manuscripts found in the eleven caves near
the settlement of Khirbet Qumran and other places at the Dead Sea. In
the following, a second paragraph gives an introduction into the work
of 4QMMT, its content, its manuscripts and their state of preservation,
the previous editions and research, and finally the editorial principles fol-
lowed in this volume.

The second part of the volume provides a new critical and synoptic edi-
tion and translation of 4QMMT according to the format of the manuscript
4Q394. As far asitis preserved, we follow this individual manuscript, gaps
and missing parts are filled with text from the other manuscripts within the
format of manuscript 4Q394, text overlaps are marked with underlining. In
the edition as well as in the following essays three systems of notation are
used to quote 4QMMT: a. according to the individual manuscripts, con-
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sisting of the number of a manuscript, column (in small roman figures),
fragment and line (in Arabic figures), e.g. 4Q394 i 3-7 1-19 etc.; b. accord-
ing to the edition of this volume (noted at the right side of the Hebrew text),
both in the preserved parts and the reconstructed parts of the underlying
manuscript 4Q394, consisting of column (in small roman figures) and lines
(in Arabic figures), e.g. i 01-20 etc.; c. in parallel to b. according to the edi-
tion of the so-called Composite Text in the series DJD (noted at the left side
of the Hebrew text), e.g. A19-20 and B01-16.

In the third part of this volume the reader will find a collection of es-
says on relevant topics concerning 4QMMT. The first two contributions are
dealing with the paleography and material reconstruction of the text (Ei-
bert Tigchelaar) and its language (Noam Mizrahi). The next four essays are
focused on the literary-historical context of 4QMMT, treating its relation-
ship to the Hebrew Bible (Reinhard G. Kratz), to the calendars from Qum-
ran (Jonathan Ben-Dov), to the wider Dead Sea Scrolls (Charlotte Hempel)
and to rabbinic Halakhah (Vered Noam). Finally, the last three essays turn
to the broader historical context, dealing with the relationship of 4QMMT
to contemporary historical events (John ]. Collins), Hellenistic literature
(Lutz Doering) and the New Testament (Jorg Frey). The latter essay was
already published in Frey 2019.

Both, the edition and the essays were discussed at a colloquium held
in Gottingen at July 17/18th, 2017, and subsequently revised. The editor
would like to express his cordial thanks to all contributors for their articles
and helpful feedback as well as to the editors and the staff of the series
SAPERE, especially Simone Seibert, Andrea Villani, and the student as-
sistants (Marius Pfeifer, Sean Ciaran Reyhn, Tim-Fabian Wilke), for their
advise, patience, and not least, the editorial work that posed particular
challenges due to the strange material.

Gottingen, spring 2020 Reinhard G. Kratz
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Introduction
Reinhard G. Kratz

1. The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Community of Qumran

The text edited in this volume, called Migsat Ma'ase Ha-Torah, “Some of
the Works of the Torah” (4QMMT), is one of the most interesting texts
among the famous Dead Sea Scrolls discovered near the settlement of Khir-
bet Qumran and its vicinity in the middle of the twentieth century and
now finally published in full.! The author of this text is unknown to us,
and, therefore, we are unable to provide a biography as is usual in the se-
ries SAPERE. Instead, we will give a short introduction into the Dead Sea
Scrolls and the people behind them, i.e. the community of Qumran.?

1.1. The Findings

The nigh epic history of the Dead Sea Scrolls” discovery has enjoyed fre-
quent repetition. A shepherd boy putatively searched for a goat that went
astray or — here the accounts diverge — enjoyed throwing stones into hid-
den caves, whereupon he came across stoneware jugs filled with myste-
rious scrolls. A footrace then ensued between local Beduins and profes-
sional archaeologists, which resulted in the discovery of eleven caves at the
northwestern edge of the Dead Sea, near the settlement of Khirbet Qum-
ran, between 1947 and 1956. Fragments of Hebrew, Aramaic, and even a

1 DJD; DSSP; DSSR; DSSSE; DSSHW; MAai1er 1995-1996 and Id. 1997; Louse 1981 and
SteupkL 2001; an overview of all available texts is provided by Tov 2002 and E. Tov, Revised
Lists of the Texts from the Judaean Desert (Leiden 2010).

% The following paragraph is based on Kratz 2015, 153-165. Valuable introductions
include H. SteGEMANN, Die Essener, Qumran, Johannes der Tiufer und Jesus, mit einem Nach-
wort von Gert Jeremias (Freiburg im Breisgau 1993 [1°2007]; english translation: The Library
of Qumran: On the Essenes, Qumran, John the Baptist, and Jesus [Grand Rapids, MI 1998]); J.
C. VanberKawm, The Dead Sea Scrolls Today (Grand Rapids, MI 22010); G. G. XEravaris / P.
Porzig, Einfithrung in die Qumran-Literatur. Die Handschriften vom Toten Meer (Berlin 2015);
D. StokL BeN Ezra, Qumran. Die Texte vom Toten Meer und das antike Judentum. Jiidische
Studien 3 (Tiibingen 2016); on particular writings and subjects, see ScuirrmMan / Tov / VaN-
pErRKaM / Marquis 2000; BrRooke / HEmPEL 2019; on the main writings, see the very useful
introductions by Kniss 1987; on the history of research, see J. J. Corrins, The Dead Sea
Scrolls: A Biography (Princeton, NJ 2012); DimanT 2012.
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few Greek manuscripts, written on either leather or papyrus, materialized
here and in Qumran’s surroundings, all the way down to Masada.

Quite quickly, the significance of these findings was clear. The texts
comprised, presumably, the most spectacular trove of Jewish manuscripts
discovered in the twentieth century. As determined by paleographic ana-
lysis and scientific measurements, these materials were written at the turn
of epochs, between ca. 250 BCE and 150 CE, and bear witness to texts that
are much older in some cases. Scholarly convention designates each item
according to its provenance and either a number or an abbreviated title
(e.g., 1QIsa? for manuscript A of the book of Isaiah from Cave 1 at Qum-
ran; 1Q8 = 1QIsaP for the manuscript B of the book of Isaiah from Cave 1
at Qumran). After the principle denomination then comes numeration of
fragments, columns, and lines.

In essence, three classes of texts have emerged from the eleven caves at
Qumran and neighboring sites:

One class comprises manuscripts of biblical books, the oldest known
thus far.®> Up until seventy years ago, the text of the Hebrew Bible came
only from medieval manuscripts, its greater antiquity attested only in-
directly. Confirming these deductions, the Dead Sea Scrolls trace back
close to the formation of the Hebrew Bible during the pre-Christian pe-
riod. Biblical manuscripts have materialized not only in the caves of Qum-
ran but also at other scattered locations. Here as well as in the non-biblical
manuscripts we can observe the techniques and practices of the ancient
scribes.*

Fragments of para-biblical writings in their original language constitute
a second class of texts discovered in the Dead Sea vicinity.> Originally
composed in Hebrew or Aramaic, these works survived only in ancient
translations —i.e., second- or third-hand - if previously known at all. Such
texts, classified as the Apocrypha or Pseudepigrapha, were “not held equal
to the Scriptures but are useful and good to read,” as the German reformer
Martin Luther eloquently wrote. Some of these writings, like Ben Sira and
Tobit, appear as addenda to Luther’s translation or the King James Ver-
sion and enjoy canonical status in the Roman Catholic and Eastern Ortho-
dox Churches. Others — such as Jubilees or the books of Enoch — belong
to the canonical scriptures of eastern national churches (viz., the Syrian,
Ethiopian, and Coptic Churches) and have been transmitted in this way.
Still other compositions, e.g., the texts called Apocryphon of Jeremiah,

3 LaNGE 2009; Tov 2012; cf. F. M. Cross / S. TALMON (eds.), Qumran and the History of the
Biblical Text (Cambridge, MA / London 1975); ULricu 1999; J. C. VaANDERKAM, The Dead Sea
Scrolls and the Bible (Grand Rapids, MI 2012).

* See Tov 2004.

5 See the editions in n. 1. The relevant material, excluding the rewritten scripture texts,
is collected in DSSR 3 and 6. See DimanT 2014, 153-169.



Introduction 5

Apocryphon of Ezekiel, and Pseudo-Daniel,® had vanished into oblivion
until their remains materialized nearly seventy years ago among the caves
in the Dead Sea area. Significantly, the second class of texts surfaced only
in the caves of Qumran and at Masada. Some of them actually stand be-
tween the two classes of “biblical” manuscripts, on the one hand, and the
“Apocrypha,” on the other. They belong to the genre denominated rewrit-
ten bible or rewritten scripture, which provides the “biblical” text — in differ-
ent variations — with additions, omissions, and reformulations.”

¢ For the Apocryphon of Jeremiah (4Q383—4, 385a, 387, 387a, 388a, 389, 390), see DJD
19; for Pseudo-Ezekiel (4Q385, 385b, 385c, 386, 388, 391), see DJD 30; for the Prayer of
Nabonidus (4Q242) and Pseudo-Daniel (4Q243-5, 246), see DJD 22. Cf. G. Brook, “Para-
biblical Prophetic Narratives”, in: FLintT / VaANDERKAM 1998, 271-301.

7 Significant examples include Reworked Pentateuch 4Q158 (DJD 5) and 4Q364-7 (DJD
13), which is more a “biblical” manuscript than rewritten scripture; Genesis Apocryphon
1QapGen (Frrzmyer 2004; MacaieLa 2009); Pseudo-Jubilees 4Q225-7 (DJD 13); Commen-
tary on Genesis A 4Q252 (D]JD 22); Jubilees (R. H. CHaRLEs (ed.), The Apocrypha and Pseude-
pigrapha of the Old Testament in English, with Introductions and Critical and Explanatory Notes,
2 vols. (Oxford 1913) 2:1-82; ]. H. CuarLEswoRrTH (ed.), The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha, 2
vols. (Garden City, NY 1983 / 1985) 2:35-142; H. F. D. Sparks (ed.), The Apocryphal Old Tes-
tament (Oxford / New York 1984) 1-140; VanperKam 1989; DJD 1, 3, 13, 23, and 36); Temple
Scroll (Yapin 1983; DSSP 7; DJD 25). On this material, see Crawrorp 2008 as well as Zaun
2011 for the Reworked Pentateuch; M. Secar, The Book of Jubilees: Rewritten Bible, Redaction,
Ideology and Theology. JSJSup 117 (Leiden 2007) for Jubilees; S. W. Crawrorp, The Temple
Scroll and Related Texts. Companion to the Qumran Scrolls 2 (Sheffield 2000) and SchiFFmMAaN
2008 for the Temple Scroll; BErnsTEIN 2013 for the Genesis Apocryphon and other writings;
furthermore D. DivanT / R. G. KraTz (eds.), The Dynamics of Language and Exegesis at Qum-
ran. FAT 1I/35 (Tiibingen 2009); lid. (eds.), Rewriting and Interpreting the Hebrew Bible. The
Biblical Patriarchs in the Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls. BZAW 439 (Berlin 2013); A. FELDMAN,
The Rewritten Joshua Scrolls from Qumran. Texts, Translations, and Commentary. BZAW
438 (Berlin 2013); D. DimanT / A. FELDMAN / L. GoLDMAN, Scripture and Interpretation: Qum-
ran Texts that Rework the Bible. BZAW 449 (Berlin 2014). For the fluidity between textual
and compositional history in these compositions, see E. Tov, Hebrew Bible, Greek Bible, and
Qumran. TSAJ 121 (Ttubingen 2008); Id., “The Many Forms of Hebrew Scripture. Reflec-
tions in Light of the LXX and 4QReworked Pentateuch”, in: A. LaNGe / M. WEicoLp / J.
ZSENGELLER (eds.), From Qumran to Aleppo: A Discussion with Emanuel Tov about the Textual
History of Jewish Scriptures in Honor of his 65" Birthday. FRLANT 230 (Géttingen 2009) 11-28;
Id., “From 4QReworked Pentateuch to 4QPentateuch”, in: M. Porovic (ed.), Authoritative
Scriptures in Ancient Judaism. ]JS].S 141 (Leiden 2010) 73-91; Id. 2012; Urricu 1999; for fur-
ther discussion see N. DAvip / A. LaNGE (eds.), Qumran and the Bible: Studying the Jewish
and Christian Scriptures in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Leuven 2010); DAvip / LANGE / DE
TrOYER / Tzorer 2012; on the term and phenomenon of rewritten bible or scripture, see G.
VERMES, Scripture and Tradition in Judaism. Haggadic Studies. Studia post-biblica 4 (Leiden
1973); G. J. BRookE, “The Rewritten Law, Prophets and Psalms: Issues for Understanding
the Text of the Bible”, in: E. D. Hersert / E. Tov (eds.), The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible
and the Judaean Desert Discoveries (London 2002) 31-40; SecaL 2005; CRawrorp 2008; M. M.
ZanN, “Rewritten Scripture”, in: L / Corrins 2010, 323-336; Ead. 2011; Ead., “Building
Textual Bridges: Towards an Understanding of 4Q158 (4QReworked Pentateuch)”, in: G.]J.
Brooke / J. HoGeENHAVEN (eds.), The Mermaid and the Partridge: Essays from the Copenhagen
Conference on Revising Texts from Cave Four. STD] 96 (Leiden 2011) 13-32; Ead., “Talking
about Rewritten Texts: Some Reflections on Terminology”, in: H. voN WEISSENBERG / .
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The third class of texts found in the Dead Sea area contains the writ-
ings of the community reflected in the texts themselves. For the sake of
simplicity, I designate the collective according to the provenance of the
findings, namely, “the Qumran Community,” without advancing any fur-
ther claims concerning the origin or historical localization of the commu-
nity itself. Prominent examples of the literary class include regulations for
organization and communal life - i.e., the Community Rule or Manual of
Discipline (Serekh ha-Yahad) (QS) along with its complement, the Rule of the
Congregation (Serekh ha-’Edah) (1QSa), and the Damascus Document (QD)
—in addition to a collection of prayers called the Thanksgiving Hymns (Ho-
dayot) (QH), a description of a holy apocalyptic war hence titled the War
Scroll (Serekh ha-Milhamah) (QM), and, last but not least, commentaries on
the biblical prophets, Pesharim (Qp), which receive their appellation from
a formula employed in the commentaries themselves, pishro, meaning “its
interpretation”.8 With the exception of the Damascus Document, which
surfaced in medieval copies among the texts discovered in the Cairo Ge-
nizah, all these works were unknown until their recent discovery. They,
too, were unearthed only in the caves of Qumran and at Masada and pro-
vide essential information about the religious group’s life and thought. Be-
yond the particular Qumranic texts, this community likely bore responsi-
bility for transmitting other texts and depositing them in the caves of the
Dead Sea vicinity.

A fourth and final division encompasses economic and administrative
texts as well as letters derived from various epochs and written in different
languages. Almost exclusively found among neighboring sites of discov-
ery (Ketef Jericho, Wadi Murabba’at, Nahal Hever, Masada), some texts of
this type materialized in the caves of Qumran and the settlement of Khir-
bet Qumran in the form of ostraca as well.” The precise relationship be-
tween such practical materials — supposing they even stemmed from the

Pakkara / M. MarrriLa (eds.), Changes in Scripture:rewriting and interpreting authoritative
traditions in the Second Temple period. BZAW 419 (Berlin 2011) 93-119; Ead., “Genre and
Rewritten Bible”, JBL 131 (2012) 271-288; BErNsTEIN 2013, 39-62; J. ZseNGELLER / K. GASPAR
(eds.), Rewritten Bible after Fifty Years: Texts, Terms, or Techniques? A Last Dialogue with Géza
Vermes. JSJ.S 166 (Leiden 2014).

8 For editions of the text, see n. 1 above; for QS, QD, QM and Qp, see esp. DSSP, for QH
the edition in DJD 40; for an introduction, see Kniss 1987 as well as S. Metso, The Serekh
Texts. Companion to the Qumran Scrolls 9 (London / New York, NY 2007) (QS); HEmPEL
2000 (QD); J. Dunaimg, The War Texts: 1QM and Related Manuscripts. Companion to the
Qumran Scrolls 6 (London / New York, NY 2006) (QM); T. H. L, Pesharim. Companion
to the Qumran Scrolls 3 (London / New York, NY 2002) and J. G. CampseLL, The Exegetical
Texts. Companion to the Qumran Scrolls 4 (London / New York, NY 2006) (Qp and other
exegetical texts); H. HarriNGTON, The Purity Texts. Companion to the Qumran Scrolls 5
(London / New York, NY 2006) (Purity texts).

® See DJD 2, 104-109, 122-134; DJD 27, 34-37, 65-70; Yapin 2002, 72-108; B. JaNowski /
G. WiLHELM (eds.), Texte aus der Umuwelt des Alten Testaments. Neue Folge, 7 vols. (Giitersloh
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same point in time — and the other three textual classes is elusive and not
yet fully analyzed. Indeed, some of these documents related to daily live
might have emanated from members of the Qumran community as well.

1.2. The Problem of Historical Contextualization

Who was this community, and whence come the numerous manuscripts
of so many different works? Modern scholarship has puzzled over such
questions.!® Some envision a library of the Qumran community, which
would have intermittently inhabited the settlement at Khirbet Qumran —
a site in immediate proximity to the caves containing the texts — and itself
produced and recorded the manuscripts. Others hypothesize an inven-
tory from the Jerusalem temple’s library. Owing to multiple copies of one
and the same literary work, still other scholars assert such manuscripts
were used in different locations throughout the land, perhaps by different
groups and only secondarily collected in the caves near the Dead Sea.

Quite certainly, not all manuscripts arose in Khirbet Qumran itself.
Many predate either the settlement’s foundation or use by the Qumran
community. Moreover, the manuscripts were likely deposited in the caves
only secondarily, to conceal them from the advancing Roman army in the
first century CE. All other explanations depend on historical questions
with respect to the identity of the community reflected in the texts and
to possible connections between the manuscripts found in the caves, the
community described in the texts, and the archaeological site of Khirbet
Qumran. Unfortunately, actual certitude is far less than commonly be-
lieved.!!

Early scholarship identified the Qumran community with one of the re-
ligious factions of ancient Judaism known from the Hellenistic-Roman pe-

2004-2013) 1:270-278; cf. A. Lancg, “Qumran”, in: H. D. Betz et al. (eds.), Religion in
Geschichte und Gegenwart (Tiibingen *2003) vol. 6 [1873-1896], 1891-18%4.

10 Gee, e.g., CorLins 2010; DimanT 2014; on methodology, see G. J. BRooke, Reading the
Dead Sea Scrolls: Essays in Method (Atlanta, GA 2013); on the manuscripts, see A. LANGE,
“The Qumran Dead Sea Scrolls — Library or Manuscript Corpus?”, in: GARcfA MARTINEZ /
SteUDEL / TiGcHELAAR 2006, 177-193; M. Porovi¢, “Qumran as Scroll Storehouse in Times
of Crisis? A Comparative Perspective on Judaean Desert Manuscript Collections”, JS] 43
(2012) 551-594; also E. Tov, “Some Thoughts About the Diffusion of Biblical Manuscripts
in Antiquity”, in: Merso / NajMaN / ScuuLLer 2010, 151-172; and E. Urrics, “The Evolu-
tionary Production and Transmission of the Scriptural Books”, ibid. 209-255.

1 For the traditional reconstruction, see STEGEMANN 1971; concerning more recent dis-
cussion, see M. L. GrossmaN, Reading for History in the Damascus Document: A Methodological
Study. STD]J 45 (Leiden 2002); The Community of the Dead Sea Scrolls, DSD 16/3 (2009); M.
GoopmaN, “Constructing Ancient Judaism from the Scrolls”, in: Lim / Corrins 2010, 81—
91; P. R. Davies, “What history can we get from the Scrolls, and how?”, in: HempeL 2010,
31-46; Corrins 2010; Id. 2011, and in this volume, p. 161-178; J. C. VanDERKAM, “The
Pre-History of the Qumran Community with a Reassessment of CD 1:1-11", in: RorrmMan /
SchHiFFMAN / Tzorer 2011, 59-78; on the archaeological evidence, see MagNEss 2002.
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riod. The New Testament attests four such parties: the priestly caste (Sad-
ducees), the scribes and Torah teachers (Pharisees), the insurrectionists re-
volting against Roman foreign rule (Zealots), and — last but not least — the
disciples of Jesus and early Christians, which stemmed from the movement
of John the Baptist. In addition, the Jewish historian Flavius Josephus and
other ancient sources mention yet another group: the Essenes. According
to ancient sources, the Essenes distinguished themselves through a kind
of biblical fundamentalism and concomitant radical, pious lifestyle, which
strictly conformed to the precepts of Jewish law and displaying other pe-
culiarities.!?

In terms of lifestyle and ideas, several points of contact between the
Dead Sea Scrolls, on the one hand, and reports from ancient historians, on
the other, have led scholars to believe the Essenes and the Qumran com-
munity were but one and the same faction.!®> Pliny the Elder and Dion
Chrysostom seemed to support such equation with their reference to an Es-
senic settlement on the Dead Sea’s northwestern coast, thereby suggesting
a connection between the caves along with their texts and the settlement
of Khirbet Qumran. Yet neither identification with the Essenes nor con-
nection with the settlement can simply be assumed. Already criticized in
the early years of Qumran scholarship, both assumptions have now fallen
into heated controversy. For this reason, the texts should first be read on
their own so that a portrait of the community depicted can appear on its
own terms; afterwards — and only afterwards — can this portrait then be
compared with and, if appropriate, related to reports from ancient sources
concerning the Essenes, on the one hand, and the findings of modern ex-
cavators concerning the settlement’s archeology, on the other.

1.3. The Witness of the Texts

To delineate the profile of the community, the third class of texts —i.e., writ-
ings from the Qumran community — demands initial scrutiny. Within their
own compositions, the community calls itself ha-Yahad, which means noth-
ing more than “the community” in Hebrew. This group broke away from
other forms of contemporary Judaism and claimed to represent the one
true Israel. Perhaps separated as early as the end of the third or beginning
of the second century BCE, the division probably resulted from social and
religious dislocations instituted by the Hellenization of Judaism. Through

12 For the sources, see A. DuroNT-SOMMER, Die essenischen Schriften vom Toten Meer unter
Zugrundelegung der Original-Texte, translated by Walter W. Miiller (Tiibingen 1960) 24-43;
for the historical context, Krarz 2015, 39-45.

13 For the comparison between Josephus’ account and the Dead Sea Scrolls, see T. S.
Beatt, Josephus’ Description of the Essenes Illustrated by the Dead Sea Scroll. SNTS.MS 58 (Cam-
bridge 1988).
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distinction between the just and the wicked, such dislocation already oc-
cursin later texts of the Hebrew Bible itself.1* The first psalm in the biblical
collection formulates this contrast in short and memorable form:

Happy are those who do not follow the advice of the wicked, or take the path that

sinners tread, or sit in the seat of scoffers; but their delight is in the law of the Lord, and
on his law they meditate day and night. (Ps 1:1-2, NRSV).

Preserved in 1QS V-VI], the oldest version of the Community Rule (Serekh
ha-Yahad) builds upon this passage: accordingly, the “men of the commu-
nity” establish their own order:
to convert from all evil and to keep themselves steadfast in all he commanded in com-
pliance with his will. They should keep apart from the congregation of the men of

injustice in order to constitute a Community in law (torah) and possessions (1QS V 1-2,
DSSSE).

The community, organized in the style or at least similar to Hellenistic
associations,'® seems to have grown steadily over time and spread itself
across numerous localities throughout the land, as suggested by the di-
verse ordinances in QS and QD. The regulations for communal life under-
went multiple adaptations to new conditions as well as greater differen-
tiation.1® In these particular texts, the community and its sprigs provide
themselves with strict ordinances for admission and expulsion, segment
themselves hierarchically into leading officials and various other member
classes, and prescribe themselves a stringent modus vivendi under penalty
of sanctions. While they certainly betray temporal and regional differ-
ences, in the course of time these regulations continued to draw closer and
closer to the biblical ideal — especially as formulated in the book of Num-
bers — of the people of Israel as a military camp and collective dominated
by priests.

This differentiation in directives involved an increasingly sophisticated
means of legal interpretation (Halakhah), both formally and substantially,
that oriented itself toward the Hebrew Bible’s juridical tradition as ex-
pressed in the Torah. A more or less linear path thus led from the old-
est legal corpus of the Hebrew Bible, the so-called Covenant Code in Exod
20-23, through its rewriting in the book of Deuteronomy along with the
Holiness Code of Lev 17-26 to the stipulations in the so-called Penal Code

4 On the relationship between the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Hebrew Bible (Old Testa-
ment), see R. G. Kratz, “Das Alte Testament und die Texte vom Toten Meer”, Zeitschrift
fiir die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 125 (2013) 198-213 and Id. 2013.

15 See GiLLinan 2012; Eckuarot 2019; A. R. Krause, “Qumran Discipline and Rites of
Affliction in Their Associational Context”, in: B. EckuarDpT (ed.), Private Associations and
Jewish Communities in the Hellenistic and Roman Cities. JSJ.S 191 (Leiden 2019) 58-75.

16 Cf. the divergent versions of QS and QD in DSSP 1-3; on this topic, see S. MeTtso, The
Textual Development of the Qumran Community Rule. STD]J 21 (Leiden 1997); HEmPEL 1998;
Ead. 2013; for a “new paradigm,” see A. ScHoFIELD, From Qumran to the Yahad. A New
Paradigm of Textual Development for the Community Rule. STD] 77 (Leiden 2009).
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(1QS VI-VII) as well as its own updating (Fortschreibung) in the regulations
of QS and QD." Perhaps the most impressive example of Halakhah as de-
veloped in this trajectory, is our text edited in this volume, Migsat Ma'ade
Ha-Torah, “Some of the Works of the Torah” (4QMMT), which concerns
several cases of legal interpretation and, most notably, considers questions
of purity debated among different schools of thought.

Alongside the study and practice of Torah, the community at Qumran
created its own tradition of prayer. Presumably, it replaced the sacrifi-
cial cult of the temple in Jerusalem, from which the community had dis-
tanced itself both inwardly and outwardly. Represented by multitudinous
manuscripts among the Dead Sea Scrolls, the Psalter provided a promi-
nent model. One particular exemplar (11Q5=11QPs?), which encompasses
approximately the Psalter’s final third (Pss. 100-150), reproduces the in-
dividual psalms at times in different order and also contains additional
compositions.!® In the style of the Psalms, the Thanksgiving Hymns or
Hodayot (QH) comprise a collection of individual hymns and prayers.'?
Consistently commencing with “I thank you, O Lord” or “Praised be you,
O Lord,” they center on the supplicant’s distress and deep despair as well
as his deliverance in addition to the insight and enlightenment that befall
him.

Not all songs are the same, however. Some display greater individual-
ity while others exhibit a more collective character. On the basis of these
and other features, scholarship often distinguishes between songs of the
“Teacher of Righteousness” and those of the community. Yet the Hodayot
never mention a teacher explicitly. Rather, the supplicating “I” may only

17 Kratz 2011; Id., “Laws of Wisdom: Sapiential Traits in the Rule of the Community
(1QS 5-7)”, in: S. E. FassBerG / M. BaAr-AsHER / R. A. CLEMENTS (eds.), Hebrew in the Second
Temple Period: The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls and of Other Contemporary Sources. STD] 108
(Leiden 2013) 133-145; A. SteupkL, “The Damascus Document (D) as a Rewriting of the
Community Rule (S)”, RdQ 25 (2012) 605-620.

18 On manuscripts of the psalms, see P. W. FLinT, The Dead Sea Psalms Scrolls and the Book
of Psalms (Leiden 1997); U. DanMEN, Psalmen- und Psalter-Rezeption im Friihjudentum: Rekon-
struktion, Textbestand, Struktur und Pragmatik der Psalmenrolle 11QPs" aus Qumran. STDJ 49
(Leiden 2003); E. JaiN, Psalmen oder Psalter? Materielle Rekonstruktion und inhaltliche Unter-
suchung der Psalmenhandschriften von Qumran. STD]J 109 (Leiden 2014); on 11QPs* (DJD 4)
also R. G. Kratz, ““Blessed Be the Lord and Blessed Be his Name Forever’: Psalm 145 in the
Hebrew Bible and in Psalms Scroll 11Q5”, in: PENNER / PENNER / WasseN 2012, 229-243.

19 DJD 40; on the Hodayot, see JEREMIAs 1963; N. LoHFINK, Lobgesinge der Armen: Stu-
dien zum Magnifikat, den Hodajot von Qumran und einigen spiten Psalmen, mit einem Anhang,
Hodajot-Bibliographie 1948—1989 von Ulrich Dahmen. Stuttgarter Bibelstudien 143 (Stuttgart
1990); Newsom 2004; A. K. HarkiNs, Reading with an “I” to the Heavens: Looking at the Qumran
Hodayot through the Lens of Visionary Traditions. Ekstasis, Religious Experience from Antiq-
uity to the Middle Ages 3 (Berlin 2012); on hymns and prayers in general, see B. N1TzaN,
Qumran Prayer and Religious Poetry, translated from Hebrew by Jonathan Chapman. STDJ
12 (Leiden 1994); D. K. FaLk, Daily, Sabbath, and Festival Prayers in the Dead Sea Scrolls. STD]
27 (Leiden 1998); PENNER / PENNER / WasseN 2012.
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mean the pious “I” in each of its occurrences, an entity with which each
member of higher rank in the community could have identified himself.
Substantial differences might have originated from the multifarious posi-
tions of the members or the varied stages of awareness that a member had
attained. Even more, the collection is hardly a unity; rather, it contains
songs from different phases of the community’s own history: the more
speculative and instructional the song, the more recent it seems to be.

The hymns themselves reflect the link of law and prayer. Imparted to
him by God, the supplicant’s thought targets a proper understanding of
Torah and conformity to the Qumran community as distinct from certain
“enemies” — those who despise or misinterpret the Torah and persecute
the community. Thus, a hymn styled on the Hodayot appends one of the
community ordinances, which govern life in the collective according to
Torah prescriptions. This hymn (1QS X-XI) portrays life in accord with
the Torah, on the one hand, and the rules of the community as well as
personal prayer and praise of God, on the other, as but two sides of the
same coin. In doing so, the text follows a concept already observable in
the final version of the biblical Psalter, framed by Ps 1 (Torah) and Ps 150
(universal praise of God), and divided - like the Torah — into five “books”
through four doxologies (Pss. 41:14; 72:18-9; 89:53; 106:48).2

As already outlined above, adherence to the Torah and prayer alike sig-
nifies life in the presence of God. This mode of life may have abandoned
the daily cult of the Jerusalem temple, but it did not reject the temple and
temple cult as such. To the contrary, numerous calendrical and liturgi-
cal texts suggest considerable interest in the precise calculation and ob-
servation of festal seasons and times of prayer, even if cultic implementa-
tion within the community itself persists in some obscurity. The greatest
amount of detail concentrates on the angels’ veneration of God in heaven,
ostensibly as compensation for the real temple cult and perhaps even as
a final escape from chaotic reality altogether. Undertaken by divinities,
saints, and spirits, a veritable liturgy emerges in the “Songs of the Sab-
bath Sacrifice” (Shirot ‘Olat ha-Shabbat, abbreviated ShirShabb). Though
preserved fragmentarily in several different copies, they render the adora-
tion of the heavenly hosts to their king, the sole and highest god.?! Similar
to the rule texts and legal literature (1QSa), a growing tendency toward iso-
lation of the community appears in the liturgical literature, too, the group
imagining itself as a saintly collective and preferring communion with the
angels in heaven to engagement with their own contemporaries.

20 R. G. KraTz, Das Judentum im Zeitalter des Zweiten Tempels. FAT 42 (Tiibingen 2004
[study edition 2006, 22013]) 280-311.

2 See C. NEwsoM, Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice: A Critical Edition. HSS 27 (Atlanta, GA
1985) as well as the revised edition in DSSP 4B.
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The particular reception and acquisition of the biblical portrait of his-
tory, as evident in these writings, reveal that the community understood
itself, in fact, as the “true” and real Israel. In some passages, especially
the introduction to the Damascus Document (CD I-VIII) along with the
admission ritual of 1QS I-III, stylized as a feast of covenant renewal, the
community sketches its own history into the biblical portrait of God’s spe-
cific covenant with Israel. Accordingly, the group casts itself on the stage
of sacred history.22 This history not only aims toward but also continues
through the community itself, in contrast to the second temple’s hosts of
priests and Levites (Chronicles, Ezra—-Nehemiah) or the Maccabees and
Hasmoneans (1-2 Maccabees). With this interpretation of history, an in-
creasing convergence of community rules and legal interpretation con-
verges with the biblical tradition.

All three areas of tradition explored thus far —i.e., juridical, liturgical,
and historical — along with the gradual alignment of their respective writ-
ings with the biblical tradition grant increasing emphasis to the commu-
nity’s purported enemies. The community seems to have fallen into doc-
trinal controversies and even schism. In the Damascus Document as well
as other texts, particularly the commentaries on the Prophets (Pesharim),
this internal cleavage correlates with a figure whom the sources call the
“Teacher of Righteousness” and who supposedly sparked division.?® The

2 SeeJ.J. Corrins, “Historiography in the Dead Sea Scrolls”, DSD 19 (2012) 159-167.

2 Jeremias 1963. For recent discussion, see J. JokiranTa, “The Prototypical Teacher in
the Qumran Pesharim: a social-identity approach”, in: P. E. Ester (ed.), Ancient Israel: The
Old Testament in its Social Context (Minneapolis, MN 2006) 254-263; 1d., Social Identity and
Sectarianism in the Qumran Movenment. STD]J 105 (Leiden 2013); L. T. StuckeNBRUCK, “The
Teacher of Righteousness Remembered: From Fragmentary Sources to Collective Memory
in the Dead Sea Scrolls”, in: S. C. BArToN /L. T. StuckENBRUCK / B. G. WoLp (eds.), Memory in
the Bible and Antiquity: The Fifth Durham-Tiibingen Research Symposium (Durham, September
2004). WUNT 212 (Ttibingen 2007) 75-94; Id., “The Legacy of the Teacher of Righteousness
in the Dead Sea Scrolls”, in: E. G. Cuazon / B. HALPERN-AMARU / R. A. CLEMENTS (eds.), New
Perspectives on Old Texts: Proceedings of the Tenth International Symposium of the Orion Cen-
ter for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature, 9-11 January 2005. STD]J 88
(Leiden 2010) 23-49; G. J. Brookg, “Was the Teacher of Righteousness Considered To Be a
Prophet?”, in: De TrRoYER / LANGE / ScauLTE 2009, 77-97; 1d., “The ‘Apocalyptic’ Commu-
nity, the Matrix of the Teacher and Rewriting Scripture”, in: M. Porovi¢ (ed.), Authoritative
Scriptures in Ancient Judaism. JSJ.S 141 (Leiden 2010) 37-53; J. J. CoLrins, The Scepter and the
Star: Messianism in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Grand Rapids, MI 2010) 110-148; F. Gar-
cia MarTINEZ, “Beyond the Sectarian Divide: The “Voice of the Teacher’ as an Authority-
Conferring Strategy in Some Qumran Texts”, in: MeTso / NajMAN / ScHULLER 2010, 227-244;
M. GrossmaN, “Roland Barthes and the Teacher of Righteousness: The Death of the Au-
thor of the Dead Sea Scrolls”, in: Lim / Corrins 2010, 709-722; H. J. Fasry, “Der ‘Lehrer
der Gerechtigkeit’ - eine Gestalt zwischen Ablehnung und Vollmacht. Uberlegungen zur
frithjiiddischen Rezeption der Leidensknechts-Thematik”, in: S. FUHRMANN / R. GRUNDMANN
(eds.), Martyriumsvorstellungen in Antike und Mittelalter: Leben oder sterben fiir Gott? Ancient
Judaism and Early Christianity 80 (Leiden 2012) 21-43; A. K. Harkins, “Who is the Teacher
of the Teacher Hymns? Re-examining the Teacher Hymns Hypothesis Fifty Years Later”,
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identity of this figure remains unknown today. Most often, scholars sus-
pect a high priest expelled from office sometime between Alcimus (died
in 159 BCE) and Jonathan the Maccabee (seized office in 152 BCE). The
historicity of this person has come into question, however. As a result,
other scholars suppose the character was styled on a specific founder or
teacher, if not entirely fictitious in the first place. The “Man of Lies” and
the “Wicked Priest” both feature as opponents to the Teacher within the rel-
evant texts. Their identities also unknown, they appear only in cipher. Ac-
cording to the “Groningen Hypothesis,” these two expressions function as
metaphors for any layman or priest in the Hellenistic-Roman period who
was against the Qumran community. The “Teacher of Righteousness” may
be a cipher, too, namely, for leading authorities within the community.?*

Also written in cipher — albeit a simpler one to decipher — the texts de-
scribe other groups who have entangled the community in strife.”> Des-
ignated through the biblical names “Ephraim and Manasseh,” the (proto-)
Pharisees and (proto-)Sadducees figure as principle adversaries, these fac-
tions having established themselves at the temple in Jerusalem during the
Hasmonean dynasty after the successful Maccabean insurrection against
the partisans of Antiochus IV. The internal and external struggles reflected
in these texts were probably related to one another and were connected,
even further, to the turbulence under Antiochus IV and their greater social
consequences. Such strife probably began in the second half of the second
century BCE and extended into the first century BCE.

Amidst these internal and external altercations, the books of the Pro-
phets — next to the Torah — also earned a prominent position within the
community at Qumran. The community developed a pronounced escha-
tological conception of itself. In fact, the members of the community be-
lieved they lived in the eschaton, “the end of days,” when prophetic prog-
nostications would finally be fulfilled and God would judge the wicked
and save the righteous. The members would rank among the righteous, of
course. To understand their circumstance and even interpret themselves,

in: Mason 2012, 449-467; K. S. O’BrieN, “Runner, Staff, and Star: Interpreting the Teacher
of Righteousness Through Scripture”, in: Mason 2012, 429-447; A. 1. BAuMGARTEN, “What
Did The “Teacher’ Know?: Owls and Roosters in the Qumran Barnyard”, in: S. Tzorer / L.
Young (eds.), Keter Shem Tov: Essays on the Dead Sea Scrolls in Memory of Alan Crown. PHSC
20 (Piscataway, NJ 2013) 235-257. A promising but not yet fully developed approach is
the application of the “Gronigen Hypothesis” to the “Teacher of Righteousness”; for this
hypothesis see F. Garcia MartinEz, “Qumran Origins and Early History: A Groningen
Hypothesis”, Folia Orientalia 25 (1988) 113-136; Id., “A ‘Groningen’ Hypothesis of Qumran
Origins and Early History”, Revue de Qumran 14 (1990) 521-541; Id., F. Garcia MARTINEZ,
“The Gronigen Hypothesis Revisited”, in: Rorrman / Scuirrman / Tzorer 2011, 15-30.

2 See Kratz 2017.

% Most relevant are the historical retrospects in CD I-VIII and the allusions in the Pe-
sharim on Habakkuk (1QpHab), Nahum (4QpNah), and the Psalms (4QpPs); see the texts
in DSSSE and in DSSP 6B; for historical evaluation, see the literature above n. 11.
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they studied the biblical and para-biblical (viz., apocryphal and pseudepi-
graphic) literature and derived their own conceptions there.

As a consequence, literary works arose that either undertook cosmo-
logical speculation on the divine ordering of the world in a manner shaped
by sapiential thinking or depicted the eschatological battle between good
and evil spirits in heaven and on earth. Written into the Community Rule
(1QS HII-1V), the “doctrine of the two spirits” offers a good example. The
text attributes the antithesis of justice and wickedness to two cosmic prin-
ciples, the “Spirit of Truth” from the source of light and the “Spirit of
Wickedness” from the source of darkness. Moreover, the text states God
himself created these elements at the beginning of time and planted them
in the very heart of humanity. Under the guidance of the “Prince of Light”
and “Prince of Darkness,” this antagonism governs the world, determining
even human action. At a fixed time of visitation, however, God will inter-
vene and annihilate darkness and wickedness forever and implement the
triumph of light and truth for eternity. The War Scroll, Serekh ha-Milhamah
(QM), delineates this clash of good and evil and connects it to the commu-
nity’s foes from outside. The core of the text portrays the war as waged
by the holy collective of Israel — organized as military camp — against its
foes. Later parts of the work have since added the national or patron an-
gels known from the book of Daniel, who convey into heaven the battle
raging on earth and ultimately decide its fate.

Alongside cosmological and eschatological speculations, the commu-
nity began to elaborate sacred history up to the “end of days” and define
its own position in this sequence of events. Above and beyond the biblical
history as told in the Torah and Former Prophets, the Latter Prophets —
i.e., the prophetic books including Daniel and the Psalms of David, the lat-
ter considered prophecy — also played a decisive role for the community’s
self-understanding. The abundant copies of the prophetic books of the He-
brew Bible, the scattered citations from the prophets, the composition of
prophetic apocrypha, and the interpretation of the prophets in thematic
Midrashim and Pesharim all reveal their eminence.?®

26 DSSP 6B; see G. J. BROOKE, Exegesis at Qumran: 4QFlorilegium in its Jewish Context.
JSOTS 29 (Sheffield 1985); Id., “The Pesharim and the Origins of the Dead Sea Scrolls”,
in: Wise 1994, 339-353; Id., “Prophecy and Prophets in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Looking
Backwards and Forewards”, in: M. H. FLoyp / R. D. Haax (eds.), Prophets, Prophecy, and
Prophetic Texts in Second Temple Judaism. Library of Hebrew Bible / Old Testament Studies
427 (London / New York, NY 2006) 151-165; Id., “The Place of Prophecy in Coming out
of Exile: The Case of the Dead Sea Scrolls”, in: A. VorriLa /J. JokiranTA (eds.), Scripture
in Transition: Essays on Septuagint, Hebrew Bible, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honour of Raja Sol-
lamo (Leiden 2008) 535-550; SteUDEL 1994; R. G. Kra1z, Prophetenstudien. Kleine Schriften
2. FAT 74 (Tubingen 2011 [study edition 2017]) esp. 99-145; Id. 2013 / 2014; see also Dk
TrOYER / LANGE / ScHuLTE 2009; The Rise of Commentary: Commentary Texts in Ancient Near
Eastern, Greek, Roman and Jewish Culture, DSD19 (2012) 249-484; E. FrauMm, “Traditional-
ism and Intellectual Innovation in a Cosmopolitan World: Reflections on Babylonian Text
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The Pesharim represent the earliest known commentaries on biblical
books. Of all these commentaries, the Pesharim of Nahum and Habakkuk
have benefited from particularly good preservation. Verse by verse or
paragraph by paragraph, a prophetic book undergoes citation and inter-
pretation following the formula pishro ‘al, which means, roughly, “its inter-
pretation refers to”. Such explanation relates sayings of the prophets (and
psalms) to the community and alludes to its conflicts with enemies inter-
nal and external alike, namely, apostates, Pharisees, Sadducees, Seleucids,
or Romans. Described in biblical metaphors and with biblical citations,
contemporary experience thus receives a place in sacred history. Such a
history, however, encompasses not only the Qumran community but also
the “end of days” and the final judgment, whereby the antagonism of the
just and the wicked will be abolished and eliminated for eternity.

Despite their great expectations, the Qumran community did not expe-
rience the judgment at the “end of days”. Although they refrained from
any active engagement in the Jewish revolts of 66-74 and 132-135 CE, they
nonetheless fell victim to the Roman legion that blanketed the western
bank of the Dead Sea and quelled the insurrections. To spare their sacred
scriptures from destruction, members of the community concealed their
writings among the caves of Qumran and its vicinity. There they lay for
nearly 2000 years, rotting away despite two chance discoveries in antig-
uity. Only in the middle of the 20th century did they see the light of day
again.

1.4. The Historical Context

Having surveyed the most significant writings of the Qumran commu-
nity, we return to questions of history, i.e., the community’s connection to
the archaeological site of Khirbet Qumran and to the Essenes. As demon-
strated by this overview —and further demonstrable by more detailed con-
sideration of individual aspects with respect to its organization, thought,
and praxis — points of contact undoubtedly exist between the community’s
own texts, on the one hand, and the reports of ancient historians concern-
ing the Essenes and the isolated finds of archaeological excavation at the
settlement of Khirbet Qumran, on the other.?” Whether the uncompromis-
ing dedication to the law and a correspondingly radical lifestyle, the spe-
cific examination procedures and rituals of admission for potential mem-
bers, the stark dualism, the divine determination, or the interpretation of
the prophets and their various revelations applied to concurrent times,

Commentaries from the Achaemenid Period”, in: Gassay / SEcunpa 2014, 317-334 and U.
GasBay, “Actual Sense and Scriptural Intention: Literal Meaning and Its Terminology in
Akkadian and Hebrew Commentaries”, in: GABBAY / SEcunDaA 2014, 335-370.

% For the evidence in literary sources, see the literature mentioned in n. 12 and 13.
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characteristic traits of the Qumran community are also present in ancient
descriptions of the Essenes. Some kind of historical connection between
the two groups, therefore, cannot be denied altogether.

Nevertheless, as evident in this survey of the most important texts, the
Qumran community was no erratic bloc but underwent specific develop-
ments in the course of time. Thus far, I have consciously avoided any ex-
plicit dates and chosen, instead, to provide a relative chronology — how-
ever approximate or rough — that comes from a literary analysis of the texts
themselves. As a conclusion to this investigation, the Qumran community
— in specific, particularly late phases of its history — seems to have been
thoroughly identical or otherwise related to the group designated the Es-
senes. The proximity of the caves to the settlement itself as well as clear
archaeological indications, most of all the assessment of ceramics, both
create substantial problems for any swift denial of the community — or at
least portions of it —having inhabited and utilized the settlement of Khirbet
Qumran at one time or another.28

Furthermore, the community almost certainly had multiple settlements
and other sites, each having its own local character and changing over time.

With respect to the texts deposited in the caves, they likely constitute
a multifaceted collection from the community’s various branches, which
spread across peripheries near and far alike. This assumption probably
appertains not only to the community’s own compositions but also to the
manuscripts of biblical and para-biblical literature. Indeed, the Qumran
community transmitted the latter literature, too. First, they employed it
in their own productions, with reception of and reference to the bibli-
cal literature attested in all spheres of tradition, from legal and liturgical
through historical and sapiential to eschatological and prophetic. Analysis
of the history of literature unveils an increase in this scriptualization over
time. Second, the biblical manuscripts reflect occasional readings from the
Qumran community itself. In the great Isaiah Scroll (1QIsa?), for instance,
the personal pronoun in Isa 8:11 undergoes alteration, so instead of the
prophet, the community is persuaded against “the way of this nation” and
set on the right path by God. As for para-biblical literature, the distinction
between texts composed inside and those composed outside of Qumran
proves often difficult to determine, the boundaries being quite fluid.

Though more information could arise, the current state of affairs sug-
gests the manuscripts of biblical and para-biblical literature were pro-
duced, transmitted, and employed in the community of Qumran (in the
wider sense) and its vicinity, thereby suggesting a genuine connection be-
tween the Qumran group and the branch of Judaism which invoked the
biblical tradition for their identity and selfunderstanding. No canon of

28 MaGNEss 2002.
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holy scripture had yet achieved normativity, but the books of the later He-
brew Bible doubtless had an authoritative status already, indicated by both
citation and commentary. Other books, such as Jubilees and Enoch, accom-
modated the Qumran community’s sentiment and hence enjoyed consid-
erable repute. Still other texts prima facie incommensurate with the thought
of the Qumran community - like a brontologion (4Q318) and additional div-
inatory material — found preservation as well, no matter their potential im-
portation from elsewhere or transcription in the community itself. Within
the biblical and para-biblical literature, too, much emerges that seems po-
tentially incongruent with the community’s conceptions, yet the group re-
ceived and honored it as well.

In this particular context, linguistic choice carries some significance.
Biblical books underwent transmission not only in the Hebrew language
but also in Greek translation on occasion. Remains of such translation have
materialized in both the Qumran caves and an adjoining riverbed, namely,
Nahal Hever.?’ In addition to this discovery, attestation of books from the
eventual Greek canon along with other apocryphal and pseudepigraphic
literature — all in their Hebrew or Aramaic original — reflect a broad spec-
trum of reception, which implies some interconnection with the Septuagint
and the Greek speaking biblical Judaism of Alexandrian provenance in
particular.®® Whether the fragments of Greek and Latin pagan literature
discovered in Murabba‘at and Masada also bear on this correspondence
remains ambiguous so far.

After all, we have to say that our historical knowledge about the group
behind the Dead Sea Scrolls ist very limited. The texts comprise literary
sources, almost exclusively so. Moreover, these texts either are identical
with the biblical and para-biblical manuscripts or seek connection to the
biblical tradition and further project contemporary circumstances onto the
biblical portrait of history. Substantial challenges therefore plague any de-
tailed historical reconstruction even when based on the concrete stipula-
tions for communal life at Qumran (which most likely reflect an authentic
portrait of the Qumran community’s organization), on a document like the
Prayer for the Welfare of King Jonathan (4Q448),%! or on other scant refer-
ences to historical persons.3?

What we can say is that the Community obviously belongs to that
branch of Judaism which we may call ‘biblical Judaism’** and represents

* LaNGE 2009.

% See Kratz 2015, 187-196.

%1 The addresee is either Jonathan the Maccabee or Alexander Jannaeus; see STEUDEL
2006.

%2 Demetrius (I1T) and Antiochus (IV) in 4Q169 (4QpNah), Schlomzion (Salome Alexan-
dra) and Hyrcanus (II) in 4Q322.

* For this term and the following paragraph, see Kratz 2015, especially part C, 131-207.
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an advanced yet radicalized stage of this branch of Judaism. Torah and
the rest of the biblical and para-biblical literature occupied center stage
within the Qumran community. In the time of this community, the late
second and first century BCE, other factions of ‘biblical’ and (yet) ‘non-
biblical” existed side by side. Next to the Qumran community the Hasidim
(in Greek Asidaioi) and the Essenes also took a rather radical view and
competed with each other. They formed an alterative to the more modest
and established form of biblical Judaism which was pushed and officially
established by the Maccabees (or Hasmoneans) and represented by Sad-
ducees and Pharisees following them. Others, such as the community of
the Samarians at Mt. Gerizim or the people living in Egypt, be it Alexan-
dria, Leontopolis or other places, seemed to be in a transition from non-
biblical to biblical Judaism and had their own agenda. In this context, the
text Migsat Ma'ase Ha-Torah, “Some of the Works of the Torah” (4QMMT)
was composed. Written by an unknown author speaking on behalf of a
certain “We”-group and adressed to an anonymus receipient this writing
concerns questions of legal interpretation which were disputed among the
different groups of biblical Judaism. The letter, preserved in several copies,
also served as a document for the own group informing its members about
the correct interpretation of some issues of the Torah and the lessons of
biblical history.

2. Migsat Ma'ase Ha-Torah, “Some of the Works
of the Torah” (4QMMT)

2.1. The Content

The text published here takes the form of a letter in which an anonymous
“we” (consistently first-person plural) addresses a likewise anonymous
“you” (in Part B second-person plural, in Part C also second-person singu-
lar).3* Neither the senders nor the addressees are named in the preserved
portions of the text. Toward the end of the text, the senders write that they
have shared “some of the works of the Torah” (Migsat Ma'ase Ha-Torah)
with their addressee, seeking to convince him to follow what according
the Torah has to be done. In essence, the text interprets individual laws
in the Torah and their correct observance, that is, what in Jewish parlance
would be called halakhah. This is why the text has the title “Some of the
Works of the Torah” in modern scholarship. The abbreviation 4QMMT
refers to Cave 4 at Khirbet Qumran, where the fragments were found, and
the Hebrew title Migsat Ma'ase Ha-Torah. The preserved portions of the text
can be divided into three parts:

* See the contribution of Lutz Doering in this volume, p. 179-198.
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A Calendar
B Halakhah
C Parenesis

Not much can be said about the calendar (A), of which only small frag-
ments describing the end of a 364-day year have been preserved. These
fragments can be compared with other calendars from Qumran, allowing
for the reconstruction of a hypothetical full text. It remains unclear, how-
ever, how the calendar relates to the subsequent parts of the writing. Nev-
ertheless, the fact that the calendar ends at the top of the same column in
which the halakhic section begins suggests that — at least in this individual
manuscript — a calendrical treatise was an integral part of the work.®

The halakhic section (Part B) deals with a variety of cases of interpreta-
tion of the Torah which the author, who speaks on behalf of a group (“we”),
contrasts with the position of his opponent (“you” [plural]), which he cri-
’ciques.36 Given the fragmentary state of the text, it is not always easy to
identify where one case ends and another begins. An anchor for the struc-
ture of the text is the introductory formula “And concerning ...” or “And
furthermore, concerning ...”, although sometimes these have to be recon-
structed. Another subdivision is indicated by the summary statement “For
the sons of Aaron/the priests should take care concerning all these matters
so that they are not going to burden the people with iniquity”, which oc-
curs twice (4Q394 i 20-ii 2 [B16-171]; ii 13-15 [B25-27]).

In the preserved text, a total of twenty cases can be identified:? 1. Grain
(i5-9 [B1-5]), 2. Cooking of sacrifice (i 9-12 [B5-8]), 3. Sacrifice (of the gen-
tiles?) (i 12-13 [B8-9]), 4. Sacrifice of well-being, followed by a summary
formula (i 13-17 [B9-13]), 5. The red cow, followed by a summary formula
(117-ii 1 [B13-17]), 6. Hides of animals, followed by a summary formula (ii
2-15 [B18-27]), 7. Place of the sacrifices (ii 15-iii 1 [B27-33), 8. Slaughter-
ing and eating of a mother animal or pregnant animal and its offspring (iii
2-9 [B34-38]), 9. Ammonites, Moabites and other impure people (iii 9-19
[B39-49]), 10. The blind (iii 19-iv 1 [B49-51], 11. The deaf (iv 24 [B52-54]),
12. Liquids (iv 5-8 [B55-58]), 13. Dogs in the cultic place (iv 8-12 [B58-62]),
14. Fruit trees as levies for the priests (iv 12-14 [B62-64]), 15. The leper (iv
14-v 2 [B64-72]), 16. Bones of the dead (v 2—4 [B72-74]), 17. Whoring (v
4-5 [B75-76]), 18. Interbreeding of animals (v 5-6 [B76-77]), 19. Intermix-

% See the contribution of Jonathan Ben-Dov in this volume, p. 105-116. A compara-
ble phenomenon is found in the textual transmission of Serekh Ha-Yahad, in which one
manuscript seems to have contained a calendar at the end of the work (4QS° = 4Q259 +
4QOtot = 4Q319), which no longer appears in the other manuscripts nor, significantly, in
the complete manuscript 1QS.

3 Gee the contributions of Charlotte Hempel and Vered Noam in this volume, p. 117-136
and 137-159.

% In contrast, SteupEL 2006, 248, counts 22 halakhot but does not list them separately.
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ing of textile materials (v 6-8 [B77-79]), 20. Intermixing of priests (v 9-11
[B80-82]).

The main focus is priestly in nature and deals above all with cultic mat-
ters. The sequence of the cases is not always easy to understand. However,
three thematic groups can be identified. The first group (nos. 1-8) revolves
around the topic of sacrifice and deals with different types of sacrifice, sac-
rificial actors, implements and animals, and the place of the cult. The sec-
ond group (nos. 9-11) addresses the participants in the cult. Finally, the
third group (nos. 12-18) deals with questions of purity relating to differ-
ent types of physical contact with objects and persons. On the whole, the
sequence is characterized by a movement from inside (the cult proper) to
outside (the participants in the cult and other external prerequisites for the
cult) and in this respect resembles the Temple Scroll.

A unique feature of 4QMMT is its dense exegesis of biblical passages,
which are cited explicitly using specific formulae and interpreted halakhi-
cally. In some places, the text that is cited diverges from the later stan-
dard text of the Masoretic tradition and results either from quoting the
text more freely from memory or from a different textual tradition (such as
the Samaritan Pentateuch). The exegesis takes the form of a dispute (“you
say/think” — “but we say/think”) and reflects the inner-Jewish debates over
the interpretation of the Torah during the Second Temple period, particu-
larly after the Maccabean revolt and under Hasmonean rule.

The third, parenetic section (Part C) refers to the kings of Israel and Ju-
dah as an example of blessings and cursings in the history of Israel.3® This
form of historical retrospective draws on a biblical model. It is the view
of history that is adopted particularly in the book of Deuteronomy and in
the following historical books of Joshua through Kings and is referred to
in scholarly literature as the ‘Deuteronomistic’ view of history.>’ The stan-
dard for the blessing or cursing of the people of Israel is the book of Moses,
the Torah. In MMT, both Torah and Prophets are treated as authoritative
scriptures. In this third part of MMT, the halakhic exegesis of the Torah
in Part B is connected to an eschatological parenesis: Blessing and cursing
are determined not only by adherence to the Torah but also by the cor-
rect interpretation and application of the Torah, which was a matter of de-
bate among different Jewish groups during the Hellenistic period. In this
respect, the biblical ("Deuteronomistic’) depiction of history, which ends
with the fall of the monarchy in Israel and Judah, is applied to the Qum-
ran community’s present. Conversely, the Qumran community’s present
is also retrojected onto the biblical depiction of history. The contemporary
historical context can only be deduced from the direct address to the oppo-
nent — which in this third section seems to be both a group (“you” plural)

3 Gee the contribution of Reinhard G. Kratz in this volume, p. 85-104.
% See Strck 1967.



Introduction 21

and an individual (“you” singular) — and from the dispute over the correct
interpretation of the Torah.

The exact date of the text is difficult to establish. Usually, it is dated
quite early, i.e. either to the time before the establishment of the Qum-
ran community (or Essenes) or its beginnings in the first half of the sec-
ond century BCE. A terminus ad quem for the text is often seen as the year
152 BCE, when Jonathan the Maccabee occupied the high priesthood in
Jerusalem and when scholarship has assumed the founding of the Essene
union under the “Teacher of Righteousness”.*? Reconstructing the history
of the Qumran community is not easy, however, and has changed signifi-
cantly in recent years.*! Scholars have become much more cautious in as-
sociating statements by the community with specific historical events and
in connecting the individuals mentioned in the Dead Sea Scrolls — mostly
identified only through sobriquets — with figures and groups in the second
and first centuries BCE. Thus, there is only indirect evidence for dating the
text.

One such piece of evidence is the anonymous group of addressees
whose interpretation of the Torah is disputed. The existence of such a
group presupposes a more or less institutionalized practice of Torah inter-
pretation outside of the Qumran community. This could be another group
of pious individuals who sympathize with the Qumran community but
have gone a different way or — perhaps even identical with the latter — a
group of scribes at the Temple in Jerusalem. The second possibility is sug-
gested by the differentiation of singular and plural addressees, where the
plural represents a group of experts in the Torah, while the singular repre-
sents a person in a position of leadership who is responsible for the people
of “Israel”. This suggests a political leader, most likely a king. Here, only
the Maccabean/Hasmonean leaders come into consideration, who used the
Torah of Moses for their legitimation and involved in power alongside the
priests — the proto-Sadducees — to some extent also the proto-Pharisees,
who, like the Qumran community, also recruited from among the “pious”.
In light of this, the dispute attested by 4QMMT belongs rather in the sec-
ond half of the second century BCE, i.e. the time of Jonathan (153-143 BCE)
and Simon (143-134 BCE), who held the office of high priest under Seleucid
rule, or perhaps even the time of John Hyrcanus (134-104 BCE) and Aristo-
bulus (104-103 BCE), who also claimed royal office and founded the Has-

40 Gee most recently Puecnu 2015; for further discussion, see QIMRON / CHARLESWORTH
2006, 187-190.
41 See the contributon of John J. Collins in this volume, p. 161-178.
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monean kingdom, which would reach its greatest extent under Alexander
Jannaeus (103-76 BCE).*?

The second piece of evidence is the relative chronology of the texts from
Qumran. The early dating of 4QMMT has usually been justified by arguing
that this text lacks the terminology found in the main texts of the Qumran
community. Yet this argument is based on a highly selective view of the
concerns and language of the Qumran community and does not hold up
under closer scrutiny. Large parts of the Serekh ha-Yahad and of the Damas-
cus Document or works such as the Songs of the Sabbath Sacrifice also lack
these supposedly typical features yet should still be ascribed to the Qum-
ran community. Clearly, the Qumran community, like the Hebrew Bible,
should not be regarded as a monolithic entity, but instead was comprised
of various groups with different concerns and linguistic conventions and
also underwent internal development.*> For this reason, the relationship
of 4QMMT to other Qumran texts must be established in a different way.
In my view, an important criterion is the increasing use and explicit invo-
cation of scriptures from what would later become the Hebrew Bible, as
can be seen when comparing the (earlier) Serekh ha-Yahad with the (later)
Damascus Document and Pesharim. 4QMMT is closer to the latter texts in
its frequent use of explicit quotations and its interpretation of individual
passages from the Torah.** Both the halakhic Part B and the parenetic Part
C show strong similarities with the Damascus Document. In light of this,
4QMMT should be dated around the end of the second or beginning of
the first century BCE, when both the interpretation of scripture within the
Qumran community and the institutions of the Hasmonean royal house
were firmly established. The distinct language of 4QMMT, which antici-
pates the later Hebrew of the Mishnah, was probably influenced both by
its subject matter and by the linguistic style of its priestly author(s).*?

The discovery of 4QMMT changed the picture of early Judaism around
the turn of the era and was also of great importance in situating the Dead
Sea Scrolls within this historical context. Up to then, the Apocrypha and
Pseudepigrapha, many of which are eschatological in nature and extend
the biblical depiction of history into their authors” present, were the pri-
mary focus of research. This tradition also appears in 4QMMT, in the third,
parenetic section (Part C). Yet for the most part 4QMMT offers an interpre-
tation of the Torah that significantly anticipates later rabbinic tradition,
the origins of which are thus demonstrably older than was once assumed

2 On the increasing importance and pervasiveness of the Torah in the Hellenistic period,
particularly after the Maccabean revolt under the Hasmoneans, see Krarz 2015; CoLLINs
2017.

4 Gee above §1.4.,p. 15-18.

# See the contribution of Reinhard G. Kratz in this volume, p. 85-104.

4 See the contribution of Noam Mizrahi in this volume, p- 67-83.



Introduction 23

and reach back to the second or first century BCE. 4QMMT does not stand
alone in this regard; rather, it has also turned scholarly attention to ha-
lakhic issues in other texts among the Dead Sea Scrolls (such as the Dam-
ascus Document, the Temple Scroll, the Aramaic Levi Document, 4Q513,
etc.) and their significance for understanding the Qumran community and
early Judaism more broadly.

2.2. The Manuscripts

MMT is one of the manuscripts found in the caves near Khirbet Qumran,
by the Dead Sea, between 1947 and 1953. The circumstances of their dis-
covery are not always clear. Most of the material was found by Bedouins
and sold on the antiquities market, while some was found in excavations.
The fragments of MMT presumably come from Qumran Cave 4, although
unfortunately there are no reports of their discovery or sale.

The text of 4QMMT is preserved in multiple copies, albeit only frag-
mentarily. Six manuscripts have been identified with certainty (4Q394-
399), which reflect a number of textual overlaps and thus evidently attest
to the same work.*® These manuscripts can be dated - following the classic
paleographic typology of Frank Moore Cross —between 50 BCE and 30 CE,
marking the terminus ad quem for the text’s composition. The fact that it has
been preserved in at least six copies is not necessarily what one would ex-
pect for aletter. This indicates that the text —like Paul’s letters among early
Christians — had a fundamental importance for the self-understanding of
the Qumran community that went beyond its original purpose and ad-
dressees.

Subsequently, Eibert Tigchelaar assigned four previously unidentified
fragments to the manuscript 4Q397. The first (4Q397 24) seems to confirm
a proposed reconstruction of the text in 4Q397 14-21, line 5 (vii 16 [C5]),
the assignment to this manuscript is owing to the rare idiom and the hand,
although the quality of the skin does not fit.*” The second (4Q397 25) con-
tains text that is already known from two other manuscripts (4Q398 14-17
ii 4-6; 4Q399 ii 1-3 [viii 14-16 or C28-30]) and can be combined with the
fragment 4Q397 23 (which was assigned to this passage in DJD 10) and its
context reconstructed on the basis of the other manuscripts.® The third
(4Q397 27) runs parallel with 4Q396 1-2 ii 1-2 and can be combined with
4Q397 5 (iii 20 [B50]); the fourth (4Q397 28) can be joined with 4Q397 23
and belongs to viii 17-18 (C30). Emile Puech has identified a fragment

4 DJD 10, 1994.

47 T1GCHELAAR 2006.

4 TrigcHELAAR 2014, According to this reconstruction, the last column of 4Q397 is admit-
tedly much narrower than the preceding columns (cf. 4Q399).

49 T1GCHELAAR 2020.



24 Reinhard G. Kratz

that was assigned by the editors of DJD 10 to the group 4Q397 6-13 but
not documented as Fragment 26, offered a new reading of it, and placed it
elsewhere.?Y

In addition to these six manuscripts, several further possible textual wit-
nesses have been discussed in scholarship: Two (in reality three) fragments
of a calendar are assigned to the manuscript 4Q394 in the official edition in
DJD 10, although they - like the related calendrical lists in 4Q324d5! and
4Q32652 - probably do not belong to this manuscript and have since been
edited separately.53

A seventh manuscript in cryptic script has been conjectured for Frag.
4QQ313 by Stephen Pfann.>* Yet this identification is based on two tiny frag-
ments that contain only a few letters, and it has recently been called into
question by Emile Puech and Jonathan Ben-Dov.>

Finally, Annette Steudel has argued that the lost beginning of 4QMMT
can be found in the manuscript 4Q448, a paean to “King Jonathan”
(Jonathan the Maccabee or Alexander Jannaeus), citing some interesting
evidence for this proposal.®® However, this hypothesis cannot be con-
firmed by any textual overlap and thus has not been included in the critical
edition of the text in the present volume.

>0 Purcn 2015, 108.

*1 DJD 28, 2001, pl. LIX-LX, new edition by RaTzon / Ben-Dov 2017.

2 DJD 21, 2001, 133-138, pl. VIL.

53 4Q394 1-2, formerly 4Q327; see DJD 21, 2001, 157-166 and the contribution of Jonathan
Ben-Dov in this volume, p. 105-116.

54 DJD 36, 2000, 697-699, pl. XLIX (not XLIV as is written on p. 697). As far as I can tell,
the numbering of the fragments in the transcription and in the photographs does not match:
In the transcription, Frag. 1 contains one line of legible letters and Frag. 2 contains two
lines, while in the photographs on pl. XLIX (not XLIV) the opposite is the case. According
to the transcription, Frag. 1 is identified with 4Q397 ii 18 = B30; Frag. 2 with 4Q397 iv 12-13
=B62f.

% Gee M. Fipanzio / E. Pukch, “La grotta 11 di Qumran. Archeologia e frammenti mano-
scritti”, in: M. CriMELLA et al. (eds.), Extra Ironiam Nulla Salus. Studi in onore di Roberto
Vignolo in occasione del suo LXX compleanno. Biblica 8 (Milano 2016) [927-948] 944 n. 73; .
Ben-Dov, “Prolegomena to the Writings in Cryptic Script from Qumran”, in: A. Jassen /L.
H. Scarrrman (eds.), The Dead Sea Scrolls at Seventy. Proceedings of a Conference in New York
University (Lexington Books, forthcoming).

% DJD 11, 1998, 403-425, pl. XXXII. See STEUDEL 2006.
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40394 (a) 4Q395 (b) 4Q396 (c) 4Q397 (d) 4Q398 (e) 4Q399 (f)
A
1-2i-v
3-7i1-3
B
3-7i4-i4 1
(3-71i 5-12) (1-2?) (1-3?)
3-71i13-19 31-6
8 iii 6-20 1-2i-ii 2 41-2;51-6;
27
8iv 1-16 1-21ii24ii | 6-131-7; 26
6
8v10-13 1-2iii 6-iv | 6-137-15
C
“lost 11-13
column”
181,22 (?)
14-21 1-14; | 14-171i
24 (?)
14-21 15f,; (11-13?)
22 (?)
23; 25; 28 14-17ii i—ii

Table 1: Synopsis of the six principal manuscripts

The text of 4QMMT is not complete in any of the six principal manuscripts
(4Q394-399) but is only preserved in fragments. The individual manu-
scripts reflect different layouts with respect to column height and width as
well as the number and length of lines per column. Yet even when the pre-
served parts of the text are combined, the work is not complete. The begin-
ning is missing, as is the transition from Part B to the text’s preserved con-
clusion in Part C. Thus, the text’s editor has a twofold task: to reconstruct
each individual manuscript on the basis of the preserved fragments and, as
far as possible, to reconstruct the overall work from all of the manuscripts
taken together. The most important material for such work consists in the
original fragments that are stored and professionally conserved at the Is-
rael Museum in Jerusalem as well as the photographs that are now (largely)
accessible in the Leon Levy Digital Library of the Israel Antiquities Author-
ity (IAA).”” Textual overlaps between the different manuscripts contribute

57 For the sake of completeness, a look at the Microfiche Edition (Tov 1993-1995) and the
Facsimile Edition (EisenmaNN / RoBinson 1991) is still worthwhile. In contrast, the pho-
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significantly to reconstructing the overall work (see Table 1). In addition,
the method of “material reconstruction” must be employed.58 Here, the
reconstruction of the manuscript 4Q397 as well as the placement of the
fragment 4Q398 11-13 poses considerable difficulties, which has led to dif-
ferent solutions in the scholarly literature.”® The placement of a few other
fragments is also uncertain, which is noted in the critical edition of the text.

2.3. Editions and Research

The official critical edition of the text was published in the series Discov-
eries in the Judaean Desert (DJD) in 1994. Its two editors, John Strugnell
and Elisha Qimron, worked on the text for over 30 years and published
an initial report on it in 1985.9° The first attempt to create a Composite Text
that combines the preserved portions of all of the manuscripts was made
by John Strugnell in 1959. A draft of this transcription circulated among
a few experts in several reworked versions containing handwritten com-
ments by Strugnell, Qimron and Hartmut Stegemann (who worked closely
with Strugnell in the 1970s and 1980s). These preliminary studies were
consulted by the editor of the present volume either in the original or as
copies and were taken into account in the critical edition of the text.

Of the preceding editions of the text, the three most important should be
mentioned briefly here: The first edition of Qimron and Strugnell in DJD 10
(1994), the edition of Qimron, James H. Charlesworth, Douglas A. Hume,
John B. F. Miller, Stephen J. Pfann, and Henry W. M. Reitz in Charlesworth
(ed.), The Dead Sea Scrolls, vol. 3 (2006), and the new edition by Qimron in
The Dead Sea Scrolls, vol. 2 (2013).

As is customary in the DJD series, the 1994 edition by Strugnell and
Qimron begins with a description and transcription of the individual frag-
ments. However, the fragments are presented from the outset in a recon-
structed form, such that their original state of preservation must be de-
constructed from the photographs with considerable effort.

tographs in DJD 10 are less useful since they are a photomontage and reflect the judgments
of the editors.

% On this, see H. StEGEMANN, “How to Connect the Dead Sea Scrolls Fragments”, Bible
Review 4,1 (1988) 24-29. 43 (repr. in: H. SHanks [ed.], Understanding the Dead Sea Scrolls. A
Reader from the Biblical Archaeology Review [New York 1992] 245-255. 309f. and Id., “Meth-
ods for the Reconstruction of Scrolls from Scattered Fragments”, in: L. Scurrrman (ed.),
Archaeology and History in the Dead Sea Scrolls. JSP.S 8 (Sheffield 1990) 189-221; A. STEUDEL,
“Assembling and Reconstructing Manuscripts”, in: FLINT / VANDERKAM 1998, 516-534.

¥ In the critical edition of the text, the editor has followed the order of Strugnell and
Stegemann rather than that of Qimron in DJD 10 and Qrvmron 2013 in light of the material
reconstruction of the manuscript. See the contribution of Eibert Tigchelaar in this volume,
p. 57-65.

60 QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1985a and b.
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Following this, the DJD edition presents the so-called Composite Text, in
which the preserved text from all of the manuscripts is presented in a con-
tinuous reconstruction accompanied by philological notes and an English
translation. The problem with this Composite Text is that it does not reflect
any particular manuscript but is instead a preliminary reconstruction, or
rather compilation of the different manuscripts displayed in the order of
their textual overlaps. A principal manuscript is selected on the basis of
the text’s state of preservation. Overlaps with other manuscripts are indi-
cated by different formatting (underlining or typesetting). The numbering
of the sections and lines (A1, A2, A3 etc., B1, B2, B3 etc., C1, C2, C3 etc.) is
completely arbitrary. The sections are defined in terms of their content (A:
Calendar, B: Halakhah, C: Parenesis), while the lines vary according to the
textual witness being used and are numbered continuously without regard
for the line numbers in the individual fragments. In addition, lacunae are
not clearly marked. Thus, the Composite Text does not give a completely
accurate picture of the structure and context of the work.

This is followed by detailed discussions of the language of 4QMMT, its
literary character, its historical context, as well as its treatment of halakhah.

Finally, the DJD edition contains three appendices. The first appendix is
written by Ya’akov Sussmann and deals with “The History of the Halakhah
and the Dead Sea Scrolls”. The two subsequent appendices, both titled
“Additional (Textual) Observations on 4QMMT”, are written by Qimron
and Strugnell, respectively, and deal with issues on which the two editors
were not in agreement. Foremost among these are the calendar (Part A),
the placement of 4Q398 11-13, and the interpretation of the epilogue.

The DJD edition concludes with a concordance as well as a reverse in-
dex listing words in alphabetical order according to their final letter. The
newer edition by Qimron and Charlesworth®! — following an introduction
on the dating and background of the work, historical context, structure and
genre, theology, and a critical edition of the text — also offers a transcription
of the fragments of each individual manuscript, including 4Q313, followed
by the Composite Text, both with an annotated English translation. The pre-
sentation is more minimalist and concise than in DJD and in this respect
is more user-friendly. Nevertheless, here too the fragments are presented
in an already reconstructed version without showing the underlying edi-
torial decisions in every case.®?

Unlike in DJD 10, the calendar (4Q394 1-2, formerly 4Q327) is not re-
garded as part of the text and thus not included. The introduction explic-
itly states that the Composite Text is a “hypothetical reconstruction” that
is intended to “provide the reader with as full and continuous text as the

o1 QiMrON / CHaRLESWORTH 2006, 187-251.
2 E.g., in 4Q394 3-7:6-12 or 4Q394 3-7:13.
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extant manuscripts allow”.% This is also the reason given why diacrit-
ical marks are not used to indicate the state of preservation of individual
letters. This note to users of the edition is of course essential, yet its matter-
of-factness presents an even greater risk of misunderstanding, since even
among experts it is usually only the Composite Text with its arbitrary num-
bering of sections and lines that is used and cited, such that the “hypo-
thetical reconstruction” is treated de facto as the standard — and “real” —
text. This risk is exacerbated in the newest, Hebrew-language edition by
Qimron from 2013.%

This edition provides only the Composite Text, with reconstructed por-
tions indicated by typesetting and textual overlaps indicated in color.
There are few notes on the readings, and most of these correspond to
the notes in DJD. Although this presentation seems clear at first glance, it
also contains problems. The colored text in each section is associated with
different manuscripts, which makes it difficult to trace the transmission
history of the text. Moreover, it only differentiates between two levels:
the principal manuscript and a textual overlap from one other manuscript
marked by colors. It cannot represent the overlapping of three different
manuscripts, which sometimes occurs. Unlike the edition in Charlesworth
2006, here the calendar from 4Q394 1-2 is once again treated as an integral
part of the work.

All three critical editions, as well as the analysis of the contents of
4QMMT in DJD 10, are significant achievements that have set the standard
for subsequent work. Nevertheless, all three editions also have certain
shortcomings. Foremost among these is the incomplete documentation
and description of the material (fragments and photographs). In addition,
particularly in DJD 10, there are divergent readings in the transcription
of the individual fragments on the one hand and the Composite Text on the
other that are not explained. Other editorial decisions, particularly regard-
ing the Composite Text and the calendar in 4Q394 1-2 (4Q327), also remain
opaque. Since the editions in Charlesworth (2006) and Qimron (2013) are
based largely on DJD 10, the same can be said of them, even though they
contain a variety of improvements (including in their readings of the text).

Regarding the content of the text, the chapter on the halakhah of
4QMMT in DJD 10 is extremely useful.®® Yet here, as well as with regard
to other questions such as the text’s material reconstruction, genre, and
literary and historical context within early Judaism, research has contin-
ued to advance, such that the new critical edition and commentary in this
volume seems justified. References to further literature on 4QMMT can be

63 QiMRrON / CHARLESWORTH 2006, 194.
6 Qimron 2013, 205-211.
% DJD 10, 194. 123-177.
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found in the individual essays of this volume; thus, only a brief overview
will be given here.t¢

Scholarship had long awaited the first critical edition of the text, and
further research began soon after the publication of DJD 10 in 1994.7 An
important volume of essays attests to the diversity of questions and the
great amount of interest that the text quickly raised.®® Particular attention
was given to halakhah, which previously had often been overlooked in
Qumran studies.?® Another important area of investigation that arose was
the use and interpretation of scripture in 4QMMT, particularly given that
this text attests to a two- or even three-part canon.”? Here, the parenetic
epilogue and the relationship between halakhah and historical parenesis
received particular attention.”! Other topics of past and current research
include the text’s language,’? calendar,” redaction history,”* genre”> and
historical context.”®

% Cf. Z.]. Kapera, “How not to publish 4QMMT in 1955-1991”, in Id. 1991, 55-67; Id.,
“A Preliminary Subject Bibliography: 1956-1991”, in: Id. 1991, 75-80; Id., “How not to
publish 4QMMT Part II: Spring 1991-Spring 1994”, The Qumran Chronicle 4 (1994) 41-52;
Id., “A Preliminary Subject Bibliography Part II: Summer 1991-Spring 1994”, The Qumran
Chronicle 4 (1994) 53-66; J. A. FitzmYER, A Guide to the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature.
Revised and extended edition (Grand Rapids 2008) 216-222.

% In addition to the three aforementioned editions of Qimron in DJD 10, QiMroN /
CuarLEsworTH 2006 and QiMron 2013 as well as the studies on the content of the text by
TiccHELAAR 2006 and 2014; voN WE1sSENBERG 2009; Puech 2012 and 2015, the text has been
printed in several other editions; see esp. Garcia MartiNez / TicHELAAR 2000 and 2014.

% KamPEN / BERNSTEIN 1996.

% Berz 1994; J. M. BAUMGARTEN, “The ‘Halakkha’ in Migsat Ma‘ase ha-Torah (MMT)”,
JAOS 116 (1996) 512-516; H. K. HarringTON, “Holiness in the Laws of 4QMMT”, in: BErn-
STEIN / GARCiA MARTINEZ / KaAMPEN 1997, 109-128; Suarpr 1997; ELMAN 1999; HEmpEL 2000;
A. SuemesH / C. WErMAN, “Halakha at Qumran: Genre and Authority”, DSD 10 (2003) 104—
129; A. Yapin, “4QMMT, Rabbi Ishmael, and the Origins of Legal Midrash”, DSD 10 (2003)
130-149; L. Scurrrman, Qumran and Jerusalem: Studies on the Dead Sea Scrolls and the History
of Judaism (Grand Rapids 2010) 112-122 and 123-139.

70 Brooke 1997; CampBeLL 2000; KraTz 2006 and 2007; BertaeLoT 2006; ULrRIcH 2003.

71 ABEGG 1999; H. vonN WEISSENBERG, “4QMMT - Towards an Understanding of the Epi-
logue”, RdQ 21/81 (2003) 29—45 and Id. 2009; KraTz 2006; Puech 2012.

72 Morac 1996; Kister 1999; P.-I. Kirrchuk, “Some Cognitive and Typological Semantic
Remarks on the Language of 4QMMT”, in: T. Muraoxa /J. F. ELwoLbE (eds.), Diggers at
the Wall: Proceedings of a Third International Symposium on the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls
& Ben Sira. STDJ 36 (Leiden 2000) 131-136.

73 VanperKam 1997 and J. C. VanoerKawm, Calendars in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Measuring
Time (London 1998).

74 Pfrez FERNANDEZ 1997 and 1999.

75 Fraape 2000 and 2003; J. HocenuavEN, “Rhetorical Devices in 4QMMT”, DSD 11
(2003) 187-204.

76 P. R. CaLLaway, “4QMMT and recent Hypotheses on the Origin of the Qumran Com-
munity”, in: Z.]. Kapera (ed.), Mogilany 1993: Papers on the Dead Sea Scrolls offered in Memory
of Hans Burgmann (Krakow 1996) 15-29; Grasse 1997; Grossman 2001; HEmpEL 2010a; DE
Loorjer 2015, 89-138. Bar-AsHER SiecaL 2011 discusses a paleographic and philological
detail that is very important for the historical context.
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2.4. This Volume

Following the principles of modern philology and textual criticism in the
digital age, a three-stage critical edition is ideally called for. First, each in-
dividual fragment, no matter how small, should be discussed in its own
right. Then, each individual manuscript should be reconstructed sepa-
rately as far as possible, seeking to place each preserved fragment in its
proper place. Finally, a synopsis of the preserved text from all of the
manuscripts should be given following the layout of one or all six of the
manuscripts.

Since such a procedure is not possible in this volume due to limitations
of space, the team of editors has decided to print only the third stage of the
editorial process, that is, the complete text of each manuscript as far as it is
preserved, presented in the format of one principal manuscript. Portions
of the text that can be reconstructed from parallel manuscripts or otherwise
conjectured have been added to the text of this one principle manuscript.

The structure of the composition and of individual manuscripts can
be reconstructed above all through textual overlaps in the manuscripts
40394 (a), 4Q396 (c) and 4Q398 (e), which can easily be joined together.
In addition, textual overlaps allow 4Q395 (b) to be merged with 4Q394 (a)
and 4Q399 (f) to be merged with 4Q398 (e). For the present critical edi-
tion, 4Q394 (a) was chosen as the principal manuscript, since it is the most
complete, spanning five of a total of eight columns.”” The text of 4Q394
has been transcribed without any special markings, while the text supple-
mented from the other manuscripts has been placed in brackets and un-
derlined. Conjectured reconstructions have also been placed in brackets
but are not underlined, allowing them to be easily identified.

There is no question that this presentation is also a hypothetical recon-
struction. Yet in contrast to the Composite Text of previous editions, it has
the advantage of being based on a single preserved manuscript (4Q394)
and in this respect is an ‘actual’ text. In addition, it allows for a reasonably
accurate picture of the overall work and its contours, indicating original
connections and larger gaps resulting from the loss of text. For better us-
ability, the numbering of the Composite Text, which has become the con-
ventional form of citation, has been included in the margin. A line break
of the Composite Text within a line in the edition of this volume is marked
with a small stroke (') as separator.

77 Twould like to express my gratitude to James Tucker who in the early phase of prepa-
ration of this edition provided a digital template for typing the Hebrew text in the format
of 4Q394.
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Migsat Ma ‘ase Ha-Torah (4QMMT)
Some of the Works of the Torah
Reconstructed Text (according to the format of 4Q394)

Text witnesses
[beginning lost]

i
ii:

ii:

iv:

vi:

vii:
viii:

4Q394 3-7 1; 4Q395 1 1-10
4Q394 3-7 ii; 4Q395 1 11-12; 4Q397 1-2(?), 3; 4Q398 1-3 (?); 4Q313

10?)
4Q394 8 iii; 4Q396 1-2 i 1-6; ii 1-2; 4Q397 3 5-6; 4 1-2; 5 1-6; 27
(TIGCHELAAR 2020)

4Q394 8 iv; 40396 1-2 ii 2-11; iii 1-10; 4Q397 613 1-9 + 26 (PUECH
2015); 4Q313 2(?)

4Q394 8 v; 4Q396 1-2 iii 11; iv 1-11; 4Q397 6-13 10-15

4Q397 18 i (“lost column”); 4QQ398 11-13; 4Q397 22(?)

4Q397 14-21 1-8; 24 (TIGCHELAAR 2006)

4Q397 14-21 9-16; 23; 25 (TIGCHELAAR 2014); 28 (TIGCHELAAR
2020); 4Q398 14-17 i—ii; 4Q399 i-ii

Typoscripts and handwritten notes (H. Stegemann)

D)

2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

8)

9)

CT 1983: The Composite Text (1983) with Correct Notes, p. 1-2
preface and abbreviations (typoscript), p. 1-12 Hebrew Text with
corrections (handwritten: Strugnell?)

ET 1983: 4QMMT English Translation (1983), p. 1-13 (translation
of CT 1983)

CT 1990: The Composite Text (1990) with handwritten notes

Notes 1983: Notes on the reconstruction of 4QMMT, p. 1-20 dated
Aug. 26, 1983, with appendix: Additional Notes on MSS*, p.
21-22

Additional Notes 1983: Additional notes on 4QMMT MSS= 1
page, dated Jerusalem, August 26, 1983

Further Notes 1985: Some Further Notes on 4QMMT, p. 1-9, dated
Jerusalem, September 5, 1985

Considerations 1985: Some Considerations on the Structure of
4QMMT, p. 10, dated Jerusalem, September 5, 1985

Remarks 1990: Remarks to that version of the “Composite Text” of
4QMMT, which is included here (i.e. CT 1990), p. 1-12, dated
Jerusalem, August 4, 1990

Loose sheets:

a) “4QMMT: Columns” (September 3, 1985)
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b) “4QMMT: Distances of line incipits of Ms b frg. 1,1-12 from
line incipits in Ms a fr. 1,I-1I"” (September 3, 1985)

c) “MMT? (Problem: gehoren Kalenderfrg. zur Hss?)”, undated
(from 2005)

d) Other: Reconstructions of d IV orV, 7-18; e fr. 2, ; d Ill or IV Z.
5-12; d fr. 23, (undated from 2005)

Photos, Editions and Concordances: see Bibliography
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Col. i
Manuscripts: 4Q394 3-7 i 1-19 (=i 2-20); 4Q395 1 1-10

[OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO]
Al9 [ooooooooooooooooooonj]loy[n]oﬁn&oi[b]yonjw[ooooooo]
A20 [MyaaR1 o Wi o NRD o WibW o mawn o anbwi o 4o[11]
A21 vacat of
BO1 [oooooooooooooo]nODﬂwo5[oooooo]u*ﬁj‘ronypnoﬁbx
B02 [cooooo0o00000000000 5o BY 0o oo onA[1]R o RW o DWYA[H]
B0O3 [oooooooooooooo|bnv1,1]noi§[-rooooo|ooooo]aﬁn[oo]n1nm
B04 [cooo0o00000000000|o]omiocma ooo|ooobn]Rkonaoan[]pum
BO5 [oooooonﬁoooooo‘]w’pn5oax135[oooo|oooo]ﬁﬁ[}n] o i¥in
B06 [oooooon1000000000000|]HIn03I 000|000 ]BbWinonnw
BO7 [0oo0onmiooooooooo|a]iPaocni2oo|oo ]AiolnnaroTwa
B08 [omanoooooo0o0o0o0 0000 |a]Mmo R | Ao 5 o ARAT o PN
B09 [Nat 00000000000 bJwhK o Nifw o 2" | o JR1 0 3RY[ o o o I o HX
B10 [000000000]q&i ooy onrnonm o | Brmnw |2 o [on]bwn
Bl1 [0 o o OMA]A% o B2 o qWam o 09N o 5 o [AY3NI o NNlinaw
B12 [0 o ¥ R1HW 0 Hwa o 7 0 1272 0 *AtAD 0 IRY? o [°]iMman
B13 NRVAN © N9 o [HAY o HY o 81 0 spo MY o OPA o NX o B[*]RDN
Bl14 [ ]BR o N1 o 178K o AA[R] o §OIRM o MK o DM o AMR ° VAW
B15 aDMIAY o APAR o wnwn o A[1a]MwiH o AR o H13Y o spo nrvNN
B16 1135 0 "2 0 NLA ° Y o N 0 VA ° Y o RW o Hwa

072 CT 1983 and 1990 note: “Erasure before 17, perhaps v1“ and “Damaged
surface, perhaps intentionally ... After 7, surface lost”; see DJD 10, 9 on 1. 6 and 47
n. 1; Qimron 2013. The notes of CT 1983 are discussing several possibilities: nnvy or
nanv (dittography) corrected to vnia- or VAN A35 NINV. QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994
(in the following DJD 10), 9 notes: “after he ... no further reading is possible”; Puecn
2015 Hp]1 anxe.

07° Whether the additional fragments in the middle of the column in 1. 7-12
(marked with | ) belong in this place of the ms is questionable.

082 STEGEMANN / STRUGNELL 1988 o[ ]y,

08> CT 1983 Jw; Pukcu 2015 nx.

08¢ Puecu 2015 on'n[iRian.

092 or &2

102 CT 1983 n[.

1122 Reading and placement of fragments uncertain.

1222 Reading and placement of fragments uncertain; other possible readings: 121,
nar; see QiMroN 1994, 9 on . 11 and 150 n. 81; Puecu 2015 1or1.

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
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A Calendar
i (A20-21; B01-16)

I[...] ?[...] is a Shabbath. In a[ddi]tion, after [the] Sha[bbath...] 3[is ad]ded,
and the year is complete: three-hundred and si[xty-four] *days. vacat

B Halakhah

5These are some of our words [...], which/which they [...] ¢[the] works,
which w[e ... they al]l concerning [...] 7and the purity of [...]

[...] the grain of the [gentiles ...] 8and they let to[u]ch it their[...] and de][file
...] ’from the grain [of the genl]tiles [...] to come/to be brought into the
sanctuary [...].

[And concerning] the sacrifice [...], ®which they are cooking [...] in a
vessel [...] in it [...] the flesh of their sacrifices and [...] in the Temple cou][rt
?) ...] it [...] ®with the broth of their sacrifice.

And concerning the sacrifice of the gentiles (?) [...] they are sacrificing 13to
the [...] which is [... IJike whoring with him (?) [...]

[And concerning ...] the sacrifice “of the well[-being] which they are
leaving from one day to another, and further [...] 5that the cereal[-offering is
to be eJaten with the fat and the flesh on the day they are sacri[ficing it. For
the sons of] °the pries[ts] should take care concerning this matter so that
[they are] not 7going to bur[d]en the people with iniquity. spatium

And furthermore, concerning the purity of the (red) cow of the
purification offering: 8the one who is slaughtering it, the one who is
burning it, the one who is gathering its ashes, and the one who is sprinkling
the [water of] 1°the purification offering — spatium — for all of these the sun
must have s[e]t to become pure Pso that the pure is sprinkling the impure.
For the sons

1322 PUECH 2015 &w [T]n.

13" Reading and placement uncertain; CT 1983 and 1990 offer different readings:
nawn[ or nawinf; see DJD 10, 9 on 1. 12, and 47 on B9; QIMRON 2013; PUECH 2015
ar]i vhx nanw (.

142-2 Placement of this word on a single fragment is possible but not certain; CT
1983 notes: “Found also in (added: separate) frag. with a n (of nowin) above it; but
there is no context to prove whether it really belongs here”; an additional note
corrects the reading of the line above and hints to the connection with the p below;
PUECH 2015 confirms the placement.

1622 4Q395 1 7 7n[1]n% ", thus PUECH 2015, 117 also for 4Q394.

172 Supralinear in 4Q395 1 8.

182 PUECH 2015 nX.

192 Dots above and below v signal the missing word spacing between the last two
words of this line.
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Col. ii
Manuscripts: 4Q394 3-7 ii 1-4, 13-19 (ii 14-20); 4Q395 1 11-12; 4Q397
3 1-5; gap 05-12: 40397 1-2/40Q398 1-3(?); 1. 18: 4Q313 1(?)

B17 [ooooooooooooooooooooooobgonv,‘b]oa’mxj[oﬁﬂ}z]
B18 [oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooaj]ﬁjnonﬁilzﬂooo]
B19 [oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo]“?joun*[ooooo]
B20 [oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooow]‘rpm5on[ooooo]

[OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO]

[OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO]
B21 [oooooooooooooooooooooooﬁ‘ﬁ%igo'ﬁgoﬂ}ﬂoﬁooooo]
B22 [Mﬂ]ooooooooD’Sjoﬂ]‘[’oaﬂujﬂiﬁ]o]nﬁoooooo]
B23 [Pwmipn o pinwh o wa o o ARYA3 o {Ain{1lR o ARWIN o AMAvA © o]

B24 [ooooooooooooooa,‘[fj,‘IWOnoooooooo!’zno’jgoﬂ’}uaooooo]

[OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO]

[OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO]
B25 [au;bo’:ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo]
B26 [poo0o00000000 o]ﬁ‘%j 3[.‘10'735:”1]&[‘%‘\50]:&1&10!39[3”]%5”
B27 [oooooooooooa]bmn:oNWOg[y]oo | Jmp o Byn o NR o DinwN?
B28 33000 o brigv]e o @3 0 w10 2 | W | AW o MafnY o pIA[ 0 0 0 0 0]
B29 [o]%wri[mooo0o00000000 000 | JWIpAIW o BIVIN o UAIRY
B30 ninn o PR1[ 0 0000000000000 | ]MINNo [A¥IM o 2R o NINN®
B31 RWT NR o DRRIA[ 0 ARLNA | o ]3¢ o [Man]An o pin o DAl
B32 ‘lwxonjpﬁno&’ﬁ[ooooooooooooooooooo|]3gnw1onj,i'73[n]

012 4Q395 1 KA.

01° CT 1983 “or v” (cf. 4Q395 1 10).

0222 Reading uncertain; for 9pan QimMron 2013 points to PAM 40.964. CT 1983
combines 4Q394 ii 1-2 with 4Q397 1 and says: “A frag. of d which may belong here
reads: ... (4Q397 1)”. CT 1990, DJD 10 and QimroN 2013 combine 4QQ394 3-7 ii 1-2
with 4Q395 1 11-12 and place 4Q397 1-2 + 4Q398 1-3 (B21-24) in the gap between
4Q394 3-7 ii 1-4 (B17-20) and 13-20 (B25-32). Stegemann in his unpublished
“Remarks” to the version of CT 1990 discusses the two possibilities and favoures
the first option; Puecu 2015 follows Qimron with a few differing readings. The
placement of this passage (B21-24) in ms 4Q394 is fortuitously.

072 Puecu 2015 n]rwp.

082-2 Puecu 2015 nn[nm]w i af.

092 4Q398 1-3 1 nwu[n.

09% Pukch 2015 w[mpn.

102-2 PukcH 2015 4Q397 1-2 4 + 4Q398 1-3 [% ... nloaw n[ne]ym n[wn % a[x1].

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
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ii (B17-32)

lof Aaron should be [...] 4...]
[And furthermore, concerning] the hides of the cattle [...] 3their [...] vessels
[...] 4[to bring] them to the sanctuarl[y ...]

5-9[...] 7[Further, concerning the hides ... #from their hides handles of a
(vessel) ...

(And further, concerning) the hide of the carcass %of the pure (animal):
the one who is picking its carcass (must not) approach the purity (of the
holy) ...

10And furthermore, concerning ... that they ...] 11-17[...]

13[... For the sons] of the pri[es]ts should [take ca]r[e] concerning all
[these] matters [so that they are not going to] burden the people with
iniquity.

[And con]cerning that it is written: [If a man slaughters in the camp %or
slaughters] outside the camp a bull, a lamb, or a goat for [... in the n]orth of
the camp. 7And we hold that the sanctuary [is the Tent of the Meeting and
that JeJrusale[m] 3is the camp, and what is outside the camp [...] this is the
camp Yof their ci[t]ies outside the ca[mp ...] [the puri]fication offering and
they are taking out the ashes 2%of [the] altar and bu[rning ... For Jerusalem] it
is the place which

13 PUECH 2015, 112 discovers some traces of ink on the top of 3Q394 3b and
proposes waw/yod/he and mem.

1532 4Q394 3b 2 and 6 2 om. in 4Q397 according to the reconstruction of PUECH
2015, 112f. who speculates about a secondary addition above the line (his 1. 3a).
4Q397 may have had a shorter text here; see DJD 10,48f. n. 7-7.

15 CT 1983 “Rather Joma[”.

162 PUECH 2015 reads in 4Q394 6 3 n]x ™.

16> QIMRON 2013 now reads jee and proposes as an alternative reconstruction
1 Inl].

182-2 4Q397 3 3 minn K[ or — according to CT 1983 and 1990 — mnn nx["; 4Q313 1
(DJD 36) nx]im K[ nann.

18> Or x1[.

192 CT 1983 112 [; CT 1990 1] 1[; CT 1983 115 &[; PUECH 2015 5]y 1[w]R.

202 CT 1983 [xw1 or |Mws; PUECH 2015 o'a]nw.
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Col. iii
Manuscripts: 4Q394 8 iii 1-15 (= iii 6-20); 40396 1-2 i 1-6 and ii 1-2;
40397 3 5-6; 4 1-2;: 5 1-6; 27 (4Q396//4Q397)

B33 [oooooooooooooooooooo5&1w*o’UJWO$1JDo1301n3]
B34 [00000000003]000000000000000000000000000000 0]

[000000000000000000000000000000000000000000]
B35 [D’m‘myon]’xooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo]
B35-36 [ooooooooooooD’:W}nouﬂJ&ooooooooooooo m]
B36 [ooooo]ao[ooooooooooooTnNoD]’j '[’711011&1013&']011&]
B37 0000 0T o PR o HIR'RWY o DAWIN 0 1IMIR o YR o H1]
B38 ]1113031:1‘['[[10]]0&0oooooooooooooooooooooooooooo]
B38-39 "aRINNI 0 [P o 9o oo o000 00000000 vacat? o 1IaY]
B39-40 5apa ' [Lo o3 o AW o NIAWR o M o 3TA o YI1vAi o AR
B40 apMPI5[ ©00000000000000000000000000000000000]
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B40-41 a[ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooh]‘ltoz'oD}z;z()bnj'|1h‘|5]221]a

B42 1IMAR 0 D2[WIN 0 AR1 0 NIRAY 0 000 0000000000000 00O0
B43 DY o R[12Y00000000000000000000000000000000]
B44 ﬁu‘nwy'?[ﬂoaﬁljgﬁ[rﬁoigmooooooooooooooooooooooo]
B45 at]iz[’jﬂ'?ooooooooooooc:ooo<:>ooo<:>ooc:oooooooooooo]
B46 oY 0 AN¥PN 0 000000000000000000000000000000000]
B47 D"[DMNMMN©0000000000000000000000000000000O0O0O0 O]
B48 Wji[n]onmﬁf]no'ﬁijf’]oooooooooooooooooooooooooo]
B49 B[*]™MDi 0 5[p o 481 0 0 0 0 0 WIPNAN 0 RT 0 APAAN 0 0 0 0 0]
B30 narym[ o naiwn o Yan o 9AMY o AWRM © DIRW? 0 0 0 0 0 0]

022 PuecH 2015 finds in 4Q397 3 6 1.0 v[.

062 Qimron identifies this trace of ink in 4Q394 8 iii 1 (= iii 06) with the basis of 2 in o1
TnR but this is impossible for material reasons (length of lines in 4Q396).

082 CT 1983 na7m[.

112 Again, 4Q397 5 1-2 must have had a shorter text than 4Q394 8 iii 10-11, according to
the reconstruction of Pueca 2015, 112; ibid. 114 he places frag. 4Q398 6 1-2 in his
reconstruction of 4Q397 3-5, i.e. in our edition 1. 06 (o]&n[) and 07 (]53[xxw).

12a*-2 Here we have to consider an additional line or a shorter text in 4Q394 compared
to 4Q397 5 2-3.

12ab 4Q397 5 2 nnn[rab, CT 1983 on[1wyb].

142 4Q397 5 4 nnannd.

152 Pukcah 2015 reads in 4Q394 8 iii 15 ox[*an5] p[x.

162 PuecH 2015 reads in 4Q397 5 5 nep[nw.

202-24Q397 27 Joxm nma[*]R[w (TiccHELAAR 2020).
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iii (B33-50)

I[He has chosen] from all trib[es of Israel ...]

24[...] “they are [not] slaughtering %in the sanctuary [... w]e ho[ld that one
must not slaughter] ¢the mother and the offspring on the same day [...]

"[And concerning] the eating [w]e hold that one may eat the offspring
§[...] thus it is, and the matter is written °in regard to the pregnant animal.
[vacat?]

[And concerning the Ammoni]tes and the Moabites Yand the mamzer and
the one who [has crushed testicles and the one] whose penis is [cu]t who are
entering the assembly ![... ] they are taking [wives] 123[to beco]me one bone
12[...] impurities. And indeed, we hold 13[... to com]e together with them [...]
14[...] and one [must n]ot let join them and make them '[... to en]ter ...
so]me of the people '7[... are joi]ning '¥[...] from all [s]exual intermixture [...]
to be in awe of the sanctuary [...]

[And furthermore, con]cerning the bl[ilnd ?[...] who cannot see so that he
is not beware of all intermix[tures]: the intermixture
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Col. iv
Manuscripts: 4Q394 8 iv 1-16 ( =iv 1-16); 40396 1-2 ii 2-11 and iii 1-10;
40397 6-13 1-9; 26 (40396//4Q397); 1. 12-13: 4Q313 2(?)

B51 vacat DRI o DI'R o DW[N]
B52 K91 0 7INVY 0 AW [M] o PINA 0 WNW o KW o DwIND o Yy o g[Ni]
B53 K15 0 YW o K1 0 RS 0 RHW 0 % o HRW" 0 "awA 0 Wwn[W]
B54 vacat *wIpn:A o A[1]nv5 o B8 o Anm o mwyY o yI[°]
B55 DN3 o PRW o DAW o [D]IMIR o 13AIR o amprinm o Y o AR[1]
B56 RNV 0 13 0 MYTANA o DI o MPYINT o 81 0 AIA[V]
B57 0719 o APAA o YAPAM o MPYVIN o NNY o 1 o A NB[Y]
B58 0w o 0295 o WI[1]5 o Pannk o 3373% o PRI o NNR o ANY
B59 "2 o bomhy o waA[1 o wPAN o 2MAR[Y] o nepA o oYhair
B60 DIPAN o SR o WP o mINA o AN o BHWIY
B61 WRA 0 SR 0 OB 0 [0 0 HRIW o TPvaw 0 H3A o i1 0 MNaw
B62 p0[an o 193801 o "»Y o Pr[pdn o HY o gRIP o Hvwr o 2NiiATA
B63 [2pan o Jowymi o B7i[MaY o a1 o MMWRID? o HRIW o PRI
B64 [an3]R o ow¥a[¥n o By o AR o WA o BiIMEY o pem]

0222 Puech 2015 places here his new frag. 26 which was formerly combined with 4Q397
6-13 7-8 and placed in line 16 and 18 (B66 and 69), see DJD 10, 27.54 (fragment is missing
on Plate V); QmMron 2013, 209. Line 1 of this fragment according to Qimron reads n[>»w
013]1 (4Q397 6-13 7-8 B66), according to Puech vaw]m p[in.

0422 Frag. 26 2 according to Puecu 2015 reads wTpn]n nanvY[, but see Qimron in DJD
10, 27 and QrmroN 2013 who places the fragment in 4Q397 6-13 8 (B68) and reads minv [
wrpnln.

052 Qimron in DJD 10 and Qimron 2013 identifies the trace of ink at the end of the line
in 4Q396 1-2 ii 6 as the second waw in MpXMA.

072 QimroN 2013 reads in 4Q397 6 ]n0.

082 CT 1983 xarmh.

08P Pukch 2015 mannb.

08¢ QimroN 2013 and Puech 2015 read in 4Q397 6 wTip[n; QimroN 2013 reads in 4Q396
1-2ii 9 wn[pn] at the end of the line (in green), which, as far as I can see, is not preserved.

092 QimronN 2013 and Pukech 2015 read in 4Q397 8 minyy.

09 Qimron 2013 reads in 4Q397 7 o ]oy.

102 PuecH 2015 reads in 4Q397 6 3 n[&'n.

10° 4Q397 6-13 3 wnipn.

10 DJD 10, 12. 26, QimroN 2013 and PuecH 2015 read in 4Q394 8 iv 10 as in 4Q397 6 3
R or 811 respectively, CT 1983 and 1990 just 8'71; in 4Q394 there are no traces of a J, in
4Q397 it seems to be the case.

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11

13
14



Some of the Works of the Torah 41

iv (B51-70)

lof the [re]paration offering they cannot see. vacat

2And furthermore, concerning the deaf who have not heard the statute,
the precept and the purity (rules): they have not 3heard the precepts of
Israel. For the one who does not see and does not hear “does not know how
to practice (the law); and yet they are coming to the purity of the sanctuary
(i-e. the sacred food). vacat

SAnd furthermore, concerning the (liquid) streams, we say of them that in
them there is no [pJurity. And indeed, the (liquid) streams do not separate
between impure 7and pure. For the liquid of the streams and of what
receives from them (i.e. the vessels) are alike, ®one and the same liquid.

And one must not let dogs enter the holy camp for they °are eating some
of the [bJones of the sanctua[ry and] the flesh which is on them. For
0Jerusalem is the holy camp and it is the place 'which He has chosen from
all tribes of Israel. For Jerusalem is the head '?of the camps of Israel.

And furthermore, concerning the planting of fruit trees which is planted
Bin the land of Israel: Like the first fruits it belongs to the priests, and (like?)
the tithe of the cattle “and the sheep it belongs to the priests.

112 DJD 10, 26 and 53 n. 2 and PUECH 2015 find in 4Q397 8 2 the orthographic variant
590 (cf. 4Q397 3 5).

11 PUECH 2015 reads in 4Q397 8 2 *va]w.

11¢ 4Q397 6 4 &1 nx*i1 which points to a different word order. CT 1983 notes: “d nx' at
[transposed to] the end of the clause (before fx1); its text must have read: wxa ohwr
nxn S8 mann.” The beginning of the sentence is on frag. 72 o5wnn]' "2 See DJD 10, 53
n. 3-3; QIMRON 2013, and PUECH 2015.

122 Reading uncertain, CT 1983 offers as alternative readings *vaw or naw.

1260 4Q313 (DJD 36) Inponn ax[i.

1322 4Q313 (DJD 36) 8111 mw[&13; PUECH 2015 reads in 4Q397 7 3 81]n mowrna S[xwr.
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B65 [772 0 '3 o wI[1pA © PMI7v 0 DY o MR’ 0 RIHW 0 DMIR]
B66 [Pinn 2w o ©a31] o A5V o brynw o AN 0 A1 00 000000 0 0 0 AiT]
B67 [DAnY o DNRAY o NN 0 ANYI 0 B0 0000000000000 00]
B68 (D71 0 N1 o b 0 2WTPA o M2 0 BY 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¥1]
B69 [PxanH 0 1IN 0 3HPN 0000000000000000000000000 0]
B70 [A72m1 0 Pna o ARINWP 0 2iN 00 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 HPI 0 NRVLI

152 Puech 2015 reads in 4Q397 9 (traces of ink on the right top) ix[12.

155> 4Q396 1-2 iii 5 nnv op-vh. For the deleted characters CT 1983 suggests the
beginning of the word n1mv%; see DJD 10, 55 n. 1-1.

162 QimroN 2013, 208 on B66 reads rests of 7' in 4Q397 6-13 6-7 with reference to the 7
in 4Q397 18 i (“lost column”) but it is not clear to me how this fits here.

16 Corrected in 4Q396 1-2 iii 6 ny*aw.

16¢< DJD 10, 27 reads in 4Q397 6-13 7 (B66) ©a3]n n[>»w, slightly different Qimron 2013
(02]21); he finds this in a small fragment which is not presented on Plate V but seems to
be identical with the small fragment numbered by Puecu 2015 as 4Q397 26 and placed
elsewhere, see above 022 and the following note.

1822 DJD 10, 27 and Qimron 2013 read w[mp]n ninv in 4Q397 6-13 8 (B68), in QiMRrRON
2013 with reference to a small fragment on PAM 42.717 (B-284130); it is identical with
frag. 26 numbered by Pukcn 2015, see above 022 and 042. Whether this fragment belongs
here is uncertain and depends on the reading and assignment of the traces of the first line
of this fragment; another option would be iv 15 (B65) or — with Pueca 2015 — iv 02 and 04
(B52 and 54).
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And furthermore, concerning the lepers we 5sa[y that] they must [not] come
in touch with the purity of the holy (i.e. the sacred food), but they should be
set apart 19[...]. [And] indeed, it is written that from the time that he shaves
and launders, he should [d]well outside 7[of his tent seven d]ays. But now,
whilst their impurity still adheres to them, 18[the lepers are coming in touch
wlith the purity of the holy (i.e. the holy food) at home.

And you know ![that the one who does not practice the ordinance
inadvertently] and it escapes him, he is to bring %a purification offering.

And concer[ning the one who acts with intent it is writ]ten that he is a
despiser and blasphemer.

192 In 4Q396 1-2 iii 9 CT 1983 reads n% y1[, the reading above comes from the notes.

19> CT 1983 reads in 4Q396 1-2 iii 9 nx"an% and offers as an alternative reading 8175
nRL|M; a marginal note hints to the space before the final 1 or n and suggest the
beginning of the following word in the following line: # 811%; see DJD 10, 20 on 1. 9;
QIMRON 2013 on B69.

202 In continuation of 4Q397 11-13 3 (= 6-13 9) PUECH 2015 reads in 4Q397 9 3 nw[wn
o T]a.

200 This reading of 4Q397 6-13 9 in DJD 10 and QIMRON 2013 seems to come from
4Q397 9 3; also PUECH 2015, 109 reads nn]a ®[17w in 4Q397, but does not tell us where it
comes from, according to figure 4 on p. 110 it is not preserved in the fragments of 4Q397,
frag. 9 3 he places a few words before, see above 202.
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Col. v
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Manucripts: 4Q394 8 v 10-13 (= v 10-13); 4Q396 1-2 iii 11 and iv 1-11;
40397 6-13 10-15 (4Q396//4Q397)

B71

B72-73
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B74-75
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B8O
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012 QimroN 2013 suggests for 4Q397 11-13 4 the reading pa]1a as possible.
01° Puecn 2015 identifies 3Q394 8 v 10 with owmipn]n.

022 PuecH 2015 reads in 4Q397 6-11 10 ] nwn[.

02° Puecn 2015 identifies 3Q394 8 v 11 with ox]n.

0324Q397 6-13 11 umrw.

03P Puecn 2015 identifies 3Q394 8 v 12 with vawn]a.

042 4Q397 6-13 12 mamn.

04" Pukch 2015 reads in 4Q397 6-13 12 noyan.

04¢ PuecH 2015 identifies 3Q394 8 v 13 with oy]n.
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v (B71-82)

[And as long as the im]purity of le[prosy adheres to th]e[m] one should
not let them eat from the holy things (food) 2until sunset of the eighth day.

And concerning [... the corpse of] the human being we 3say that every
bone which [...] or is whole is to be handled according the precept %of the
dead or the slain.

And concerning the whoring practiced in midst of the people: They are
son[s of ...] the holy of as it is written: Holy is Israel.

And concerning ‘the [pur]e anim[al] it is written that one must not let
interbreed two different species.

And concerning clothing 7[that it must not] be of mixed materials and
that one must not sow his field and his vine[yard 3with two specie]s because
they (i.e. Israel) are holy and the sons of Aaron are m[ost holy].

’[And ylou know that some of the priests and [of the people are
intermixing] °they are joining and defilin[g] the [hol]y seed, [and also] their
own [seed] with "whoring. For [the sons of Aaron ...] 1229[...].

0524Q397 6-13 12 :nowa.

062 DJD 10 and QIMRON 2013 1ni]na.

06°4Q397 6-13 13 n]Ha1id.

06¢ DJD 10 and QIMRON 2013 1]w1ad.

082 PUECH 2015 reads in 4Q397 6-11 14 59a.

08 For the expression QIMRON 2013 points to 4Q398 9 2 owlp w[Tp.

0924Q397 6-13 14 nn[nx.

102 4Q394 8 v 10-13 should be placed here, but see above on 1. 01-04 (PUECH 2015).
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[Col. vi= “Lost column” attested by 4Q397 18 i 5]
Manuscripts: 40398 11-13; 4Q397 22(?)

[®13[17?00000000000000000000000000000000000O0O0O
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C21-22 [1awr o K oo0o0o0o0o00e0000nY o HRIWA 0 1WW 0 D]
C22-23 [NR o9 0% 000000 e ' oo AR o WMWY o DPWIAT o HIAR
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]

[OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

012 The placement of 4Q397 18 i 5 is unknown and made just tentatively. The placement
of fragments 4Q394 9 (in fact two individual fragments) and 4Q394 10 is unknown, it
could be somewhere between col v and vi, see Puecn 2015, 111. The placement of 4Q398
11-13 follows the reconstruction of Strugnell and Stegemann.

052 The beginning of 4Q398 11-13 1 is damaged. CT 1983 reads v]n[]a 1[2 waw] of ]
'maly; DJD 10, 36 and 60 *na[  Jef ]Je[\]®a[w njia[7an], on p. 60 and in QmMron 2013,
however, we read "ma[ ]e[ ]ea3[1]8a[w n]1a[72n]; von WrissEnBerG 2009, 53 [ o[ ];
[ Jaee[ Puecu 2015 (improving the reading 2012) reconstructs 182 [*2] o[5wra] o[dw n7n]
'na [m27]an and places the fragment 4Q398 11-13 (with Strugnell and Stegemann) in the
“lost column” attested by 7in 4Q397 18 i 5, which Puech identifies as 7[17. Stegemann (in
his unpublished reconstruction of 4Q397) finds an overlap in 4Q397 18 i 5 and 4Q397 22
(see below 05¢<) with 4Q398 11-13 1 and reads as follows: nmbw nra1 (David’s) P
(Israel) 12 waw [... "] mm [...] 7°[+7...] For a possible overlap of 4Q398 11-13 1 with 4Q398
14-17 i 8 and 4Q397 14-21 15f. proposed by Qimron see below col. viii 92-2.
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C Parenesis
vi (C19-24)

1410

%in the days of Solomon, the son of David, and also the curses [which]
came in the days of °[Jero]boam, the son of Nebat, and until the exile of
Jerusalem and of Zedekiah, the king of “Judah [that] He will bring them in
[..]. And we are aware that already have come some 8of the blessings and
the curses, as it is written in the b[ook of Mos]es. And this is the end ®of the
days, when they will return in Israel to [the law? ...] And they will not turn
back and the wicked will [act] wickedly (will [be treated] as wicked) and
[..] and [..] Remember the ''kings of Israe[l] and reflect on their deeds,
whoever of them feared 12[... the Tor]ah he was rescued from troubles [and

they are seekers of] the Torah
13-20[__]

05 For a8 in 4Q398 11-13 1 DJD 10, 60 finds an overlap with 4Q397 14-21 16 (but
differently DJD 10, 28) which I cannot find on the photos; see VON WEISSENBERG 2009, 64.

05¢¢ The reading is uncertain. CT 1983 'm]n 12 wa[w]; DJD 10, 36 and QIMRON /
CHARLESWORTH 2006 2 nxa[w], QIMRON 2013 (with 4Q397 22) "mn xa[w]; VON
WEISSENBERG 2009, 53 and PUECH 2012 "2 wa[w]. CT 1983 and 1990, followed by DJD 10,
61 n. 4 and 5, QIMRON / CHARLESWORTH 2006 (p. 226), QIMRON 2013 and PUECH 2015
present also the readings and orthographic variants from 4Q397 22 (here 1. 1 *]Jan) and
combine the fragment with 4Q398 11-13 2—4 (C19-21). However, the placement of this
fragment is uncertain; CT is cautious: “if the frag. belongs here”; the editions take it for
granted. See VON WEISSENBERG 2009, 65.

072 CT 1983 and 1990 and the editions mentioned in 05 note as variant [Y]Jx2"W or
1]82"w (PUECH 2015) from 4Q397 22 2 “if the frag. belongs here”.

0822 DJD 10 and QIMRON 2013, and PUECH 2012 correlate with 4Q397 22 3 nln n[win,
PUECH 2015 reads against 4Q398 here n]n n[&n.

092 QIMRON 2013 reads in 4Q398 11-13 4 [5&]7wa.

1022 PUECH 2012 reads here [y&7 o*]p[*7]¥m o[*]a[y]nxn[.

122 QIMRON 2013 reconstructs nI[inn *wawn with reference to Ps 119:120.

12> Thus DJD 10, 36 and CT 1990, PUECH 2012 and 2015, or ommnen (thus CT 1983, see
DJD 10, 37.60-61 n. 8-8); QIMRON 2013 nmn[1]1xn.

12¢ CT 1983 w[ &, DJD 10, 36.60 *w[{p]an, PUECH 2012 and 2015 *wpan.
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[Col. vii]
Manuscript: 4Q397 14-21 1-8; 24(?)

[0000000000000000000000000000000000000000O0O0]
[000000000000000000000000000000000000000000]
[000000000000000000000000000000000000000000]
[000000000000000000000000000000000000000000]
[000000000000000000000000000000000000000000]
[000000000000000000000000000000000000000000]
[000000000000000000000000000000000000000000]
[000000000000000000000000000000000000000000O0]
[000000000000000000000000000000000000000000]
[000000000000000000000000000000000000000000]

Co1 [ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooaoo&w.aooooooooo]

C02 [ooooooooooooooooooooooainuﬁooooooooooooooo]
C02-03 [oobiwio‘fﬁ'oooooooooooooooooooooooooooaszij;@

C03-04 [oooﬁujno%m'oooooooooooahuon’n:“ooooooooooooo]
C04-05 [nsx:obﬁj'oooooooooooooasgnmoéaooooooooooooooo]

Co05 [0000001TaR 0 MM 0 DAMNN 00 000000000000000000]
C06 ['7&0njmnoa}ﬁjnoNﬁooooooooooo:ﬁoooomo]
C06-07 [aooooooooooooooaﬁ&*ﬁonm_]'(Donjmnn'oooooooooo]
C07-08 [n5%0 0 ©™272 0 2WNAN "0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2P ° 2N o UWIAW]
Co8 [R15W o @YY 0 DR 0 YR 0 323 o DANY o R12HM]

1122 Von WEeissENBERG 2009, 49f. finds a second w and reads |w[]ow e[.. For the rests of
the letter before the first w she proposes a b, for the rests following the first w she suggests
5, 3 or final 0. Her second v, following a space, looks rather like another n. Purcu 2015
reconstructs the line as follows: ?X1 nnn waT]n [1awy[m.

122 DJD 10, 27 1mwi, on p. 58 1my[a]; Puecn 2015 ympa.

132 Thus DJD 10, 27 and QimronN 2013; voN WEISSENBERG 2009, 49 [e 12ve[; PurcH 2015
naw[m.

13bPukch 2015 p/]nw: i

142 Pyukcu 2015 2750 ]nn mme[ Jal.

1522 QimroN 2013 Snpm onnn with reference to 4Q397 16 on PAM 42.499; Pukcu 2015
sees even more Ji[9]yn Synm onm Hy[n.

15> CT 1983 *[, voNn WEISSENBERG 2009, 49 e[.
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vii (C01-08)

12[

Bwho comes/come [..] And who will [...] ¥[...] will be [..] And
concerning the wo[men? ...] %[...] and the disloyalty [...] for in these matters
16[...] violence and fornication, they have been ruined [...] Vplaces. [...] it is
writte[n in the book of Moses (Deut 7:26)] that you shall [no]t bring an
abomination into ¥[your house ... for] abomination is hated. [...] 1°[that] we
have separated ourselves from the multitude of the peopl[e/es?... and] from
mixing in these matters 2%and from participating w[ith them] in these things.
An you k[now that no]

16* A new fragment published by TIGCHELAAR 2006 (4Q397 24) reads 5931 and could
proof the conjecture proposed in DJD 10, 27 onnn 5231. However, the material does not fit
as Tigchelaar himself had to concede. PUECH 2015 reads onn <1> y1.[.

172 PUECH 2015 xvan {w}x[15.

1822 PUECH 2015 1wAa [umr]w o[*p7r Jo[nx].

192 Or o'n]yn; see BAR-ASHER SIEGAL 2011 who suggests the following reconstruction:
onnly R135M nORA 0M3T3 WNNNR [1ANm onlpa T wwas[m uHTIm “And we were set
off and apart from the multitude of the nations and we were prohibited from mingling
with them” (p. 22).

202 CT 1983 notes as an alternative reading 23 5[], see also QIMRON 2013.
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[Col. viii]
Manuscripts: 40397 14-21 9-16; 23; 25; 28; 4Q398 14-17 i~ii; 4Q399 iii
(4Q397//4Q398; 4Q398//4Q399, 4Q397//3Q398//4Q399, 4Q399)

Cc09 1MIR 0 0 0 0 02 HY 0% o AP 0 IPWI o Hyn o uTa o RuY]
C09-10 [42Win o 1903 o PANW o AHR 0 1aN3? ' 0 0 0 0 o AR o DuMI]
C10-11 [AMoMT'o00000000 000 2TA 0 ORI o *18DA1]
Cl11 [oooooooobm'700'7 ot ooooo00% 0000002070 5001]
Cl12 [<IA7P1 o T1I0N o MOOW © 21N o AR o bab o AAPinTR1 o 157
Cl12-14 [2™a70 0 513 0 ShY o Ak ' 0 20 0 X1 0 N 0 AYIN]
Cl14-15 O o bAMIWM o 5P ' 0 02337 o BN o NINRA o AHRA]
Cl15-16 [fn&a o Aowad o 1931 ' 0 399325 0 Y93 0 Mbr o AAaWI 0 303325]

013-2 Puecn 2015 discovers on frag. 4Q397 17 L. 1 traces of an & and reads in the lacuna
[®5]x [712]; QimroN 2013 reads in the following 1ni[.

0222 The reading of 4Q398 14-17 i 2 and — in consequence — also the overlap with
4Q397 14-21 10 are uncertain. CT 1983 says: “e (i.e. 4Q398) reads ou[an> and the
following words too differ from d (i.e. 4Q397), but its reading is very difficult.” DJD 10,
37 reads in 4Q398 14-17 i 2 with CT 1990: nwiwn 1a[pa ranw] oui[ans; only on p. 58f., n. on
C10 and n. 3 and in QmroN 2013 the variant Du[ana is mentioned; voN WEISSENBERG
2009, 56f., following Eugene Ulrich, reads e[ ] en 1 ee[ ] oue[ and discusses several
other possibilities, among them a suggestion of Dr. Torleif Elgvin for the last word:
a[]pn (hif. ptz. from 29p “to approach, to sacrifice”). WeissenserG 2009, 62f. suggests
that the two copies had a different text. Puecu 2012 reads: 75[oa Jora[n onkw THR 1202
nwin and thus adjusts 4Q398 (with a small variant) to the reading of 4Q397.

032 CT 1983 and 1990, DJD 10 7]73; QimroN 2013 paraphrases ™7 "wa.

042 Reading and overlap of 4Q398 14-17 i 3 with 4Q397 14-21 11 are uncertain. Ulrich
reads 7ee[; voN WEIssENBERG 2009, 57 e[ and, again, is presenting a suggestion of Dr.
Torleif Elgvin 1¢n[& “his strength”.

04> CT 1983 and 1990 &w 5y, CT 1990 ,, why not [An]p?* QimroN 2013 o o[ 15[
K19; PuecH 2012 &501] o[%]w omn nnlr[a 15[xer ]; Pueca 2015 onln nanlr[a 0] [mm]
K51] o[H]w.
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viii (C09-18, 25-32)

Idisloyalty or deceit or evil is to be found in our hands (i.e. in our deeds,
with us), since for [these things ...] we 2are giving the [...]

We have [written] to you so that you may reflect on the book of Moses
3land] the books of the [pro]phets and in Davi[d? ..] generation to
generation. And in the book/letter is written [...] 3[... for] you and the former
times [for] you. And also it is written (Deut 31:29) that you will [stray] from
the pa[t]h and it will encounter you °the evil. And it is written (Deut 30:1-3):
And it shall happen, when [al]l these thing[s shall come]e on you 7at the end
of the days, the blessing [and] the curse, [then you shall take] it to 8your
[hea]rt, and you will turn back to Him with all your heart and with all [your]
soul at the end

0522 4Q398 14-17 i 4 with an & following at the end of the line. CT reads n[ ]n un[]m 7[
and notes: “Missing in d (i.e. 4Q397), perhaps as a result of homoioteleuton”; here the
fragment is counted as an individual line and is placed between 21 ayan nonapY in
4Q397 14-21 12 and 3 &M 21021 in 4Q398 14-17 i 5 (C12f.). DJD 10, 37.58 reads in 4Q398
14-17 i 4 ene nranT 7[5, different in 4Q397 and C12 on p. 27 and 58; VON WEISSENBERG
2009, 56 and 58 reads & eeer N[1]uN[T]p1 7[> and suggests with E. Tov a scribal sign in the
X. Both DJD 10 and von Weissenberg place the text between ... 212 in 4Q397 14-21
11//4Q398 14-17 i 3 (C11) and w 212 in 4Q397 14-21 12//4Q398 14-17 i 5 (C12). QIMRON
2013 reads e eee113°p* [ ] and mentions it only in the notes. PUECH 2012 reads in 4Q398
14-17 i 4 [2]8[] 7o mQ]p* 79 marking an overlap with 4Q397 for the reading ax
na[®; but differently PUECH 2015, 105.

05" CT 1983 and 1990 ne[ or nw[; DJD 10, 27 reads 4Q397 14-21 12 n3[%, on pp. 58f. e[
with n. 4: “There are traces of letters in both d and e, but we could not propose any
suggested text which would account for all the traces”; QIMRON 2013 72[, thus also
PUECH 2015. See VON WEISSENBERG 2009, 63f.; DJD 10, 37 finds in 4Q398 14-17 i 4 traces of
ene, see above n. 52,

05¢ In 4Q397 probably na]nap, CT 1983 [namy] napi.

062 Thus also PUECH 2012 in 4QQ398 1417 i 6, PUECH 2015 [ 2'.

072 4Q398 &55p[m.

07° Qimron 2013 A[Aw Amawn.

082 4Q398 7a35.

08" Thus also PUECH 2012 in 4Q398 14-17 i 7, PUECH 2015 1[*]5X.
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Cl16-17 IRIT'W o ORI 0 ™HDA © AW 0 78022 ' 0 0 fij o 0 o o]
C17-18 [oooooooﬁooooooooobWOrnb'oooooooooo%_Wooooo]
C25 [@70m 0 WK o KW o 97 o MR © 12T 0 NIY 0 @R 0 o o]
C25-26 [a81 o i o mbo1 o M127 o MALA o 35v1 o R ' o 4RI]
C26-27 [11awnw o 7NNR o "wyn o n¥pn ' o THR o A1and o 1nINd]
C27-28 (120 0 7N o Ym0 APy o TS ' o PIFRAW o 2 InyH o 19 o 2]
C28-29 (22man o ¥y o DR ' o PA'W o Punhn o wpaP o AN o 1]
C29-30 [DmnRa o nnwnw o Hwa ' o HyiHa o neys o b3 o *nawnn_o 1an]
C30-31 [ApT8Y 0 159 o nawna ' o i3 o 1137 o Pn¥pna o TxYNA o i
C31-32 [5Rw51 ' 0 15 o 21vh o @3nY o bawm o W o ATMwyal]

[ blank lines ]

[ blank lines ]

092 Von WEersseNBERG 2009, 56 and 59 proposes the reading of ]n 7a[ in 4Q398 14-17 i
8, which might suggest an overlap between 4Q397 14-21 15 (frag. 21) and 4Q398 14-17 i
8. However, this seems to be impossible on material reasons, see voN WEIssENBERG 2009,
66f. Others are postulating other overlaps, trying to justify their material reconstruction
concerning the order of 4Q398 14-17 i and ii and 4Q398 11-13 respectively: Qimron in
DJD 10, QiMroN / CHarLEsSWORTH 2006 and QiMroN 2013 combines the rests of 4Q397
14-21 15f. (frag. 14, 20, and 21) with 4Q398 14-17 i 8(-9) and 4QQ398 11-13 1, and reads —
according to the composite text (which is not exactly identical with the transcription of
the individual fragments both in DJD 10 and Qimron / CHARLEswORTH 2006) — as follows
(QmMron 2013 C16-18, according to 4Q398, 4Q397):

o2 1[1]xa[w nlia[7an DHW MDA RIW 0NN 80 Awin 9a0a ana  Jef M [ ] n[mnxa
mobwona [ Je[ ]
Or (according to 4Q397, 4Q398):
o eayralw m[27an mbw n[ana] wiw o[RaIn Majoa Awin [Mapa Ay e m | otnra
mmbw] 'n[a
Puecnh 2012 and 2015, in contrary, combines 4Q397 14-21 15f with the transition from
4Q398 14-17 i 8(-9) to ii 1 and in Puecu 2015, 105 reads as follows (according to 4Q397,
40Q398):
o Nk o5 n[pa monan ivaw o[R'ain Mao]ar awin (1503 N oea] nnsa
[ 707 NR T My R orronn e Imay
In Puech 2012, 2—4 the reading of 4Q398 14-17 i 8 +1ii 1 is a bit different (4Q397):
IR DY DA DINRD DIGW nya minaan R ain]a a[whn qso[aw ualwm ol ][n nmnra
T [DR] M M R ovTonm
Both combinations are highly speculative and do not proof the reconstruction and order
of the fragments.
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°[of the days ... in the book of] Moses and in the boo[ks of the prophet]s
that they will come °[...] ![... forgiv]en sins. Remember David who was a
man of the pious ones, [and] he, too, [was r]escued from many troubles
and was forgiven.

And also 3we have written to you some of the works of the Torah which
we think are good for you and for your people. For we have seen with you
wisdom and knowledge of the Torah. Reflect 15on all these things and seek
from Him that he strengthen your counsel and keep far '*from you the plans
of evil and the counsel of Belial, so that you may rejoice at the end "of the
time, finding that some of our words are in order. And it shall be reckoned
to you as righteousness, ®when you do what is right and good in His eyes,
for the good of you and of Israel.

10* Both QIMRON 2013 and PUECH 2015 in frag. 4Q397 14 5 (= 4Q397 14-21 15 or C17)
read J5w n[, Qimron proposes the reading m]>w n[1372 with reference to Shirot ‘Olat ha-
Shabbat, PUECH 2015 reconstructs 015w n[pa mo1a.

105 Qimron in DJD 10 and QIMRON 2013 suggests [nxa]w m[3737] for frag. 4Q397 21
3(= 4Q397 14-21 14) + 4Q398 14-17 i 8(-9) or C18; PUECH 2015, 104f. reads 1]&w[*] mi[W in
combination with the transition from 4Q398 14-17 i §(f.) to ii 1; see n. 09%2 and for the
different reconstruction of 4Q398 11-13 1 see above on vi 05.

112 Thus CT 1990 but the reading is uncertain. CT 1980 reads 1[, DJD 10, 37 and QIMRON
2013 *x[wa (with reference to Ps 32:1), VON WEISSENBERG 2009, 56 °[ ].

122 4Q399 i 9 Hen. This reading is also possible for 4Q398 14-17 ii 2, especially if CT
1983 and 1990 is correct and there is a supralinear 1 before the % in 4Q397; see DJD 10, 38
onl. 2.

13224Q399 i 10 1amax 1[ana.

142 om. 4Q3991i 11.

14P PUECH 2012 and 2015 reads in 4Q398 14-17 ii 3 upa7w for 1w w in 4Q3991 11.

14 4Q397 25 Alnp only.

15* CT 1983 and 1990 mentions the possibility of a supralinear 1 before % in 4Q398 14-17
ii 4 and points to 1. 2 (5¥[1]) and 8 (5x%wH); see the discussion in DJD 10, 38 on 1. 4.

150 4QQ397 25 1aa]5n wpay; 4Q399 i 1 1aadn.

15¢ CT 1983 and 1990 notes an orthographical variant in 4Q397 22 na[nwy, which
presupposes that the fragment is to be placed here. See DJD 10, 62 C29-30.

16° 4Q398 14-17 ii n{1}awnn 4Q397 25 (TIGCHELAAR 2014) and 4Q399 ii 2 nawnn.

16 4Q399 ii 2 1 and om. 5p*5a nep.

16° 4Q397 28 (TIGCHELAAR 2020) nnwn[w joined with 4Q397 23 ]nw, followed by m]anxa
in 4Q397 25.

17224Q399 ii 3 w3,

17° 4Q397 28 n[¥pn joined with 4Q397 23 Jepn.

182 DJD 10, 40 and QIMRON 2013 read in 4Q399 ii 4 Tnmw([ya.

18> om. 4Q399 ii 4.

18°4Q399 ii 4 7ab.
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Material Construction and Palaeographic Dating
of 4QMMT: The Evidence of the Manuscripts

Eibert Tigchelaar

In the official edition of MMT in the Discoveries in the Judean Desert series
(DJD 10) the editors constructed a composite text of MMT based on the
evidence of the various manuscripts, and presented a palaeographic dating
of the manuscripts, arguing that all of them were written from the second
half of the first century BCE onwards to the early first century CE. It should
be emphasized that we only have fragments of manuscripts. No title or
heading has been preserved, and the name MMT is a scholarly label. We
do not know the exact extent of the text as it was preserved in the various
manuscripts, and whether differences between manuscripts reflect various
editions of the work, or, simply, different texts copied on one scroll. We
therefore do not even know whether other manuscripts may be associated
with MMT.

Since we do not have one single manuscript which preserves a version
of MMT from beginning to end, editions have to construct a text by ar-
ranging the preserved textual material and taking into account the material
artefactual evidence. The textual arrangement is facilitated by the fact that
many fragments from the different manuscripts have partially overlapping
text, thus allowing one to sequence many of the textual fragments. Mate-
rial evidence takes into account the script of the fragments, the plausible or
calculated height of columns of a manuscript, and corresponding damage
patterns in multiple fragments of one manuscript. In the construction of
a composite text like MMT, textual and material analysis are complemen-
tary.

Palaeographical examination of the 4QMMT manuscripts is of impor-
tance because the MMT has no internal dating, and scholars disagree on
its historical setting or date of composition.! The palaeographical dating
of the oldest manuscripts may serve as a terminus ad quem for its composi-
tion. Palaeographical comparison of the script of fragments suggests that
in two cases (4Q394 1-2 and 3-10; 4Q398 1-10; 11-17) fragments of two
manuscripts have incorrectly been merged into one manuscript. And pos-

! See for details John J. Collins in this volume, p- 174-177.
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sibly, the characterization of the style of writing of the manuscripts may
help one to assess the function of individual manuscripts.

1. Material construction in the Qimron / Strugnell edition

The construction of the composite text of the official edition by Qimron and
Strugnell is based on a such combination of material and textual construc-
tions which have led to the arrangement and numbering of the fragments
and the transcription and construction of the composite text. The two ed-
itors did not fully agree on all respects. In the 1994 edition, the composite
text reflects Qimron’s interpretations on two major disputed issues, while
in Appendix 3 Strugnell explains his disagreement.? Qimron’s interpre-
tation of the two calendrical fragments which originally were numbered
4Q327 as actually belonging to 4Q394 was questioned by Strugnell, and has
been rejected on material and palaeographic grounds as incorrect by virtu-
ally all subsequent scholars,® though Qimron held on to his identification.*
Nonetheless, 4Q394 did have a calendrical section before the laws, which
raises the question whether a calendrical section was part of the composi-
tion, part of the 4Q394 literary version of the work, or simply another text
copied on this scroll 4Q394.

The second issue is more complex. In the official edition Strugnell de-
scribed the disagreement between the editors on the textual and material
placement of 4Q398 11-13 (vi 5-12 [C18-24]).> Qimron placed this frag-
ment in the composite text in between 4Q398 14-17 i (C9-16) and 14-17 ii
(C25-32), and constructed a direct textual sequence from one fragment to
another: from 4Q398 11-13 7 n "w[p]an om hm mblqlsy twrh to 4Q398
14-17 ii 1 maw ®[w1] [nsw]’y ‘wnwt — “these were the seekers of the Torah
| | whose transgressions were [for]given”.® Overall, Qimron’s constructed
text would move, apparently fluently, from a description of the eschato-
logical time blessings and curses, to an admonition to consider how some
of these blessings and curses have already been fulfilled in the days of ear-
lier kings. However, Strugnell and Stegemann objected that materially

2 QiMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 203-206.

? See the full discussion in this volume by Jonathan Ben-Dov, p. 110-112.

* Qrmron 2013, 205.

5 QiMRrON / STRUGNELL 1994, 205. One may note that in the Qimron / Strugnell edition,
the sequence of the numbering of the fragments (11-13 resp. 14-17), and the placement
of the fragments on the plates (11-13 on Pl. VII and 14-17 on Pl. VIII) are according to
Strugnell’s construction, while the textual sequence in the composite text reflects Qimron’s
point of view.

® QiMRrRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 58-63; QimroN 2013, 210f. For Qimron’s construction of the
scroll this means that 4Q398 would have had columns of 16 lines, with only one complete
line missing between 4Q398 frags. 14-17 i (the top 8 lines of the column) and frags. 11-13
(the bottom seven lines of the column).



Material Construction and Palaeographic Dating of 4QMMT 59

these fragments could not have been in the order proposed by Qimron,
and that the disputed section 4Q398 11-13 (vi 5-12 [C18-24]) should rather
be placed earlier in its manuscript,7 even if this would mean that the tex-
tual sequence becomes more complex.8 Materially, the two constructions
require a different format of the papyrus scroll 4Q398, namely Qimron as-
suming a height twice as large as Strugnell.

2. Alternative material constructions relating to
4Q398 11-13

While the material evidence of 4Q398 might perhaps not be conclusive to
choose for one or the other construction, already in the 1980s Stegemann
worked on constructions of the MMT manuscripts, in particular 4Q397.°
Since 4QQ397 has overlaps with most of 4Q398 14-17 i-ii, both constructions
can be tested with respect to the resulting corresponding construction of
4Q397.

Based on the textual and material features of a constructed 4Q397,1° one
can easily construct in 4Q397 Strugnell’s sequence of the text of 4Q398 14—
17 i+ii ending with a narrow column in 4Q397.11 However, the alternative
sequence of Qimron, 4Q398 14-17 i, 11-13, 14-17 ii, requires in a construc-
tion of 4Q397 a more artificial arrangement of the text in two subsequent
narrow columns. One may therefore consider the Strugnell-Stegemann
option with regard to the sequence of the 4Q398 fragments, adopted and

7 The notes of Strugnell in QrMroN / STRUGNELL 1994, 28 indicate that in his construction
the manuscript 4Q398 would have had columns of 9 or 10 lines, and 4Q398 11-13 would
have been two columns to the right of 4Q398 14-17 i. The fragment numbers in this para-
graph are somewhat confused, due to incomplete revision of an older draft. On p. 28, “frg.
17 refers to 4Q398 frags. 11-13, and “frg. 2” to 4Q398 frags. 14-17.

8 QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 205.

9 Cf. Kratz 2006, 162 n. 35. Stegemann’s construction of 4Q397 is reflected in two
1985 photographs which display the fragments in five columns. Cf. the IAA photographs
190453 and 190454. These were included in Tov / PraNN 1993 (= Tov 1993-1995), fiche no.
132 and are now also accessible at the Leon Levy DSS Digital Library images B-298642 and
298643. This construction was adopted by TiccHELAAR 20144, based on the transcription in
Tov 2006.

19 For the construction of 4Q397 the following aspects are important: (1) frags. 3 and
6 were found in a wad, and hence belonged to two consecutive layers (PAM 41.762 for
the tags which generally were used for fragments dissolved from a pile); (2) the first lines
of those fragments correspond to ii 14 (B26) and iv 6 (B56), which gives some idea of the
possible length of a column in 4Q397; in his construction of 4Q397 Puecu 2015 needs 19
lines of 4Q397 for these 30 lines of the Composite Text; (3) the conglomerate of 4Q397 frags.
14-21 stretches over 16 lines in a column, indicating this as minimum height of columns
in 4Q397; Pukch 2015 takes 18 lines as the height; (4) the last column of 4Q397 with frags.
23 and 25 is half (or less) of the width of the other columns of 4Q397 (corresponding to the
composite text MMT C28-32 [viii 14-18]). For 4Q397 frag. 25, see TiGCHELAAR 2014.

1 Pukch 2015, even if some details might need to be revised.
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elaborated by Puech, as materially much better fitting the 4Q397 evidence
than the Qimron option.

Most recently, on the basis of all material evidence, Puech constructed
a six-column scroll of the 4Q397 version of MMT.12

Stegemann 1985 Puech 2015 Puech cols. - MMT 4Q398
photographs (see fn. Composite text
8) (followed by (edition of this
Tigchelaar 2014a) volume)
Col. I Frags. 1-2 B1-24 (i 5-ii 10)
Col. I Frags. 3-5 Col. II Frags. 3-5 B25-50 (i 13iii 20)
Col. II Frags. 6-13 Col. III Frags. 6-13 + | B50-82 (iii 20-v 11)
26
Col. III Frags. 22,1-2 | Col. IV Frag. 18i+22 | [B82-?;] C18-24 (v 11-13
20-?; vi 5-12)
Col. IV Frags. 14-21 | Col. V Frag. 14-21ii | C1-17;25-27 (vii 14-17 i +ii
+24 11-viii 14)
Col. V Frag. 23 Col. VI Frags. 25+23 | C28-32 (viii 14-18) 14-17 i

Table 1: The columns of Puech’s reconstruction of 4Q397 related to other texts

As visible in figure 3 of Puech’s construction,’® this creates a problem in
between sections B and C. If 4Q397 and 4Q398 had more or less the same
text, then about ten lines of the text in between B82 (v 11) and the 4QQ398
11-13 section have not been preserved in any of our manuscripts — unless
any of the unplaced fragments would fit there.

The alternative construction which is followed in this volume suggests
amore complex literary structure than assumed in the DJD composite text.
For example, Kratz proposes that the earlier placement of the disputed
40398 fragment results in a different literary reading, with two parallel
sections, announcing initially (in 4Q398 11-13) the curses for those who
act wickedly and the blessings for the seekers of the Torah; in the subse-
quent sections first the wicked and the curses are elaborated upon, and
then the fate of those who seek the Torah.

12 While overall Puech’s material construction of 4Q397 is attractive, and may be ac-
cepted for the last columns, it takes insufficient account of the materiality of the fragments
and the original scroll. For example, the horizontal distance between frags. 3 and 6 (as
presented on figures 4 and 5) amounts to ca. 18 cm. This is incompatible with the evidence
that frags. 3 and 6 derive from two consecutive layers of a relatively short scroll. Also the
placement of frag. 3 in lines 3-8 and frag. 5 in lines 4-9 of their respective columns might
need to be corrected.

' Purcw 2015, 107.
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3. Previous palaeographic analyses of the
MMT manuscripts

In the official edition of MMT, John Strugnell discussed the palaeography
of 4Q394, 40395, 4Q396, and 4Q399, and Ada Yardeni the script of 4Q397
and 4Q398.14 They provided descriptions of individual letters of those
manuscripts (except of 4Q399), characterized the script and style of the
manuscripts, and dated the hands of those manuscripts in accordance to
the typology developed by Frank Moore Cross.!® The index volume to the
Discoveries in the Judaean Desert series, converted these typological labels to
exact dates.!® More recently, in his study of 4Q397, Puech presented his
own dating of those manuscripts, which tends to be slightly earlier than
that of Strugnell and Yardeni.l” These different data can be conveniently
presented in one table:

Strugnell and Yardeni (in Strugnell / DJD 39 Puech (2015)
Qimron 1994)
Script/style Period date date
4Q394 “vulgar semiformal” | early Herodian | 30-1BCE | 2nd half 1 c. BCE
3-10
4Q395 formal “strange Herodian 30-1BCE | 2nd quarter 1 c.
mixture” BCE
4Q396 “vulgar semiformal” | early or mid 30 BCE- | turn of the era
Herodian 30 CE
4Q397 “round semiformal” | early Herodian | 30 BCE- | 2nd half 1 c. BCE
20 CE
4Q398 “semi-cursive” transition 50-1BCE | 2nd quarter 1 c.
11-17 Hasmonean to BCE
Herodian
4Q399 formal mid Herodian | 1-30 CE turn of the era

Table 2: Palaeographic Dating of the MMT Manuscripts

Hitherto, the major tool for dating of the Dead Sea Scrolls has been Cross’s
programmatic typology of the development of the Jewish scripts, which,
however, lacks the precision which is claimed. The dates provided by the

* QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994.

15 F. M. Cross, “The Development of the Jewish Scripts”, in: G. E. WricnT (ed.), The Bible
and the Ancient Near East: Essays in Honor of William Foxwell Albright (Garden City 1961) 133
202 (reprinted with revisions in Id., Leaves from an Epigrapher’s Notebook: Collected Papers in
Hebrew and West Semitic Palaeography and Epigraphy [Winona Lake 2003] 3—43).

16 B, WEBSTER, “Chronological Index of the Texts from the Judaean Desert”, in: Tov 2002,
351-446.

17 Puecn 2015, 99-100 n. 1.
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mentioned scholars are therefore less accurate than proposed.18 Nonethe-
less, Puech’s somewhat older datings, in the case of 4Q395 amounting to
possibly half a century earlier than suggested by Strugnell, seem to be ty-
pologically warranted. Thus, 4Q395 should rather be qualified as middle
to late Hasmonean, than as early Herodian. However, such typological
characterizations cannot simply be transformed into exact chronological
dates.

4. Palaeographical comments relating to individual
manuscripts

40394 frags. 3-10

Strugnell’s descriptions of the letters only apply to the samples of 4Q394
frags. 3-10. Palaeographical analysis shows that 4Q394 frags. 1-2 and
40394 frags. 3-10, though they share the same style, were written by two
different hands, and there is no material ground for assuming these two
groups of fragments belonged to one and the same manuscrip’c.19 Strugnell
stipulates that the script of 4Q394 is an early Herodian representative of
the Herodian vulgar semiformal. Yet, he refers to many correspondences
with late Hasmonean forms, and provides no reason why this hand should
be early Herodian rather than late Hasmonaean. In fact, the unclear typo-
logical transition between late Hasmonean and early Herodian is one of
the problems of Cross’s typology. Puech’s dating of the hand to the second
half of the first century nicely fits Strugnell’s description of the hand.

4Q395

The script of this small fragment is difficult to characterize, since — accord-
ing to Cross’s typology — some of the letters have typically Hasmonaean
forms (for example the one-stroke bet) whereas others (e.g., tet) have fea-
tures generally ascribed to later periods. Strugnell therefore tentatively

¥ D. Loncacre / E. TiccHELAAR, “4.1.3.2.1 Hebrew and Aramaic Palaeography (An-
cient)”, in: A. LANGE (general editor), Textual History of the Bible (Leiden 2017) http://dx.
doi.org/10.1163/2452-4107_thb_COM_225895.

19 In the re-edition of 4Q394 frags. 1-2 as a separate document, TaLmoN / Bex-Dov 2001,
160 refer to discernible differences between 4QQ394 frags. 1-2 and 4Q394 frags. 3-10 in
the execution of several letters such as shin and ayin. (The characterization of the script as
“early Herodian semiformal” or “rustic” [159] is incorrect.) One should add the even more
distinctive differences in the execution of alef and bet. The only two remaining samples of
alef in 4Q394 frags. 1-2 have the simple inverted “V”-form with right arm of alef, against
more complex forms in 4Q394 frags. 3-10, which even has thickening of all ends of strokes
of alef. In 4Q394 frags. 1-2, bet has in most cases an angular or slightly rounded right
bottom corner (bet in one move, with the basestroke penned from right to left); in 4Q394
frags. 3-10, the basestroke systematically extends to the right of downstroke, indicating a
separate stroke, most likely written from left to right.
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postulates “an Herodian scribe, who attempts to write in an archaising
Hasmonean style, which he constructs by borrowing both from the formal
and the semiformal hands”. However, the majority of letters is typologi-
cally not yet late Hasmonaean, and one should consider, with Puech, an
earlier typological date.20

4Q396

Strugnell referred to the hand of 4Q396 as a Herodian vulgar semiformal,
but many letters of this manuscripts are attested in different forms, several
of which are close to that of the so-called “rustic” or “round semiformal”,
which indicates that Cross’s differentiation between various traditions and
styles is rather artificial.

4Q397

In her description of 4Q397 in the official edition, Yardeni assigns the script
to the group described by Cross as “round semiformal”. In a later article,
she ascribed many of the manuscripts with a “round semiformal” script
to one and the same proliferous scribe from Qumran.2! While Yardeni is
probably correct in assigning multiple manuscripts to one and the same
scribe, the diversity of the script of the manuscripts listed in her article is
too large to accept her hypothesis at large, and one may distinguish sev-
eral different scribes with a similar script.?

4Q398 / 4Q398a

There are several indications that 4Q398 frags. 1-10 and 4Q398 frags. 11—
17 may not belong together, and probably represent two separate 4QMMT
manuscripts.?? The script, though similar in style, differs both in size and
in details of several letters, and 4Q398 frags. 1-10 should be reassigned to
a separate manuscript 4Q398a.2* Dating of the hand of 4Q398 has partially

2 Strugnell’s final comment on the script of 4Q395 in QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 14, on the
idiosyncratic distinction between thin and thick strokes clearly does not pertain to 4Q395
but to 4Q398.

21 Y ArDENT 2007.

2 Thus, in spite of small differences, 4Q397, 4Q161, 4Q475, and 11Q18 are quite alike and
might have been written by one and the same scribe, but many of the other manuscripts
assigned by YarpENI 2007 to the same scribe display significant differences.

% The description of the script by YARDENT in QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994 only pertains to
4Q398 frags. 11-17.

2 Von WEIsSENBERG 2009, 42 referred to the different forms of lamed and alef. Even more
particular than the particular form of lamed, is its inner-word relation to the preceding and
especially following letter. In 4Q398 frags. 11-17 lamed is in almost all cases written on
or above the ceiling line, while the following letter is often written clearly lower than the
ceiling line, sometimes below the upper arm of lamed. Note also that in ayin, the right
stroke tends towards the horizontal in 4Q398 frags. 1-10 but is more upright in 4Q398
frags. 11-17.
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been based on palaeographic comparison with the hands of two possibly
datable texts, 4Q448 (Apocryphal Psalm and Prayer) and CIIP I 392 (Ja-
son’s tomb), with Yardeni giving in various publications different dates to
those texts.Z> Puech also offered widely ranging dates, but most recently
dated all three of them to ca. 50 BCE.2¢

4Q399

The manuscript is written in a neat formal script from around the turn of
the era. A scribal idiosyncrasy are the scribe’s attempts to create a flush
left margin by additional spacing before the last word of a line.

5. Preliminary palaeographical conclusions

Some of the manuscripts may have to be dated somewhat earlier than sug-
gested in the editio princeps, namely towards the middle, or perhaps even to
the second quarter of the 1st century BCE. This would mean that all MMT
manuscripts would fall — typologically — within the range of 75/50 BCE to
ca. 25 CE, which is the range for the vast majority of manuscripts from
Qumran Cave 4. This earlier date can still be compatible with Collins’s
proposed interpretation of the work as deriving from the period of Hyr-
canus II. However, digital palaeographic sequencing of manuscripts based
on the results of new radiocarbon dating of scrolls manuscripts may chal-
lenge the typological dates.

Palaeographically, only two of the manuscripts (4Q397 and 4Q399) dis-
play scripts which are common among the scrolls, 4Q395 and 4QQ398 dis-
play less common, but nonetheless skilled hands, but the irregular writing
of 4Q394 and 4Q396 suggests either a different style of writing (in 4Q394),
or less skilled writers. Strugnell also comments on “vulgarism” and other

% In QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 29, Y arpENT dated 4Q448 to “about the middle of the first
century BCE”, but E. Esner / H. EsHeL / A. YarDENT, “448 4QApocryphal Psalm and Prayer”,
in: E. EsHEL et al. (eds.), Qumran Cave 4 VI: Poetical and Liturgical Texts, Part 1 (Oxford 1998)
[403-425] 404f., believe that “4Q448 was copied during Jannaeus’ lifetime” (hence before 76
BCE). For CIIP 1392, see YARDENT's date in H. M. Corron et al. (eds.), Corpus Inscriptionum
Iudaeae/Palaestinae, Volume I: Jerusalem, Part 1: 1-704 (Berlin 2010) 415: “Herodian period,
shortly before the destruction of the tomb” (i.e., 31 BCE), but A. YarpEn1, Textbook of Ara-
maic, Hebrew and Nabataean Documentary Texts from the Judaean Desert and Related Material,
vols. A-B (Jerusalem 2000) B.78 dates the inscription to the “late first century BCE” and
2000, A.224 to the “beginning of first century”.

% E.Pukcn, “La paléographie des manuscrits de la mer Morte”, in: M. Fipanzio (ed.), The
Caves of Qumran: Proceedings of the International Conference, Lugano 2014. STDJ 118 (Leiden
2016) [96-105] 100 (and n. 25). Earlier, E. Pukch, “Inscriptions funéraires palestiniennes:
tombeau de Jason et ossuaires”, Revue Biblique 90 (1983) [481-533] 491 had dated the script
to the first part of the first century BCE, though some letters could suggest second c. BCE
date.
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oddities in the orthography of 4Q394,% which strengthens the possibility
that the manuscript was copied for personal purposes, perhaps with dif-
ferent texts collected in one scroll. The combination of a calendrical section
with MMT in this scroll may therefore be scribal rather than authorial.

While the idiosyncratic script of 4Q394 and the less common hands of
4395 and 4Q398 in comparison to the majority of the scrolls, might sug-
gest a different provenance, 4Q397 is written by a scribe who was respon-
sible for various manuscripts found in the caves at Qumran.

z QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 6.






The Language of 4QMMT
Noam Mizrahi

1. Background

Any sample of linguistic utterances can be analyzed from various vantage
points. When dealing with ancient languages, though, we usually have
access only to written documentation of the language, which allows for
just a limited insight into the language system. Many aspects of the pro-
nunciation, for instance, cannot be captured by any writing system, and
in the absence of recorded oral speech, it is impossible to attain certainty
regarding matters such as phonetics and prosody. This is true to modern
languages, and even more so to textual corpora documenting ancient lan-
guages (including Hebrew), which consist mostly of literary texts, because
their language is stylized to a lesser or greater degree, which means that it
does not properly reflects the vernacular speech of the ancient authors. All
languages exhibit much internal variation, which is often conditioned by
social and cultural factors such as social class, gender, age group, profes-
sional occupation, religious denomination, etc. Furthermore, if the speech
community is bilingual (or multilingual), then all the languages in contact
will be mutually affected. The various outcomes of such factors of linguis-
tic variation, however, are only partially discernible in literary corpora. In
not a few cases, a literary language is a standardized variety that may be
quite distinct from the spoken varieties. For instance, in medieval Europe,
Ecclesiastical Latin was used for literary composition, whereas the vernac-
ular Romance dialects had already developed further and further away
from their parent language. At the same time, Ecclesiastical Latin does not
exactly follow Classical Latin. Late authors were no longer native speak-
ers of the older variety of this language, and hence could not have a full
command all the intricacies of its lexicon, grammar and syntax. Features
of their actual vernacular(s), therefore, were bound to interfere with the
literary idiom they attempted to employ.

Similarly, for much of the Second Temple period — the late 6" century
BCE through the late 1%t century CE - literary works in Hebrew were pro-
duced in alanguage that is modelled after the idiom of scriptural literature,
whose spiritual authority extended to its language as well. This mode of
stylization is not just a matter of fanciful style but rather an expression of
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an overarching cultural trend. Much of the Jewish literature of the Second
Temple period revolves around scriptural models, with numerous works
rewriting scriptural texts, interpreting its passages and relating in vari-
ous ways to its figures and themes. By the late second Temple period, an
ever-growing chronological gap was felt between the archaic language of
scriptural books (which was based on Hebrew varieties of the monarchic
age, i.e., prior to the early 6th century BCE) and the vernacular languages
of Judea of the Hellenistic-Roman age. In addition, contemporary scribes
were also bilingual speakers of Middle Aramaic, and some of them also
spoke Hellenistic Greek.

All the Qumran scrolls were penned between the 3™ century BCE and
the 1%t century CE. Admittedly, some of them are merely late copies of
much earlier compositions, including primarily books that we now know
as part of the Hebrew Bible or the Christian Old Testament. But many other
scrolls represent original compositions of the Hellenistic-Roman period.
They are written in a highly stylized (or ‘biblicized’) idiom, but careful
comparison with the language of older sources reveals that their historical
background shines through them. Furthermore, even when copying older
material, contemporary scribes often adapted their sources, updating their
orthography and reformulating their language to fit into their own stan-
dards, thus allowing us an insight into their native language system.

By ‘older sources’ I refer especially to the scriptural books at the late au-
thors’ disposal, the language of which is known, by scholarly conventions,
as ‘Biblical Hebrew’. The term ‘contemporary sources’ refers to works
composed in the late Second Temple period. While copies of some such
works were also discovered outside Qumran (e.g., the two best-preserved
copies of the Damascus Document were found in the Cairo Genizah), most
of the sources were found among the Qumran scrolls, and their language is
therefore called ‘Qumran Hebrew’. To be sure, both Biblical and Qumran
Hebrew are somewhat artificial designations. The Hebrew Bible includes
texts written along a millennium, demonstrating accordingly significant
diachronic (and synchronic) variation. Similarly, the Qumran scrolls are
not all of the same kind. Some of them are considerably older than the
archeological remains of the settlement at the nearby site of Qumran, and
must have been imported from various other places. There is no reason
to presuppose, therefore, that the language system(s) transpiring from the
various documents would be unified. Nevertheless, the admittedly rough
categories of Biblical and Qumran Hebrew are useful as a general guide-
line, as long as we keep in mind their internal diversity.

In assessing the language of ancient Hebrew literature, it is also useful
to compare it to additional corpora, which represent younger varieties. For
diachronic purposes, it is particularly useful to pay attention to rabbinic
literature, which crystallized gradually at a later period (2"4-5% centuries
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CE), i.e., the late Roman and early Byzantine age. Rabbinic Hebrew, too,
exhibits internal diversity, depending partly on the literary-historical dis-
tinction between early, Tannanitic literature (e.g., the Mishnah) and late,
Amoraic literature (e.g., the Palestinian and Babylonian Talmuds). The for-
mer, in particular, contains sources that relate—and may go back—to the
Second Temple period. Rabbinic literature is also thematically pertinent
for analyzing MMT, since both corpora deal extensively with the same (or
closely related) issues of religious law and scriptural interpretation.

2. MMT

Asmentioned above, the main challenge — from a historical-linguistic point
of view — posed by Hebrew works of the Second Temple period is their lit-
erary stylization, which masks developments that have taken place in the
vernacular language. In order to cope with this challenge, historical lin-
guists pay particular attention to non-standard elements in the linguistic
texture of such works, as they are more likely to capture the authors’ ver-
nacular. Here lays the special importance of work known as “Some Pre-
cepts of the Torah” or MMT (nmnn *wyn nepn), which is distinct among
all the other Qumran scrolls in exhibiting a particularly interesting pattern
of non-standard elements, unmatched by any other work of the Second
Temple pelriod.1

The linguistic peculiarity of MMT is apparently related to its genre.
Most of the other Qumran scrolls represent literary genres, such as nar-
ratives (often of the ‘reworked Bible’ type), religious poetry, collections
of laws and regulations, exegetical explication of scriptural works, prayer
books, etc. A few scrolls contain non-literary material, such as the calendri-
cal rosters and astronomical catalogues. But MMT is the only letter found
among the Qumran scrolls. In principle, letters can be just as formal and
stylized as any other form of literary texts. Still, epistolary writing can also
accommodate a less formal register, sometimes allowing even for the in-
corporation of colloquial expressions, as is the case in the Hebrew letters
dated to the Bar-Kochva Revolt of 132-136 CE, which were also found in
the Judean Desert (e.g., Mur 43).2 MMT does not make use of patently in-

! The following discussion is heavily indebted to the exhaustive linguistic analysis in-
cluded in the editio princeps: QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, especially chapters 3 (“The Lan-
guage”) and 5 (“The Halakha”), both by Qimron. Perceptive readers will notice, though,
that my view slightly differs from his with respects to several key points.

2 It was indeed suggested that some syntactic and discursive features of MMT may well
reflect a more colloquial register of the language, especially when compared with the more
polished equivalents of Rabbinic Hebrew, which, in its received form, is a literary language
(just like Biblical Hebrew), not a faithful record of a spoken vernacular. See Morac 1996
(Hebrew).
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formal register, but some of the linguistic features of this work can indeed
be explained as matching relatively closely a vernacular form of the lan-
guage, far more than any other work found in Qumran. If so, MMT is of
much importance for our understanding of the kind of Hebrew that was
current in late Second Temple Judea®

3. Lexicon (including semantics and phraseology)

As far as the lexicon of MMT is concerned, it may be regarded as me-
diating between Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew. In cases of lexical items
that are carried over from Biblical, through Qumran, to Rabbinic Hebrew
while changing their semantics along the way, MMT might lean towards
the early or the late side. The preference for one item or another is often
controlled by the affinity of the lexical item, or rather its particular sense,
to an equivalent item in Aramaic. MMT’s profile is more-or-less similar to
that of Qumran Hebrew more generally, but occasionally it features items
that are unique to it. Indeed, some of these are so exceptional that they
hardly find a parallel in any other Hebrew source. Let us consider a few
illustrative examples for these phenomena.

Many of the lexemes employed in MMT are inherited from Biblical He-
brew, and differ from the peculiar vocabulary of Rabbinic Hebrew, even in
everyday words. For instance, the word for “tree” and “wood” is still py,
whereas Rabbinic Hebrew replaces it with 1'%, which is an Aramaic loan-
word. Similarly, the word for “sun” is still WnW and not nnn, which seems
to be an internal innovation of Rabbinic Hebrew. Note, though that wnw
is also the word for “sun” in Aramaic; in this particular case, the language
in contact may well have supported the retention of the inherited term.

Both vy and wnw are typical of Qumran Hebrew in general, but MMT
also employs some words that are not shared with any other Qumran scroll
but rather resurface later in Rabbinic Hebrew. For instance, the word for
“plind” in Biblical Hebrew is 73v, which is also well-recorded in Qumran
Hebrew, but MMT prefers in its stead nnio (whose root is borrowed from
Aramaic), as in Rabbinic Hebrew. Such cases demonstrate that Rabbinic
Hebrew, although crystallizing at a much later period, actually preserves
features of Second Temple Hebrew. At the same time, they also demon-
strate that some innovations of Second Temple period are not properly re-
flected in Qumran Hebrew, whereas MMT matches more closely the spo-
ken language. In this respect, Aramaic loanwords are particularly inter-

® Only a selection of examples can be discussed herewith, focusing on the aspects most
pertinent for this kind of a general survey. For a systematic linguistic exposition of the
various topics and examples see E. QiMroN, A Grammar of the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls
(Jerusalem 2018). Cf. E.D. Reymono, Qumran Hebrew: An Overview of the Orthography,
Phonology, and Morphology (Atlanta 2014).
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esting, because borrowings of basic vocabulary can be diagnostic of devel-
opments taking place in the vernacular as a result of intense contact (as
opposed to Kulturworter, which can be borrowed easily from one language
to another even without a direct contact).

The linguistic background and even peculiarity of MMT are not limited
to lexical items but rather extend to subtle modes of usage of inherited
words. For instance, the abstract noun Ton “love” usually takes the singu-
lar form in Biblical Hebrew. The plural form (denoting “acts of love”) is
very rare in early biblical literature, but its distribution increases in post-
exilic works (e.g., Isa 63:7; Ps 119:41; Neh 13:14), and it becomes very pop-
ular in Qumran and Rabbinic Hebrew. No wonder, then, that its sole oc-
currence in MMT takes the plural form.* Sometimes, though, the simi-
larity to older antecedents is only in grammatical form and not necessar-
ily in semantic content. Biblical Hebrew lexicon includes the verb px* “to
pour, cast”. The internal passive of the causative verbal stem (Hu) is doc-
umented in both Biblical Hebrew (Zech 4:2; 2 Chr 4:3, both being feminine
participles denoting a “metallic casting”) and Qumran Hebrew.> MMT
has the Hu participle, in the feminine, mpxn, but this form is clearly used
as a fixed, technical term, denoting “liquid streams”.® The parallel term
in Rabbinic Hebrew is a participle of another passive verbal stem (N), de-
rived from the biform pw: pea (e.g., m. Yad. 4:7). MMT thus reflects here a
usage that did not continue into later stages of the language.

There are also cases that seem to reflect apparently recent develop-
ments. For instance, Biblical Hebrew knows the adjective Y “moist”, but
MMT employs the feminine form nnY as a noun denoting “liquid”.” This
usage is otherwise known only from other legal texts found in Qumran,?
and it continues into Rabbinic Hebrew. Apparently, this is an internal in-
novation within Hebrew. But sometimes the imprint of Aramaic can be
discerned. Biblical Hebrew has a verb wna “to declare”, which is also found
in Qumran Hebrew, whereas MMT employs the verb in the sense of “to
separate” ([o]pn 210 uwIY, “we separated ourselves from the majority of
the people”),” which is a calque of Aramaic usage.!? Tellingly, in this us-
age, the verb governs a prepositional phrase whose head is jn “from”, as
also found in Rabbinic Hebrew.

* MMT viii 11 (4Q398 14-17 ii 1 [C25]).
®4Q375119; 11QT* 49:7.

® MMT iv 5-7 (4Q394 8 iv 5-7 [B55-57]).
7 MMT iv 7-8 (4Q394 8 iv 7-8 [B57-58]).
8 11QT* 49:12; 4Q274 3 i 5; 4Q277 1 ii 5.
 MMT vii 19 (4Q397 14-21 7 [C7)).

10 Compare, e.g., Targum Onkelos for Lev 20:24. As noted in the critical edition included
in this volume, it has been proposed to restore the line differently as [on]yn 20 uwaa[im],
“land we were] set apart from the multitude of the na[tions]”, see BAR-AsHER SiEGaL 2011.
This reading too presupposes the same Aramaic sense of the verb.
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MMT employs well-known words but sometimes embeds them in non-
standard expressions and constructions, the like of which can be found in
Rabbinic Hebrew. In such cases the lexicon is seemingly old, while the
phraseology betrays a younger age of the language. For instance, the Pen-
tateuch instructs how to prepare a special material for ritual purification,
made from the ashes of a “red heifer” (Num 19). The latter may be re-
ferred to as either 1an “the cow” (e.g., v. 5) or as nRvn “sin-offering”
(v. 17). The biblical usage was apparently carried on into an early version
of MMT, which employs the term [n&]on alone.!! Tellingly, however, a
later, superlinear correction produced the phrase nxonn n1a “the cow of
the sin-offering”. The same phrase recurs in the overlapping text of an-
other manuscript.!? That this is no coincidence is indicated by the fact that
Rabbinic Hebrew employs the phrase nxXvn n7a as a fixed phrase denoting
the red heifer (e.g., m. Hul. 5:3).

Finally, there are cases in which MMT features inherited lexemes but re-
shaped their grammatical form. For instance, a Pentateuchal passage refers
to the male organ by the term 128w (Deut 23:1-2, vocalized as n2aw /Sopko/
in the Tiberian tradition, but as /$ipko/ in the Babylonian tradition). This
form is also used in Rabbinic Hebrew when referring to the same passage
or paraphrasing it. By contrast, MMT employs the form naaw.!3 Evidently,
for MMT, this form takes a different nominal pattern compared to all other
traditions of Hebrew.

The lexical, semantic and phraseological evidence shows that MMT is
largely — but not wholly — similar to Biblical Hebrew on its surface ap-
pearance, but profoundly deviant as far as actual usage of the words is
in question. Many of these deviations find parallels either in Aramaic or
in Rabbinic Hebrew (or in both).!* This state of affair indicates that the
continuation of Biblical Hebrew is at least partly due to the literary styliza-
tion, while the substrate vernacular languages are Aramaic and a variety
of Hebrew much closer — but not identical — to Rabbinic Hebrew. MMT ex-
hibits forms that have no continuation in Rabbinic Hebrew, as well forms
completely unique to it. The inevitable conclusion is that the linguistic

1 MMT 17 (4Q395 1 8 [B13)]).

2 MMT i 17 (4Q394 3-7 i 16 [B13]). See further MMT i 7, note a.

13 MMT iii 10 (4Q396 1-21 5-6 | | 4Q394 8 iii 9-11 [B39]). The form is seemingly identi-
cal to a variant reading recorded in some manuscripts of the Samaritan Pentateuch, but its
reading tradition reads it as a plural form (asfikot). Note that the grammatical explanation
of this word was changed following the publication of MMT. See Z. Ben-Havyim, The Lit-
erary and Oral Tradition of Hebrew and Aramaic amongst the Samaritans, V: The Language of the
Pentateuch (Jerusalem 1977) 205, § 4.2.1.4 (Hebrew) vs. id., A Grammar of Samaritan Hebrew
(Jerusalem 2000) 290, § 4.3.14.

4 The crucial role of Aramaic in determining the lexicon of MMT was especially high-
lighted by Kister 1999, esp. 355-359 (Hebrew). Cf. id., “Some Observations on Vocabulary
and Style in the Dead Sea Scrolls”, in: T. Muraoka /J. F. ELwoLbE (eds.), Diggers at the Well.
STDJ 36 (Leiden 2000) 137-165, esp. 142-144.
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background of MMT cannot be reduced to components known from other
varieties of Hebrew. Rather, through MMT one also hears faint traces of
an independent variety, which unsurprisingly shares many features with
contemporary works, but also exhibits some peculiarities of its own.

4. Grammar

The morphological subsystems —i.e., the verbal, nominal and pronominal
paradigms — of the language of MMT generally align more closely with
those of Biblical rather than Rabbinic Hebrew, where the two varieties dif-
fer from one another. There are, however, some telltale details in which
MMT exhibits forms that diverge from this rule.

4.1. Morphology

In the realm of verbal morphology, for instance, there is a distinct differ-
ence between Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew with respect to the form of the
infinitive. The construction of an infinitive preceded by the preposition -5
(originally with a dative or lative sense, corresponding to English “to”) is
unbound in Biblical Hebrew, namely, the infinitive may be preceded by
this or any other preposition, depending on the requirements of the con-
text. In Rabbinic Hebrew, by contrast, this construction underwent gram-
maticalization. This means that the initial -5 was no longer considered by
speakers as a preposition at all; rather, it was taken to be an inseparable
part of the verbal form of the infinitive. In MMT, and Qumran Hebrew
more generally, this development did not yet take place as sweepingly as
it did in Rabbinic Hebrew, and infinitival forms can be freely attached or
detached from any preposition, as is the case in Biblical Hebrew. Neverthe-
less, there are few scattered examples in which the -5 is inserted between
the infinitive and another preceding preposition, and one such case occurs
in MMT: x125m,15 as against the standard construction Rian (e.g., 1 Sam
25:26; Isa 24:10). Importantly, the same development is recorded in Ara-
maic (e.g., Targum Jonathan for Isa 24:10 reads 5vn7n). Examples of this
sort demonstrate that the process of grammaticalization of infinitive pre-
ceded by -5 had already begun in the vernacular language of the Second
Temple period, most probably under Aramaic influence.

A more complicated picture emerges from the realm of pronominal
morphology. Generally speaking, Hebrew has both short and long vari-
ants (allomorphs) of each of the independent pronouns (and also of most of
the pronominal suffixes), but the distribution of the various biforms in in-
dividual varieties and traditions is very complex. Every variety or tradition

15 MMT vii 20 (4Q397 14-21 8 [C8]).
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exhibits its own peculiar selection of either short or long allomorph for each
individual slot of the pronominal paradigm, while sometimes preserving
traces of the alternative form in some contexts.® Generally speaking, Rab-
binic Hebrew prefers the short forms, eliminating the long allomorphs that
do exist (and sometime even predominate) in Biblical Hebrew. Qumran
Hebrew, in contrast, has a predilection to the long allomorphs, far beyond
the mixed usage that typifies Biblical Hebrew. But much inconsistency is
found between different manuscripts and sometimes even within a single
manuscript, so it remains unclear whether this is the result of orthographic
or morphological fluctuation. Interestingly, no Aramaic influence seems to
be discernible in this case.

MMT similarly presents a mixed picture. For instance, for the 1pl
(“we”), one always finds the long allomorph 1mix, as in Biblical Hebrew,
and not the short allomorph 1 as in Rabbinic Hebrew.!” No such unity,
however, exists in the case of the 3m.pl (“they”), for which we find the
short on (preferred by both Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew) alongside the
long nnn (which is also found in Biblical Hebrew), with no apparent con-
ditioning factor.!® For the 3m.sg (“he”) and 3f.sg (“she”), Qumran Hebrew
in general and MMT in particular introduce a long allomorph that is other-
wise unknown from either Biblical or Rabbinic Hebrew (or, indeed, from
any other variety or tradition of Hebrew): nxi1 (3m.sg, otherwise 811) and
nxn (3f.sg, otherwise '), but again with no apparent consistency.!® It
is possible that the short spellings should be taken as defective spellings

16 For an overview, see M. MoORGENSTERN, “The System of Independent Pronouns in
Qumran: The Question of the History of Hebrew in the Second Temple Period”, in: A.
MamMmaN / S. E. FassBerG / Y. BREUER (eds.), Sha‘arei Lashon: Studies in Hebrew, Aramaic and
Jewish Languages Presented to Moshe Bar-Asher (Jerusalem 2008) 1:44-63 (Hebrew).

17 MMT ii 17 (4Q394 3-7 ii 16 [B29]); MMT iii 12 (4Q394 8 iii 12 [B42]); MMT iv 5 (4Q394
8 iv 5 [B55]); MMT iv 14 (4Q396 1-2 iii 4 [B64]); MMT v 3 (4Q396 1-2 iv 2 || 4Q397 6-13
11 [B73]); MMT viii 1 (4Q397 4 1; 14-21 9 [C9]); MMT vi 7 (4Q398 11-13 3 [C20]); MMT
viii 13 (4Q398 14-17ii 2 |1 4Q399 11 10 [C26]). Note that the references here and below
usually include only certain readings or safe restorations based on overlapping copies, thus
excluding doubtful readings.

'8 For on see MMT i 5, 10 (4Q394 3-7i 4, 9 [B1, 6]); MMT iv 5, 8 (4Q394 81iv 5, 8 | | 4Q396
1-21i 7,10 [B55, 58]); MMT iii 10 (4Q396 1-21i 5 [B39]); MMT vi 11-12 (4Q398 11-13 7 [C24]).
For nnin see MMT iv 4 (4Q394 8 iv 4 || 4Q396 1-2ii 5 [B54]); MMT v 5, 8 (4Q396 1-2 iv 4,
8 [B75, 79]). Thus, for both 4Q394 and 4Q396, the two forms alternate within one and the
same manuscript.

1 For the 3m.sg: 8171 is found in MMT ii 18 (4Q394 3-7 ii 16 [B30]); MMT iv 13, 14 (4Q396
1-2 iii 3, 4 [B63, 64]); MMT v 4 (4Q396 1-2 iv 3 [B74]); MMT vi 8 (4Q398 11-13 4 [C21]),
while &1 is found in MMT iv 20 (4Q396 1-2 iii 10 || 4Q397 6-13 9 [B70]). For the 3f.sg:
K is found in MMT i 18, 20 (4Q394 3-7 ii 17, 19 [B30, 32]), while nx'n is found in MMT vii
18 (4Q397 14-21 7 [C7]). In one case, the two forms appear consecutively in the very same
manuscript: MMT iv 10 (4Q394 8 iv 10 [B60]). On another case, the two forms interchange
between different manuscripts: MMT iv 11 (4Q394 8 iv 11 and 4Q396 1- 2 iii 1 vs. 4Q397
6-13 4 [B61]). Perhaps not incidentally, both of these cases occur in the same passage of the
literary work.
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of the long allomorphs. Alternatively, the morphological fluctuation may
be governed by a discursive variable that is yet to be discovered. Be that
as it may, the variegated pronominal system indicates that the language
of MMT is no longer identical to the model of Biblical Hebrew, nor is it a
precursor of Rabbinic Hebrew. Even if one dismisses some forms as ortho-
graphic alternants, the underlying system cannot be identified with either
preceding or subsequent variety. It is possible, therefore, that those gram-
matical mismatches reflect a vernacular substrate, unless one assumes that
this is the result of intentional, excessive archaizing.20

Importantly, there is some evidence to suggest that different manu-
scripts of MMT could reflect slightly different language varieties. One ex-
ample again entails pronominal morphology. For the 2m.sg pronominal
suffix, Biblical Hebrew knows both a short (/-ok/, without a final vowel,
e.g., 77) and long (/-ko/, with a final vowel, e.g., 77) variants. The plene or-
thography typical of Qumran Hebrew can mark the long form explicitly
by a final mater lectionis, i.e., N2~ (a spelling which is also found occasion-
ally in Biblical Hebrew). In fact, the preponderance of such plene spellings
suggests that the long allomorph was generalized in Qumran Hebrew all
across the board. In MMT, however, the evidence is equivocal, in a very
specific way. Unlike the cases adduced above, the short and long spellings
of this pronominal suffix do not interchange in one and the same copy
of the work. Rather, their distribution is conditioned by the manuscript:
4Q398 and 4Q399 consistently employ only the short spelling 7-,2! whereas
4Q397 is as consistent in employing only the long spelling n12-.22 This is
particularly clear in passages for which 4Q397 and 4Q398 overlap.?®

Now, the long spelling is morphologically explicit, as it can only mark
the long allomorph; the short spelling, by contrast, is morphologically am-
biguous, because it may either mark the short allomorph or be taken as a
defective spelling of the long allomorph. On the face of it, it is difficult to
reach a decision. Nevertheless, some circumstantial evidence may tip the
balance in favor of the former option, namely, that this is a reflection of a
true morphological variation.

We should bear in mind that, from a scribal point of view, the short
spelling is indicative of a conservative orthography, whereas the long
spelling was applied consistently only in late Second Temple times. It

203, E. FassBerG, “The Preference for Lengthened Forms in Qumran Hebrew”, Meghillot
1 (2003) 227-240 (Hebrew).

2 MMT viii 13-14 (4Q398 14-17ii 2, 3 |1 4Q399 1 i 10, 11 [C26, 27]). Cf. MMT viii 5,
6 (4Q398 14-17 i 5, 6 [C12, 14]); MMT viii 15-16 (4Q398 14-17 ii 3-5 (3x) [C28-29]). See
further below, n. 14

# MMT viii 2 (4Q397 14-21 10 [C10]); MMT viii 15 (4Q397 23 1 [C29]). See further below,
n. 14.

2 MMT viii 8 (4Q397 14-21 14 |1 4Q398 14-17 i 7 [C15]). Cf. MMT viii 5 (4Q397 14-21
12 |1 4Q398 14-17 i 4 [C12]), but see note c in the critical edition ad loc.
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is worthwhile to investigate, therefore, whether 4Q398 and 4Q399 ex-
hibit comparable conservatism with regard to other orthographical cat-
egories. 4Q399 is represented by only a single fragment, but whatever is
preserved of it is consistent with a conservative approach to the ortho-
graphy, whereas 4Q398 freely employs innovative spellings. For instance,
twice 4Q399 employs the historical spelling 1mabn, whereas 4Q398 prefers
the phonetic spelling 1185124 Furthermore, 4Q398 exhibits orthographi-
cal fluctuation even within the same immediate context. For instance, it
alternates the graphemes 1 and X for representing the feminine marker
/-a/: ®55pm 12737, “the blessing and the curse”.?> Contrast the canoni-
cal spellings of these words in the Masoretic version of the Pentateuchal
proof-text of this passage: n77pm n272n (Deut 30:1). The most reasonable
conclusion is that 4Q399 follows a conservative orthography that does not
allow us to decide whether the spelling 7~ represents the short or long
allomorph, whereas the preference of 4Q398 for a facilitating orthogra-
phy makes it highly likely that the very same spelling, in this particular
manuscript, represents only the short allomorph.

Thus, 4Q397 and 4Q398 were produced by different scribes whose ver-
nacular varieties of Hebrew differed grammatically, at least with respect
to this particular detail of pronominal morphology. This conclusion is im-
portant, as it demonstrates the Qumran Hebrew in general and even the
language of MMT in particular do not represent a single or completely uni-
fied language system. Rather, they allow us a glimpse into the linguistic
variation that characterized Hebrew speech communities in the late Sec-
ond Temple period.

4.2. Phonology

Phonological developments that might have taken place in the vernacular
underlying the language of MMT are not easy to identify. Although MMT
—like Qumran Hebrew more generally — employs a spelling system that is
less conservative than that of the Masoretic tradition of Biblical Hebrew,
favoring a more explicit marking of the vowels, its orthography is still rel-
atively close to the historical system inherited from earlier Hebrew scribal
traditions, thereby concealing many differences vis-a-vis older varieties of
the language. This is, actually, a very common trait of many writing sys-
tems, especially in literate societies that invest linguistic conservativism
with cultural prestige. It is mostly non-standard spellings that capture
forms closer to the vernacular. Compare the English word whose stan-
dard spelling is night: the grapheme gh reflects a historical middle con-
sonant (cf. German Nacht), which is no longer pronounced by modern

24 MMT viii 15, 18 (4Q3991i 1, 4 | | 4Q398 14-17 ii 4, 7 [C28, 31]).
% MMT viii 7 (4Q398 14-17 i 6-7 [C14-15]).
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speakers; the contemporary pronunciation [nait] is more closely reflected
in the non-standard and informal spelling nite. From a normative point of
view, non-standard spellings of this sort might be treated as “mistakes” or
“vulgarisms” by the scribal elite, but as a matter of fact they bring linguists
closer to the actual pronunciation of the words in question at the time they
were committed to writing.

MMT supplies us with a number of non-standard spellings that are pho-
netically informative. Admittedly, they are relatively rare and randomly
distributed, but if they match corroborative evidence from other contem-
porary sources, they may well be taken as reflecting vernacular develop-
ments. For example, the inherited inventory of phonemes of Hebrew, as
that of most of the classical Semitic languages, included a series of so-called
guttural consonants, including the glottal stop (/?/, marked by K) and frica-
tive (/h/, n), and the pharyngeal stop (//, p) and fricative (/h/, n). Many
sources that have their roots in the Second Temple period testify to a grow-
ing weakening in the pronunciation of these consonants, i.e., their partial
or complete loss (some have speculated that this is due, at least to some
extent, to contact with Greek, which did not include such sounds in its
phonemic system).

A sound change in this regard seems to be reflected in only one or two
non-standard spellings that occur in MMT. The clearest example concerns
the numeral “sixteen”. In Hebrew, the numerals signifying 11-19 take the
form of a construct phrase denoting “X+10”, i.e., the first noun marks the
digit, while the second noun refers to the ten. The canonical form of “16“ is
thus 2w nWW /sissa-Tasar/. But the calendar preceding MMT in at least one
manuscript spells this numeral W& ww,?°. suggesting that the historical
pharyngeal stop /1/ was lost in speech, merging with its glottal counterpart
/?/. This particular spelling is solitary, but Qumran Hebrew does furnish
us with other cases for the replacement of the grapheme p with R, e.g.,
anx for ANyt “and now”.? It stands to reason, therefore, that this single,
non-standard spelling indicates that the articulatory distinction between
the glottal and pharyngeal stops was lost, at least in this specific phonetic
environment, in the scribe’s vernacular language.

At the same time, this example also illustrates some of the difficulties
inherent in the attempt to extract phonological information from solitary
spellings. The calendar (Part A of MMT) differs so markedly from the rest
of MMT, that it may not be part of the original composition but rather a
secondary insertion into the work.2® In such a case, it needs not be taken
as a testimony to the language of MMT but rather of the original source

% 4Q394 1-2 iv 3 [A]

¥ 4Q223-224 2 v 24, cf. Jub 40:4; 1QIsa® for Isa 5:5; 28:22.

2 Gee the Introduction to this volume, p- 19, as well as the contribution of Jonathan
Ben-Dov, p. 112-116.
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from which the calendar was taken. Even if we grant that the calendar is
original, this feature might be attributed to a particular scribe, namely, the
one responsible for the specific copy of 4Q394, rather than to the author of
MMT. And even if we do ascribe it to the original author, it is impossible
to know how general this phenomenon might have been in his vernacular.
Did the sound change affect the pharyngeal stop everywhere, or did it ap-
ply to only very limited circumstances? Was it part of a global weakening
of all the gutturals, or was it restricted only to the pharyngeal consonants,
or even only to the pharyngeal stop? In this respect, comparing MMT to
the other Qumran scrolls may be methodologically misleading, because
each scroll presents its own pattern of treatments of the various gutturals,
and could theoretically reflect a slightly different variety of the language.
Thus, while non-standard spellings evidently hold precious information
about phonological developments in the vernacular, they can only reveal
bits and pieces of the underlying language system, not the full picture.

5. Syntax

As we have seen, with respect to both the lexicon and grammar, the lan-
guage of MMT is by and large modeled after Biblical Hebrew. Admittedly,
closer inspection reveals numerous interreferences from the substrate lan-
guages: a contemporary variety of Middle Aramaic on the one hand, and a
variety of Hebrew that shared many features with the later crystallization
of Rabbinic Hebrew. Nonetheless, the ‘biblical’ impression is maintained,
as in much of Qumran Hebrew, because older lexicon and morphology are
relatively easy to mimic (though never with full success). By contrast, syn-
tactic rules are much more difficult to emulate, because they are abstract
constructions, not concrete, observable forms. No wonder, then, that it is
in the realm of syntax that the language of MMT exhibits the most strik-
ing differences vis-a-vis Biblical Hebrew. Interestingly, in some of its dis-
tinctive syntactic traits, MMT also differs from Rabbinic Hebrew, often in
reflecting a typologically earlier stage.

For example, the most salient and widespread syntactical peculiarity
of MMT is its extensive employment of the particle -w as both a rela-
tive pronoun and multipurpose subordinator.?’ Although it is sporadi-
cally recorded in Biblical Hebrew, almost exclusively in the late literature,
the canonical relative pronoun there is 7w, which grammaticalized as a
marker of relative clauses, extending to some other kinds of subordinate

» An orthographic testimony of the predominance of this particle in the linguistic con-
sciousness of the ancient scribes is the fact that it may be written as an independent graphic
word, spelled 8w (probably indicating that it was pronounced /3a/). See MMT i 6, 13, 20
(4Q394 3-715,12, 19 [B2, 9, 16]); MMT ii 15 (4Q394 3-7 ii 14 [B27]). Cf. MMT iii 7 (4Q396
1-2i 3 [B37]). This spelling recurs only in some sources of Rabbinic Hebrew.
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clauses. In Rabbinic Hebrew, however, the inherited 7w was practically
supplanted by w. Moreover, Rabbinic Hebrew is far more prone than Bib-
lical Hebrew for hypotaxis; while Biblical Hebrew usually prefers connect-
ing clauses by way of coordination, Rabbinic Hebrew rather prefers subor-
dinate constructions, which encode more complex logical and discursive
relations between the clauses.

As usual, Qumran Hebrew generally follows the model of Biblical He-
brew, though the perceptive eye would notice that despite its clinging to
the inherited particle 7wy, it tends much more towards subordination than
Biblical Hebrew does. MMT is patently exceptional, however, in its virtu-
ally exclusive employment of -w rather than qwx,30 and in extending its
usage to a whole range of functions and contexts in which Biblical Hebrew
would not have used wx at all.!

Take, for instance, the construction “he thought X to be Y”. In Biblical
Hebrew, the transitive verb awn “to think” requires that X is encoded as the
direct object, whereas Y is introduced by the preposition -5, hence: 18
18 12 "2 NIit nawnn A, “Judah saw her (i.e., Tamar), and he thought her
to be a prostitute, for she had covered her face” (Gen 38:15), or with a reverse
constituent-order: MWin3 jiap7 v’ 513 1207 2w, “It counts iron as straw,
and bronze as rotten wood” (Job 41:19 [NRSV v. 27]). In contradistinc-
tion, MMT encodes this construction differently, representing X by a con-
tent clause introduced with -w as in the following example: ©awin 1mR1
N7 7InR 5w (R0 700 SR 1awn] wpnnw, “And we think that the Tem-
ple [is the (Pentateuchal) Tabernacle, the Tent of Meeting], and Jerusalem
is the (Pentateuchal) camp”.3? Similarly, MMT employs - for a variety of
other construction that would not necessarily require the marking of a rel-
ative or subordinate clause in Biblical Hebrew; this is manifested, among
other things, with the employment of -w for marking content clauses fol-

lowing verbs such as 9nx “say” and 7"an “know” .3

% The only occurrence of 7w& in MMT is in a phrase that clearly alludes to a particular
scriptural formulation, namely, the Deuteronomistic formula referring to the chosen city
(MMT ii 20-iii 1): [5%7w7 *0]aw 50 [12 9na] aws opnn &0 [o5er], “[Jerusalem] is the
place that [He had chosen] from among all the tri[bes of Israel]” (4Q394 3-7ii 19 | | 4Q397
35 [B32]). Compare Deut 12:5; 1 Kgs 8:16; 11:32; 14:21. Note, though, that “w overtook even
this formula in another passage of MMT that alludes to it (MMT iv 10-11): nann axn e
HRIW AW Y31 12 MW DPRA R WNpA, “Jerusalem is the holy camp, and it is the place
that He had chosen from among all the tribes of Israel” (4Q394 8 iv 10-11 || 4Q396 1-2 ii
11-iii 1 11 4Q397 6-13 34 [B61]).

31 Cf. M. Z. Kappari, “§e- Clauses in MMT”, Lesonenu 63.3-4 (2001) 203-207 (Hebrew).

%2 MMT ii 17-18 (4Q394 3-7 ii 16-17 [B29-30]).

3 Cf. T. Zewi, “Content Clauses in the Dead Sea Scrolls”, in: S. E. FassBerG / M. Bar-
Asner / R. E. CLEMENTS (eds.), Hebrew in the Second Temple Period: The Hebrew of the Dead Sea
Scrolls and of Contemporary Sources. STDJ 108 (Leiden 2013) 289-298.



80 Noam Mizrahi

The extensive use of “w sets MMT apart from almost all the other scrolls
found in Qumran.?* It endows the work with a ‘Mishnaic’ flavor that has
been hailed as its distinctive characteristic from the earliest stages of its re-
search; indeed, the provisional name of MMT among the team of scholars
working at the Rockefeller Museum in the 1950s was ”4QMishnaique”.35
Closer inspection, though, indicates that despite the external similarity
with Rabbinic Hebrew, the actual patterns of usage of “w do not exactly
match those of Rabbinic Hebrew. Moreover, in some cases, MMT reflects
relatively older patterns of usage, close (though not necessarily identi-
cal) to those of Biblical Hebrew. For instance, causal clauses are usually
marked with *2 in Biblical Hebrew, whereas Rabbinic Hebrew replaces not
only 7wx but also *> with "w, and therefore marks causal clauses too with -w
as well. In MMT, causal clauses are still marked with *3, thus aligning with
Biblical rather than Rabbinic Hebrew. It stands to reason that the general-
ization of -w into an all-purpose subordinator did not yet take place in the
vernacular underlaying MMT, so that Rabbinic Hebrew seems to reflect,
on this matter, a later development.

Similarly, Biblical Hebrew can employ 7w as an independent relative
pronoun, i.e., with a null head that must be inferred from the context: “(he)
who” or “(that) which”, e.g., "W&1 187 DN 190 XY WK *2 Did 0N wap? MHy
1iann wnw &5, “kings shall shut their mouths because of him, for that
which had not been told them they shall see, and that which they had not
heard they shall contemplate” (Isa 52:15). Rabbinic Hebrew obviously re-
places "wr with -w, but normally does not allow for a null head; it therefore
requires a demonstrative or interrogative pronoun 'n “who”, or nn “what”,
to be inserted before the marker of the relative clause: na nnnw nx1 XYW N
P ANAW ARY RS navwn, “He who never has seen the joy at the place of
pumping (of the water required for the Temple cult) has never in his life
seen joy” (m. Suk. 5:1). MMT represents, in this respect, an intermediate
position, since the older 7wx is already replaced with -w, but a null head is

* In Qumran Hebrew, the particle -w is also characteristic only of some calendrical doc-
uments of the mismarot (priestly courses) type, as hinted already by MiLix 1959, 130-133,
who refers to “two works, found in several copies in Cave IV, which antedate the copper
rolls, and which are written in a neo-classical Hebrew with features, however, proper to
the Mishnaic dialect (such as the frequent use of the participle instead of the indicative and
of the relative s instead of @ser)”. It is found sporadically in a few other works, primarily
the Damascus Document (CD* 15:11; CDP 20:4; 4QD* [4Q266] 101 1; 10 ii 2), but even this
work employs W« far more systematically and extensively than -w. In contradistinction,
the Copper Scroll employs -w throughout, but this is only one of many other features that
demonstrate that this work is atypical of Qumran Hebrew, being much closer to Rabbinic
Hebrew than any other text found in Qumran. Indeed, there are archaeological reasons
too for assuming that its deposition in Qumran Cave 3 is essentially unrelated to that of
the other Qumran scrolls.

¥ See J. T. Milik’s edition of the Copper Scroll (3Q15) in: M. Barrer /J. T. MiLix / R. pE
Vaux (eds.), Les ‘Petites Grottes” de Qumrdin. DJD 3 (Oxford 1962) 1:223. 225.



The Language of 4QMMT 81

still permissible: mwy5 p1 &1 paw 8N AR RSW &, “for (he) who did not
see and did not hear would not know what to do”.3¢ In this case too, it seems
that MMT represents a typologically intermediate stage between Biblical
and Rabbinic Hebrew.

6. Discursive and Text-Linguistic Aspects

MMT breaks into three different parts in terms of subject matter.?” Part A
is a calendrical document, detailing the Sabbaths and holidays according
to the 364-day calendar. Part B is a list of some twenty issues of religious
law regarding which the collective speaker (the “we” group) disputes al-
ternative views, which mostly concern the interpretation of the pertinent
scriptural passages. Part C is exhortative, explaining that the legal disputes
led to a social schism, and encouraging the addressee (apparently a man
of authority equal to that of a king) to embrace the positions of the “we”
group, so that he would be rewarded by God.

From a discursive point of view, the three parts differ markedly in their
rhetoric and text-linguistic texture. Part A is presented as a catalogue of
dates, concluding with some arithmetical summaries. In its preserved
parts, no mention is made of either the addresser or the addressee, and
its general tone is that of a factual report. It is formulated as a highly for-
mulaic list of items, which can easily be converted into a table of mostly
numerical data. To be sure, contemporary sources state explicitly that cal-
endrical disputes were at the heart of much of the sectarian controversies
of the late Second Temple period, and adherents of the 364-day calendar
were particularly outspoken in their defense of it (e.g., Jub 6). No doubt,
this is also the reason why a calendrical list was integrated into MMT in the
first place. Nevertheless, the actual wording of this part of the document
— as far as it is preserved — is not explicitly polemical.

By contrast, polemics imbues Part B, and even more so in Part C, though
the addresser is careful to keep polite and respectful towards the ad-
dressee. A text-linguistic expression of this duality is the recurring self-
reflective references to the addresser’s position, W 0vawin umR1 “we think

% MMT iv 3-4 (4Q394 8 iv 3—4 || 4Q396 1-2 ii 5 [B53-54]). This passage prohibits dis-
abled people from entering the Temple precinct, arguing that they are unable to learn how
to properly observe the religious (and highly complicated) laws of purity. The sacred sta-
tus of the Temple required one to maintain a particularly high level of purity. Needless to
say, the right to be admitted to the domain of the Temple was also standing for the ability
to control this hub of religious, political and economic power.

37 See the Introduction to this volume, p. 18-23, and the contributions of Lutz Doering,
p- 179-198, and Reinhard G. Kratz, p. 85-104, who also discuss the rhetorical aspects
mentioned below. The thematic and discursive difference are sometimes taken to imply a
compositional — or redactional — history. See Pérez FERNANDEZ 1997 and 1999.
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that...”,% or -w omR UMK, “we say that.. 39 highlighting that the issue
concerns a whole group rather than individuals.* Here and there, one
also finds an appeal to the intended readers, usually in reference to a point
of scriptural interpretation or legal ruling that is supposed to be beyond
dispute: w o7 onRy, “but you know that.. .” 41 That the lexical choice of
these verbs is carefully neutral and inclusive can be inferred from the more
contentious formulation cited by the Mishnah, when reporting about the
legal disputes between the Jewish sects of the late Second Temple period:
..DNRW ...0>%y ur o, “We cry out against you, O ye..., for ye say, ...”
(m. Yad. 4:6-8).

A text-linguistic manifestation of the intensified polemical mode char-
acteristic of Part C, is its extensive employment of deictic references —in the
form of independent pronouns, pronominal suffixes and finite verbs — to
the “we” and “they” groups, as well as to the “you” (both singular and plu-
ral) being addressed, as the addresser amounts more and more arguments
why the addressee should comply with the sectarian legal interpretation
of Scriptures. For instance, all occurrences of the 2m.sg pronominal suffix
(no less than 15 cases) in MMT are wholly concentrated in Part C.

Also noteworthy is a formulaic headings of each subsection of Part B,
which detail the individual cases of legal dispute. Each such article is intro-
duced by the particles 51 (lit. “and on”, i.e., “concerning”) or % a81 (“and
also concerning”), followed by a reference to the specific topic under con-
sideration, e.g., NRVMA M8 MY SV 81, “And also concerning the purity
of the cow of sin-offering (i.e., the red heifer)”;*? wann % a8y, “And also
concerning the deaf people”.** This formula may find an antecedent in
the Damascus Document, which includes a few small collections of regu-
lations and legal laws whose superscription is similarly formulated, e.g., 5y
ona nvn, “Concerning the purification by water” (CD? 10:10); n[a]wn %
nvawnI aNYh, “Concerning the Sabbath, to keep it in accordance with its
rulings” (CD? 10:14). However, these headings in D differ from the ones
in MMT, as the former refer to the general subject matter of the entire com-

38 MMT ii 17 (4Q394 3-7 ii 16 [B29]); MMT iii 5 (4Q397 4 1 [B36]); MMT iii 12 (4Q394 8 iii
12 [B42]).

¥ MMT iv 5 (4Q394 8 iv 5 [B55]); MMT iv 14-15 (4Q396 1-2 ii 4 [B64]); MMT v 3 (4Q396
1-21iv 2 |1 4Q397 6-13 11 [B73]).

0 Compare oami umx in MMT viii 1-2 (4Q397 14-21 9 [C9]); ©™1am 1umik in MMT vi 7
(4Q398 11-13 3 [C20]). Note especially the cleft construction in MMT viii 12-13: 1niR g81
T8 112n2 (4Q398 14-17 ii 2 [C26]; the overlapping text of 4Q399 i 10 witnesses to a reverse
word-order: T9& MR 1[2n3]), which focalizes the subject “we”.

I MMT iv 18 (4Q396 1-2 iii 8 [B68]); MMT v 9 (4Q396 1-2 iv 9 | | 4Q397 6-13 14 [B8O0]).

2 MMT 17 (4Q394 3-7116 | | 4Q395 1 8 [B13]).

B MMT iv 2 (4Q394 8 iv 2 || 4Q396 1-2 ii 3 [B52]).
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pilation of laws dealing with this topic, whereas the latter introduce very
specific legal rulings.44

7. Conclusion

The language of MMT differs from the rest of Qumran Hebrew in allowing
a better glimpse into the vernacular languages of Judea in the Hellenistic-
Roman period. It is less bound to the stylistic model of Biblical Hebrew,
most probably because it is designed as a letter. Apparently, its commu-
nicative function allowed the author greater freedom in terms of linguistic
register. This does not mean that MMT faithfully represents a spoken va-
riety of contemporary Hebrew. MMT is still a written work, composed by
learned scribes and engaged in complex cultural discourse (scriptural in-
terpretation and religious law). Nevertheless, MMT deviates from Biblical
Hebrew more than any other work found in Qumran. As the select ex-
amples adduced above demonstrate, many such deviations may be taken
as precursors of Rabbinic Hebrew, or of a typological stage earlier than
Rabbinic Hebrew but on a path leading to it, while others appear to be lo-
calized innovations that did not carry the day in terms of the history of the
Hebrew language. In many cases, the influence of Aramaic as a substrate
language is evident, either directly or indirectly, but some features appear
to be internal developments within Hebrew.*®

In short, the language of MMT is not reducible either to elements inher-
ited from Biblical Hebrew nor to elements that would resurface in Rabbinic
Hebrew. It contains both components, but also comprises of other features,
some shared with Qumran Hebrew in general, while others remain unique
to MMT (at least for the time being). In so doing, MMT exemplifies the vital
linguistic variation that typified Hebrew in the late Second Temple period.

* This special usage of %y is so peculiar, that one wonders whether it may be reminiscent
of a Greek convention, namely, the employment of the preposition megi (followed by the
genitive case) in titles of topical treatises. Such an influence, however, might suit D but less
so MMT.

* In areview article of the editio princeps, published in DSD 2.3 (1995) 365-377, D. TALSHIR
nicely demonstrates this admixture by analyzing the historical-linguistic composition of a
single clause of MMT: “The particular linguistic status of this document can be demon-
strated through the clause ¥Tw y1 15 &5wn (B78). First, the form s15wn reflects Rabbinical
Hebrew (though the plene orthography, with a waw, is characteristic of Qumran, and the
form itself is attested also in Late Biblical Hebrew —in two late s and in Qoheleth). The form
1719, on the other hand, is distinctively Biblical (Rabbinical: yj!";'). Finally, 17w ‘his field” is
not known in either Biblical or Rabbinical Hebrew. As far as the syntax is concerned, the
construction 85(w) + infinitive (with lamed) is characteristic of Qumran and Late Biblical
Hebrew; this is true both if we explain 115 as a prohibitive, ‘one must not sow,” or a finite
verb, ‘and he will not sow his field” (371-372).
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1. The literary unity of 4QMMT

A special feature of 4QMMT is the close connection that it makes between
the interpretation of the law (Part B) and the historically motivated pare-
nesis (Part C). Both of these parts are preceded by a 364-day calendar, at
least in the manuscript 4Q394 (Part A). The combination of these three gen-
res of text is unique among the Dead Sea Scrolls and raises the question of
whether 4QMMT is an original literary unity or rather a compilation of in-
dependent texts on a single scroll, which could account for the connection
between calendar, law, and narrative in 4QMMT.

Little can be said about the calendar, even though it can be reconstructed
to a certain extent based on other texts from Qumran.! Its introduction,
which might have shed light on the reason for placing the calendar before
the halakhah and the parenesis, is missing. Likewise, the transitional pas-
sage in 4Q394 3-7 i 3—4 (i 4-5) does not provide much information in this
regard. All that can be deduced from the introduction to the halakhic sec-
tion in 4Q394 i 5 (“These are some of our words”) is that the calendar was
apparently not part of the “works” of the Torah that followed, nor was it
discussed as a halakhic problem. Thus, we cannot say with certainty what
purpose the calendar served within the composition of 4QMMT. On the
other hand, we know that calendrical questions were an important issue
within the Qumran community and were hotly debated among different
Jewish groups at the time. It is possible, then, that the calendar in Part A
of 4QMMT - like the halakhic cases in Part B and the parenesis in Part C —
was addressed to someone who was of a different opinion and who needed
to be informed about the 364-day calendar, which was important for per-
forming the cult at the correct times. If this is the case, then 4QMMT - like
the Priestly narrative and the Pentateuch as a whole — would begin with
the ordering of time (cf. Gen 1), within which history, law, and - if one
adds Deuteronomy to this — the historically motivated parenesis to obey
the law operate.

! See the contribution of Jonathan Ben-Dov in this volume, p- 105-116.
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This observation already suggests how Parts B and C of 4QMMT relate
to each other. Column viii of the reconstructed text sheds more light on
this. In viii 13 (C26-27), the author refers to the text itself and its contents:
“And also we have written to you some of the works of the Torah.” This
expression draws on the introduction to Part B (i 5-6 [B1-2]) and thereby
creates an explicit link between the historical-theological parenesis in Part
C and the halakhah in Part B. The parenesis seeks to persuade the audience
to accept and practice the halakhah that has just been set forth. The com-
mon element between the halakhah and the parenesis is the study of the
Torah (and the Prophets), as can be seen in viii 2-3 (C10). This study of the
Torah (and the Prophets) is the source of the author’s views on halakhah
and parenesis as well as the aim of the whole writing, which invites its
addressees to consider the historical connections set forth in the parenesis
and to practice the Torah according to the halakhah of 4QMMT.

In this way, Parts B and C — law and narrative — are closely interrelated.
This connection, however, becomes clear only in Part C, which explicitly
refers to Part B and indeed to the writing as a whole. Given that the form of
address shifts within 4QMMT (in Part B only second-person plural, in Part
C second-person singular and plural), it is possible that Parts A (calendar)
and B (halakhah) had an oral or written prehistory and were perhaps even
separate at one time.? In contrast, Part C presupposes Part B and could
have been written with a view to the overall composition (including the
calendar in Part A?) from the outset. Parts B and C are also connected to
each other through their quotations of Torah, which forms the basis for
both law (halakhah) and narrative (parenesis).

2. Biblical quotations and allusions in 4QMMT B

Explicit quotations of Torah appear in both of the preserved parts of
4QMMT. Notably, Part B frequently cites the books of Leviticus and Num-
bers, while Part C cites the book of Deuteronomy. This can be explained
by the differing interests of the two parts: While Part B has to do with
the interpretation of individual laws in the Priestly Torah in the books of
Leviticus and Numbers, Part C places this interpretation within a histori-
ographical and parenetic framework, for which the book of Deuteronomy
is most relevant. In what follows, I will first review the individual quota-
tions, inquiring into their hermeneutical strategies. After doing so, I will
consider the connection between Parts B and C.3

2 Cf. Pirez FErRNANDEZ 1997; HEmpEL 2000a, esp. 83f.

3 The following observations are based on R. G. Kratz, “Mose und die Propheten: Zur
Interpretation von 4QMMT C”, in: GARciA MARTINEZ / STEUDEL / TIGCHELAAR 2006, 131-176.
On this topic, see also BERNSTEIN 1996; BRoOKE 1997.
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The first attested? citation formula appears in ii 15 (B27) in the context of
the halakhah on the place of sacrifice in ii 15-iii 1 (B27-33). Introduced by
203 8w 5[] “[And con]cerning that it is written,” Lev 17:3 is then quoted,
followed by a paraphrase on the correct place of sacrifice mentioned in Lev
17:4: the entrace to the tent of meeting, “on the northern side of the camp”
(cf. Lev 1:11). This quotation serves as the point of departure for further
discussion — introduced by w oawin 1R “And we hold that” and thus as
halakhic exegesis — of the precise identification of the “camp” (7inn) men-
tioned in Lev 17. The “camp” is explicitly equated with Jerusalem and
with the central place of worship in Deut 12, which Yhwh has chosen from
among the tribes of Israel (cf. Deut 12:5.11.14), where the sanctuary — the
tent of meeting from Lev 17:4 —is also located.? What is striking about this
piece of halakhah is that it has a passage of scripture as its subject matter
rather than a legal case.® This interpretation of Lev 17 may have been moti-
vated by the terminological imbalance and the vague formulation of Deut
12. To putit in terms of modern Pentateuchal scholarship, this piece of exe-
gesis aligns the terminology of D (Deuteronomy) and P (Priestly writing).
In doing so, it overcomes ambiguities and probably also serves to reject
competing locations of the “camp” and the interpretations of Lev 17:3—4
used to support them.

The next citation formula in iii 8-9 (B38) is a riddle: 772y 21023 227,
Maier” regards it as a non-biblical quotation and translates: “Und (es steht)
das Wort geschrieben: “ein Trachtiges/ihr(en) Fétus.” Qimron, by contrast,
takes 21102 as a reference to the previously alluded verse Lev 22:28 and
translates: “And the ruling refers (to) a pregnant animal.”® The latter inter-
pretation seems likely, since iii 5-7 (B36-37) relates to the case dealt with
in Lev 22:28 of the sacrifice or slaughter of a mother animal and her young.
Thus, in the questionable quotation in iii 8-9 , the case of the mother ani-
mal and her young is applied to the pregnant animal and the consumption
of its offspring. The halakhah is based on an interpretation of the Torah,
which is alluded to through verbatim language and explained in typical
fashion w oawin Rk “And we hold that”. The ruling could have arisen
in response to a contemporary debate over the importance of unborn life.
Thus, here the formula would not introduce a verbatim quotation, but in-
stead would connect back to the previously cited biblical text, which is
now applied to a new case: “And the word (or: the matter) is written re-

* The formula is usually also reconstructed in i 14 (B10); see, however, BRooke 1997, 71.

® See also iv 8-12 (B58-62) and 11QT LII 13-16; cf. DJD 10, 143-147.

6 Cf. Hyror Yy gn1ini 12, 17; i1 7, 10; iii [7, 19]; iv 2, 5, 12, 14; v 2, 4-6, vii 14 (B[3, 5], 8, [9],
13, [18], 21, 24, [36, 37, 49], 52, 55, 62, 64, 72, 75, 76, 77, C4).

7 MAIER 1995, 2:365. 367; see also GArRcia MARTINEZ / T1GCHELAAR 2000, 793. 797.

8 DJD 10, 50-51, 141, 157-158; see also BErRNSTEIN 1996, 40-41; BrookE 1997, 72-73. DJD
10, 157 n. 114 considers but ultimately rejects the alternative reading nap “transgression”;
for this reading, see, however, Kister 1999, here 358 n. 194.



88 Reinhard G. Kratz

garding a pregnant (animal).” This was a case in which the interpretation
of scripture was presented as quotation of scripture.

The situation looks different, however, if, following Andrew Teeter, one
considers a passage that is related thematically to Lev 22:27-29, namely,
Exod 23:19 (I | Exod 34:26; Deut 14:21) in the Samaritan Pentateuch as well
as a few Aramaic and Greek versions of this verse.” Here, Exod 23:19 con-
tains a curious addition that describes the prohibition against boiling a kid
in its mother’s milk as “anger” N3 or as a “transgression” N3y against
the God of Jacob. This addition may have related to slaughtering a fetus
together with its mother from the outset or could at least be read in this
sense, as both the Temple Scroll (11QT LII 5-7) and a fragment of the Dam-
ascus Document (4Q240 2 ii 15) attest. If such a version of Exod 23:19 was
in view in 4QMMT iii 8-9, then this would be a direct quotation after all,
albeit not from the proto-Masoretic, but rather a proto-Samaritan, version
of the Torah.

The two following explicit quotations of scripture in iv 16 (B66) and
iv 20 (B70) belong to the section on skin disease (iv 14-v 2 [B64-72]) and
are easier to identify, even though the text is not well preserved. The first
passage quotes Lev 14:8-9, while the second alludes to Lev 4:13-14 or 5:2—
3 as well as Num 15:27-31. The second quotation of scripture threatens
severe punishment for failure to observe the halakhah. The weightiness of
the case is evident from the first quotation of scripture and its commentary,
introduced by w o™m]R MR “We sa[y that” (iv 14-15 [B64-65]). Invoking
the Torah but going against the quoted passage, the commentary asserts
that the person afflicted by a skin disease is by no means “pure” during the
seven-day period after his purification, during which he may return to the
camp but must stay “outside his tent” (i.e., outside his house). Thus, he
may not come into contact with pure things and may not partake of holy
food (i.e., sacrificial meat) (iv 14-18; v 1 [B64-68; 71]).

Here, too, a contemporary debate over a common practice (which
4QMMT criticizes) may have been the impetus for the interpretation of
the law, ! which contains an exegetical problem: the formulation of iv
15-16 (B65-66) and v 1-2 (B71-72) also points to Lev 13:46, which speci-
fies that the person afflicted by a skin disease should remain “outside the
camp” during the entire period of his impurity. This raises the question
for Lev 14:8-9 — particularly if the “camp” is understood as Jerusalem —
of whether the person afflicted by a skin disease is indeed already clean
after his first purification if he has to spend a further seven days outside
his tent (i.e., house) and must purify himself a second time and, following
the sacrifice on the eighth day (Lev 14:10-20), a third time in order to be
declared pure. 4QMMT solves this problem by stating that — following Lev

° TEETER 2014, 49-66 (for the variants mentioned here, see 53f.).
10 Cf. DJD 10, 166-170; somewhat differently BernsTEIN 1996, 43f.
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13:46 — the person afflicted by a skin disease must remain isolated (772) the
whole time, but that this isolation (probably within the camp, i.e., the city)
is extended to include separation from everything that is pure and holy in
the city, in the temple, and in private homes. 1!

The commentary w o™mR uniR “We say that” on the “law for the de-
ceased or fallen” in v 2—4 (B72-74), which seems to pertain to Num 19:16—
18, likewise constitutes an intensification, or at least a clarification. The
precise nature of the clarification depends upon how one fills the lacuna in
4Q396 1-2 iv, 2.12 What is clear is that it has to do with the constitution of
the bones of the deceased, which — presumably contrary to other contem-
porary interpretations — is not an halakhic issue for the author of 4QMMT
since for him they are impure by all means.

The last two preserved explicit quotations of scripture in the halakhic
part of 4QMMT do not relate directly to a halakhic case but have an aux-
iliary function in the discussion of mixed marriages in v 4-11 (B75-82).13
These two references to scripture come in direct succession in v 5-8 (B76—
78) and aim to demonstrate two things: firstly, the holiness of Israel, which
is perhaps a direct quotation of Jer 2:3 but could also be a pastiche of several
different verses (Exod 19:6; Lev 19:2; 21:15);!# and secondly, the incompati-
bility of two differerent species in the composite quotation of Lev 19:19 and
Deut 22:9-10. Both serve as evidence that Israel is holy and that the “sons
of Aaron,” that is, the priests, are likewise holy or “most holy”15 and thus
may not mix with non-priests. The case itself is stated at the beginning (v
4 [B75]) and in the polemic against parts of the priesthood and the people,
introduced by w o'y7 onX1 “And you know that” (v 9 [B80]): “fornication
in the midst of the people” and illegitimate “mixing”, both of which ren-
der the holy seed impure. The biblical source text here could be the law
regarding the marriage of the high priest in Lev 21:13-15. In 4QMMT, this
law is applied to all priests as well as to marriages between priests and non-
priests or, depending on how one fills the lacuna at the end of v 9 (B80), to
all marriages among the people and within the priesthood.

! The temporal specification “until sunset on the eighth day” (cf. Lev 22:4-8) also con-
tributes to the intensification in 4QMMT.

12.Cf. DJD 10, 170f.

B3 For this passage, see also the contribution of Vered Noam in this volume, p. 137-159.

14 Cf. BERNSTEIN 1996, 45 and Brooke 1997, 74f. on the one hand with DJD 10, 55 on the
other.

15 Following the reconstruction of the lacuna in v 8 (B79) according to DJD 10, 56; see
also MaIEr 1995-1996, 2:369. 372; Garcia MarTiNEzZ / TiccHELAAR 2000, 798. 800.

16 For further discussion, see DJD 10, 171-175, esp. 171 n. 178a; BERNSTEIN 1996, 46.
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3. Biblical quotations and allusions in 4QMMT C

A somewhat different use of scripture is found in Part C of 4QMMT. Here,
the term “scripture” is referred to explicitly, and the scriptural quotation
serves not only to resolve a halakhic question but also to explain the mean-
ing of scripture itself.

4QMMT vii 17-18 (C6-7) quotes Deut 7:26 and combines this quota-
tion with Deut 12:31. In the citation formula, only the beginning of 2102
is preserved. Based on the typical phraseology of Part C, this can be re-
constructed as [nwin 1802 2]ina “It is writt[en in the book of Moses”. The
quotation has been chosen in light of what follows, which is no longer ha-
lakhah, but a reference to the fulfillment of scripture: What in Deut 7:26 is
required with respect to the nations and their gods has been taken to heart
and fulfilled by the “we” in 4QMMT with reference to their own people,
and perhaps also with reference to the practices described in lines 1-4.7
This, too, is an interpretation of the quoted passage. It applies the warning
to all Israel prior to the entry into the land to the author’s own time and
extends the distinction between Israel and the nations to a division within
Israel itself. Yet unlike the halakhah in Part B, the text here does not per-
tain to the legal regulation itself but rather to the question of who observes
this regulation. In this case, the halakhah specifies only how the regulation
should be observed.

The observance of the law as such is also a concern of the call to study
scripture found in the subsequent passage in viii 2-9 (C10-16) and is sup-
ported by a threefold quotation of scripture. Here, the text is particularly
interesting but also quite difficult. The first difficulty lies in identifying
which books are recommended for study. The composite text in DJD 10,
C10-11 has more text than can be identified in the photographs of the rel-
evant manuscripts 4Q397 and 4Q398.'8 The text of 4Q397 14-21 10-11 can
be combined with 4Q398 14-17 2-3 (underlined) with a certain degree of
confidence and reconstructed as follows:

a7 oxeafan *]napai] nwin 1aoa panw Aa%K 1[ana 10
1 232 7903 T T [...] 11
"We have [written] to you so that you may reflect on the book of Moses [and] the books

of the [pro]phets and in Davi[d? ...] | generation to generation, and in the book is
written ...

17 Because of the text’s poor state of preservation it remains unclear, whether lines 1-4
of the fragment 4Q397 14-21 constitute a halakhah, as the reconstruction in DJD 10, esp.
in line 4 (0]"win Y1) suggests, and how the quotation of scripture and what follows relates
with lines 1-4. Cf., however, 5yn in lines 4 and 9. Stylistically, the statement [DpT]* onx
in vii 20 (C8) connects the section with the halakhah in iv 18, and v 9 (B68, 80).

18 Cf. Urricn 2003, esp. 208-211. Campserr 2000 is questioning the attestation of a “tri-
partite canon” in general.



Law and Narrative: 4QMMT and the Hebrew Bible 91

This passage seems to attest the tripartite canon of the Hebrew Bible: Torah
(the book of Moses), Ketuvim (the books of the Prophets), and the Psalms
(David). Yet, none of the three terms for the collections of scripture is
fully preserved. The only secure reading in 4Q397 14-21 11 (viii 4) speaks
merely of a “book” or “letter” in which something is “written.” Since a
quotation of Deuteronomy follows, this “book” should be the Torah of
Moses, i.e., the Pentateuch, which is also quoted in Part B and is referred
to by name in Part C.19 Thus, the reconstruction “in the book of Moses” in
40397 14-2110 || 4Q398 14-17i 2 (viii 2 [C10]) seems likely. Likewise, the
reconstruction of the word “[pro]phets” in 4Q397 14-21 10 (viii 3 [C10]) is
probably correct, which suggests that here — and probably also in line 15
(viii 9 [C17]) — reference is made to the book of Moses and the books of the
Prophets. The most uncertain is the reading “and in David” in line 10 (viii
3 [C10]), against which both epigraphic and philological arguments can be
made.

Two aspects are noteworthy here. First, it is striking that, unlike in the
references to scripture in Part B, all of which refer to the Torah, here Moses
and the Prophets (and maybe the psalms of David) are mentioned. This
could be connected to the reflections on history in Part C and also sheds
(new) light on the understanding of the Torah: Here, it is a book which
contains not only law but also narrative.

Secondly, the question arises how the introduction to the quotations of
scripture (“and in the book is written”) relates to the reference to Moses
and the Prophets, particularly if the text can be reconstructed as follows:
“that you may reflect on the book of Moses and the books of the prophets.”
Compared to its parallel in 4Q398, I would not rule out the possibility that
the reference to the Prophets in 4Q397 is a later addition, which would ex-
plain the lack of agreement with the following lines. Already the first word
of the passage in question in 4Q398 is a textual variant (o1[2n3] instead of
1[ana] in 4Q397).2 Moreover, the lacuna that follows in 4Q398 14 2 is too
small to contain the text of 4Q397 (1002 anw n29&) and thus a variant read-
ing must be assumed here as well. The same is true of the beginning of line
31in 4Q398 14-17 i, which, if one takes col. ii as a point of reference, hardly
has space for the text of 4Q397 14-21 10-11 (viii 3 [C10-11]) from ™av1 to
717, including the part of the text that has not been preserved). Thus, 4Q398
could preserve an older version of the text, which was expanded in 4Q397,
including with the reference to the “books of the Prophets” (and possibly
also the psalms of “David”).

19 “Torah” in 4Q398 14-17 i 34 (viii 13-14 [C27-28]), once or perhaps twice also in 4Q398
11-13 7 (vi 12 [C24]); “Moses” in 4Q397 14-21 i 15 (viii 9 [C17]), presumably also in 4Q398
11-13 4 (vi 8 [C21]), but not in 4Q397 22 3 (see vi 8 [C21]).

20 On the textual variants, see DJD 10, 41 and in the edition of this volume on viii 2*7.
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The three quotations of scripture that follow in viii 4-9 (C11-16) refer
to passages in the Torah that serve as justifications for the observance of
the law according to the halakhah in 4QMMT. The formulae “in the book
is written” and “(also) it is written” introduce three passages: the first has
to do with things past but is poorly preserved (perhaps Deut 32:7),! while
the second reference is to Deut 31:29 and the third to Deut 30:1-2. The two
identifiable passages are not paraphrased but are instead reproduced ver-
batim, albeit selectively. The selection of text and the divergences from the
biblical text seem to be intentional.?? The parts that have been left out in-
clude all of the historicizing details of Moses’ speech (Deut 31:29) and the
reference to exile (Deut 30:1-2) as well as all internal references to the pro-
mulgation of the Deuteronomic law (“which I have set before you,” “which
I'have commanded you,” etc.). In this way, the statements are decoupled
from their narrative context and can be applied to a different situation.
Moreover, they have been aligned to the rhetorical perspective of 4QMMT
through their consistent use of second-person singular forms of address.

Furthermore, the non-sequential order of the quotations of scripture is
striking. With the change of the sequence the eschatological expression
“at the end of days” was moved from Deut 31:29 to the quotation of Deut
30:1-2, thus implying a particular sequence of events. Following a refer-
ence to the past is a description of the present — a time of turning away
from the correct observance of the law — and finally the announcement of
blessings and curses for the end times, in which repentance will happen.
This sequence of events is clearly related to the reflections on history that
follow in viii 11-18 (C25-32). 4QMMT viii 13-14 (C26-28) takes up the di-
rect address from viii 2 (C10) and connects the remembrance of David with
the reference to the halakhah in 4QMMT and the addressee’s knowledge
of the Torah. And, like in vii 11-viii 10 (C1-18), Deut 30:1 is likely also in
view in vi 8-9 (C21), which refers to the enactment of blessings and curses,
combined with a historical retrospective?® and a look ahead to the reversal
at the “end of days.” In this way, the observance of the Torah?** according
to the halakhah of 4QMMT is embedded in a larger historical-theological
context, which is in turn oriented towards the Torah and Prophets.

! The immediately preceding phrase 7711 =17 recalls Deut 32:7 (cf. DJD 10, 59 ad loc.).
Provided that 4Q398 14-17 i 4, which is extremely difficult to read, has been deciphered
correctly, the wording (nanTp1) could have been influcend by Isa 43:18 or Mal 3:4-5.

22 For similar cases, see BRookE 1997, 77. 79.

% Concerning the Torah in vi 12 (C24).

2 “With all your heart and all your soul,” following Deut 30:2 (4:29; 10:12; 26:16; 30:10).
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4. The Relationship between 4QMMT B and C

In light of the foregoing observations, it turns out that Parts B and C of
4QMMT are more closely connected than it may first appear.25 This con-
nection, however, runs exclusively from Part C to Part B but not the other
way around.

In Part B, both the explicit and implicit references to scripture (the latter
of which have not been dealt with here) in the halakhic sections?® — per-
haps with the exception of v 5 (B76), which could refer to Jer 2:3% — refer
exclusively to the Torah of Moses, especially the book of Leviticus. Al-
though this is hardly surprising given the priestly interests of the halakhah
in 4QMMT, it is interesting in terms of literary history and the history of
theology, since 4QMMT connects seamlessly to the latest legal portions of
the Pentateuch, which in turn attest to a lively halakhic discourse among
scribes and arose through a process of innerbiblical exegesis and Fortschrei-
bung.zs

It is striking, however, that the point of reference — the Torah of Moses —
is never mentioned by name. Rather, the more generic term 21n3,%° which
refers to the law and its authority,30 is sufficient. The corresponding pas-
sage of scripture is cited more or less freely, often with only a very brief ver-
batim reference, which could only be recognized by those who knew the
biblical text by heart. This type of allusion is found already in the literary
development of the biblical books and is used in ‘innerbiblical’ exegesis.31
4QMMT, in turn, reveals how this technique lived on in the ‘extrabiblical’
interpretation of scripture.

The fact that such interpretation is ‘extrabiblical’ is stated explicitly in
4QMMT. Already the very beginning of Part B states that the instructions
for practicing the Torah (@*wyn[n *a7 nepln; cf. NN “wyn nepn in viii 13
[C27]) are the interpretation of the author, which is announced already in
the superscription 13237 n¥pn Y& “These are some of our words” (i 5-6
[B1-2]). The expression used for this, w oawn umir ,We hold that” (cf.
1awnw in viii 13 [C27]), is taken up repeatedly in the individual halakhot
and is placed on a par with the expression 2102 “It is written”. Even when

% Cf. DJD 10, 111.

% Cf, DJD 10, 136 and the detailed discussion in ibid., 147-175; BERNSTEIN 1996, 36-38;
Brooke 1997, 82-85.

%7 See, however, DJD 10, 53-54 ad loc.

% See Kratz 2000, 99-155 (2005, 97-158).

2 On the different citation formulae used in the Qumran texts, see STEupEL 1994, 170—
189, here 172-174 on 4QMMT.

% Similarly, iv 2-3 (B52-53) speaks only very generally of different types of laws: pin
AN vawny; SR vawn. Cf. v 3—4 (B74): 5511 18 nin vawna.

3L Cf. M. Fisusang, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel (Oxford 1985); Kratz 2004;
TeETER 2014.
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the meaning of the passage of scripture differs or the interpretation runs
counter to its plain sense, to the author’s mind the “We hold” or “We say”
does not contradict, but rather agrees with, what “is written.” The inter-
pretation is not oriented against the Torah itself, but against interpretations
and implementations of the Torah by others, who are referred to occasion-
ally in the text (v 9-10 [B80-82]). The statement “but we say to you” intro-
duces an explanation of what, according to 4QMMT, scripture has to say
about a particular exegetical or practical problem. Here, we are clearly in
a phase in which the Torah began to be treated as an authoritative entity
in Judaism and struggles arose over the correct application of its laws.

Whereas Part B explains the author’s views on how individual statutes
in the Torah should be observed, the references to scripture in Part C serve
to make clear to the addressee why he should follow the specific interpre-
tations of the halakhah in Part B. In order to make his point, the author
situates himself and the group of which he is a part within the biblical de-
piction of the history of Israel and appeals to the addressee to do the same.

The text begins abruptly in vi 5-12 (C18-24) with a look back to the days
of Solomon, the son of David, and the days of Jeroboam, the son of Nebat,
up to the exile under King Zedekiah of Judah, i.e., up to the destruction
of Jerusalem in 587 B.C.E. In literary terms, this means that the biblical
books of Samuel and Kings and their parallel, the books of Chronicles, are
in view. To the extent that the text is preserved, the verbs are in the per-
fect tense and refer to blessings (in the days of Solomon) and curses (from
the time of Jeroboam to Zedekiah) that came upon the kings. In this way,
the entire preexilic history of the monarchy is evaluated in terms of the
blessings and curses in the law of Moses (Deut 30:1; cf. Josh 8:34), which
are referred to only once in the historical books of the Old Testament (2
Kgs 22:19). This understanding of the monarchic period corresponds to
the Deuteronomistic perspective of the books of Samuel and Kings, yet the
plural points to a new reading that is more indebted to Chronicles: Bless-
ings and curses are meted out in individual historical events.

Precisely how the author of 4QMMT came to this topic following the
halakhah in Part B remains a matter of speculation. Since the blessings
and curses are apparently the subject and not the object of the main clause
(cf. m5Hpn ar), a preceding Nik M1 “remember” can be ruled out. Perhaps
the back-reference to the “book of Moses” in vi 8 (C21) indicates that this
section, like viii 9 (C17), opened with a reference to the book or books con-
taining blessings and curses, with the difference that vi 5-12 (C18-24) has
to do with past events while viii 9 (C17) has to do with future events. This
is why, on the basis of content, 4Q397 14-21 || 4Q398 14-17 i (vii 11-viii
10 [C1-18]) is unlikely to be the point of connection for 4Q398 11-13 (vi 5-
12 [C18-25]), and therefore, the placement of the fragments proposed by
Strugnell and Stegemann is to be preferred against Qimron.
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The historical-theological retrospective culminates in vi 7 (C20) with the
announcement that something will be brought back (2 ox[*]2’[w]). The plu-
ral suffix — following the biblical usage of 12 hiphil — most likely refers to
the galut of Jerusalem and to King Zedekiah, i.e., to the exiles who are to be
brought back. A reference to the curses®? seems less plausible to me. The
reason for the sudden shift in perspective from the past to the future is ex-
plained in vi 7-10 (C20-21). Here, the author makes a statement about his
own insight (121 hiphil, vi 7 [C20]) into the course of biblical salvation his-
tory and attributes this to something that this written in the book of Moses.
Here, Deut 30:1-3 is apparently in view. From the author’s perspective,
the announcement in Deut 30:1 (“When all these things have happened
to you, the blessing and the curse...”) has been at least partially fulfilled.
Thus, one must now prepare for the future that is also announced in Deut
30:1-3, namely, the “end of days” (Deut 31:29),* when those in Israel**
will repent and not fall away again® and the wicked will persist in their
wickedness.*® This is the same movement from the past to the future that
is found in vi 5-7 (C18-20), and here it is linked to the author’s own stand-
point. There is no direct speech here, which up to this point is also not to
be expected. The author’s own perspective is first presented; then, in vi
10-12 (C23-24), as in the other fragments of the manuscripts 4Q397-399,
a singular “you” is addressed and encouraged to adopt the same perspec-
tive.

The address begins with a reference to the preexilic history of the
monarchy and a warning to “remember the kings of Israel and reflect on
their deeds” (vi 10-11 [C23]).¥” The text focuses especially on whether
particular kings feared (the Torah) and, if the conjecture is correct, were
“Torah-seekers” (7710 *"wpan) and thus were delivered in times of need.
The expression n& M3t (“remember”) appears in the Bible®® above all in

32 Thus DJD 10, 60 (note on C20).

* In my view, the expression on n™ng 811 7 (vi 8-9 [C21]) can only relate to what fol-
lows; otherwise, the relative clause 121w"w would have no point of connection. As a result,
this expression, as well as the following imperfect verb, points to the future. The extent to
which the “end of days” mentioned here and elsewhere in 4QMMT has an eschatological
sence is, however, a matter of debate. Cf. Garcia MartinEz 1996, esp. 20-23.

* Thus also MAIER 1995-1996, 2:375; Garcia MARTiNEZ / TiGcHELAAR 2000, 803 (“return
in Israel”); differently DJD 10, 61 (“return to Israel”).

% Cf. Mater 1995-1996, 2:375 (“nicht wieder abtriinnig werden”). On the semantics of
2w, see DJD 10, 61 (note on C22) and 87.

36 On this expression, cf. Dan 12:10, quoted in 4Q174 1-3 iii 3. Ma1er 1995-1996, 2:375
translates in a causative sense: “und da man die Frevler schuldig spricht.” In any case, it
can be assumed that they are punished for their misdeeds at the “end of days.”

%7 Without a distinction between Israel and Judah; cf. 2 Chr 28:27; 33:18; 35:18.

3 Attested only once in the Qumran texts (1Q34bis 1 +2 6); but see also 4Q501 1-2; 4Q504
1-21i11;1ii4; v 9; 311 5; 4 6; 51ii 3; 6 6; 8 1; 4Q506 124 3; 131-132 12; 4Q507 3 3; 4Q508 2 2;
4Q509 12i-13 5; 125 1; 131-132 ii 5; 4Q525 14 iii 6; 11Q5 XXII 6; XXIV 11.
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speech directed to God in the Psalter and has as its goal divine interven-
tion.’° Here, the imperative is directed at a human addressee, who is called
upon to recognize the conditions for being rescued through this exam-
ple from history. This use of the expression resembles the remembrance
of God’s past deeds in the Psalms* and, even more so, the parenesis in
Deuteronomy, which in one passage (Deut 9:7) combines an imperative —
and elsewhere a verb form corresponding to the context (impf., pf. cons.,
inf. abs.) — with the memory of past events in order to exhort the audi-
ence to observe the law.#! It is no coincidence that the quotation of Deut
30:1-3, which plays a decisive role in 4QMMT, stands in close proximity
to the call to remember past days and years in Deut 32:7. In 4QMMT, this
memory is focused on the kings of Israel, whose fate sets the standard for
what is to follow: the observance of the Torah as interpreted in Part B of
4QMMT. In this respect, 4QMMT connects not only thematically, but also
theologically, to the (late) Deuteronomistic parenesis to observe the law in
the books of Kings and its parallels in Chronicles.

This warning, however, only takes up one of the two sides of the histor-
ical retrospective in vi 5-12 (C18-24). It focuses on the sins of the past but
avoids looking ahead to the “end of days.” There is no explanation of what
“seeking the Torah” means, nor a positive instruction for what one can and
should do in the present with a view to the future. This, however, is pre-
cisely the function of the continuation of Part C in cols. vii—viii (C1-17 and
C25-32), which is anticipated in col. vi (C18-24). The shift in perspective
that is introduced in col. vi and justified through scripture in cols. vii—viii
thus runs through Part C as a whole: The focus moves from the dark past
(col. vi) through the author’s and addressee’s present into the future (vii
11-viii 10 [C1-18]), which is vividly depicted through repeated references
to the past and present (viii 11-18 [C25-32]). In terms of its content, 4Q398
11-13 (vi 5-12 [C18-24]) thus serves quite well as the foundation for the re-
maining fragments in cols. vii—viii (4Q397 14-21; 4Q398 14-17 i-ii; 4Q399
i-ii) and can be placed at the beginning of Part C without difficulty.

Since the author of the letter and the group that he represents are al-
ready informed (vi 7-8 [C20]), they have taken the necessary actions. In
order not to become subject to the curse, they take the Torah of Moses seri-
ously and have separated themselves from all that is impure, according to
the instruction in Deut 7:26 (vii 19 [C7]). Thus, they have repented, as is ex-
pected in col. vi (C18-24). Yet, they also want to convince their addressee

3 Cf. Ps 25:6-7; 74:2, 18; 89:48; 119:49; 132:1; 137:7; see also Lam 3:19; 5:1; 2 Kgs 20:3 Il
Isa 38:3; 2 Chr 6:42 as well as the famous refrain of Nehemiah in Neh 5:19; 6:14; 13:22, 29,
31.

40 ps 77:6-7, 12-13; 78:35, 42; 105:5 | | 1 Chr 16:12; 106:7; 119:52; 143:5; Isa 63:9, 11; Neh
9:17. Cf. 4Q370 11ii 7.

4 Deut 5:15; 7:18; 8:2, 18; 15:15; 16:3, 12; 24:9, 18, 22; 25:17. Cf. 1QM XVII 2.
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to do the same. Thus, here the text shifts to direct speech (singular “you”)
and uses scripture to justify what the addressee must do and expect. Now
the meaning of Deut 30:1-3 and 31:29 is explained to the addressee: He,
too, faces the “end of days” and must return to the law (viii 2-18 [C10-18,
25-32]). This return includes the recognition of the halakhah set forth in
Part B of 4AQMMT.

The concluding section in viii 12-18 (C25-32) is structured in miniature
like the preceding sections in vi 5-12 (C18-24), beginning in vi 10 (C23)
and vii 11-viii 10 (C1-18). The imperative n& M2t and the reference to the
positive consequences of Torah observance, namely, deliverance from dan-
ger (nMen Hv1), are followed by the purpose of the letter (7"9% 12N etc.),
namely, to win the opponent over to the author’s own position (o121 MR
and Pn uwnow or 2wh 1awnw), and a look ahead to the “end of time,” as
the wording is here (rather than “end of days”).

The parallel structure seems hardly coincidental; indeed, it speaks in
favor of the ordering of the fragments proposed by Strugnell and Stege-
mann and adopted here.*? In light of this parallel structure, the distinctive
elements become all the more significant. The historical evaluation and
prediction for the future based on Deut 30:1-3 in the first part of the par-
allel structure is followed by practical implementation. The admonition
nR 01 refers to a positive example from the kings of Israel, namely David,
who belongs in the period of blessing before the sin of Jeroboam that is
referred to in col. vi. Like in Chronicles, the Psalms, and Ben Sira (Sir
47:1-11), David represents the exemplary pious person, who is delivered
in times of need and whose transgressions are forgiven. He is the historical
role model for the “we”-group who — contrary to the negative example of
the kings of Israel in vi 10-12 (C23-24) — have separated themselves from
the mass of the people and from everything that is unclean and, therefore,
eoncourage the addressee to do the same engaging with the Torah and the
Prophets (vii 11-viii 18 [C1-18]).

Correspondingly, the text of viii 11-18 (C25-32) continues with the
repeated direct speech to the addressee, which refers to the letter itself.
Whereas in the previous section the engagement with the Torah and the
Prophets is the stated purpose of the letter, serving to understand the his-
torical and theological circumstances that characterize the Torah obser-

2 Based on Qimron’s proposed ordering of the fragments, PErez FERNANDEZ 1997, 197,
identifies two parts with a parallel structure: (a) “we have written to you” (viii 2 [C10] and
viii 13 [C26-27]) and (b) “remember” (vi 10 [C23-24] and viii 11 [C25]). Yet this structure
does not correctly render the progression of the text. As far as I can see, the structure is
not parallel but rather concentric: a-b-b—a. Only this concentric structure, if it was inten-
tional, could speak in favor of Qimron’s solution, but it is hard to prove with regard to the
very different textual proportions and with regard to content. The mere recurrence of ex-
pressions, keyword connections, and overlaps in content — particularly in a fragmentarily
preserved text — does not reveal much per se (see also the following note).
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vance of the “we”-group (vii 12-viii 12 [C1-18]), in this section the specifi-
cation of the contents in viii 13 (C27) (7ap51) 75 2105 71nn "wyn n¥pn “some
of the works of the Torah which are good for you (and for your people)”
establishes an explicit connection between the historical-theological reflec-
tions in Part C and the halakhah in Part B (cf. i 5-6 [B1-2]). The connec-
tion lies in the fact that the person who knows how to read “Moses and the
Prophets” correctly and to interpret them along the lines of Part C will also
agree with the halakhah of Part B and will observe the Torah accordingly.

In order to emphasize this conclusion, the author describes his ad-
dressee as someone in whom he has observed prudence and knowledge
of Torah (7710 7M1 nnY) and exhorts him to “consider all this” (2 {"a) and
to “ask him [i.e., God]” (7851 wp3) to rescue the addressee from his false
ways (viii 14-15 [C28-29]). The wording here is significant for several rea-
sons. It apparently relates both to the correct insight into the Torah and
the Prophets themselves and to their specific interpretation in the letter
4QMMT. It then suggests to the addressee the possibility — missed by the
kings of Israel, with the exception of David — of belonging to the “seekers
of Torah” (nn *wpan) (vi 5-12 [C18-24]). This is indicated by the keyword
connections created by the lexemes 12 (vi 11 [C23]; viii 2 [C10]) and wpa
(vi 12 [C24]).8 Here, it is notable that the typical biblical expression “to
seek Yhwh” or to “to seek Yhwh’s face”#* is linked with the non-biblical
expression “to seek Torah,” which, in the form n™n *wpan, is notably at-
tested in the (likewise Deuteronomistically styled, historical-theological)
first chapter of the book of Jubilees (4Q216 ii 13 = Jub 1:12) and also found
its way into the language of the Qumran community.*® Finally, Mal 2:7,
the only biblical passage in which the term 770 and the verb wpa appear
together, may have influenced the choice of this expression: Like a priest,
the addressee, who is often presumed to be a high priest and/or political
leader,* is responsible for the people of Israel (viii 14, 17-18 [C27, 31-32]).
His engagement with the Torah and his expertise are the reason why he
can pass on “knowledge” and “Torah” (i.e., instruction).

* The meaning can only be deduced in light of the parallel structure of Part C with 4Q398
11-13 (vi 5-12 [C18-24]) at the beginnig; in this ordering, the keyword connection forms
a sort of inclusio. Within a concentric structure (see n. 42 above), C28 (viii 14) would cor-
respond with C10 (viii 2) (12) but not with C23-24 (vi 11-12); the keywords in question in
C23-24 (vi 11-12) would then have no counterpart in C25-26 (viii 11-12).

4 Gee, respectively, Deut 4:29; Jer 29:13; 2 Chr 20:3—4 (all with w77 in parallel) and 2 Sam
21:1; Ps 24:6 (par. w17); 27:8; 10:3 || 1 Chr 16:11; 2 Chr 7:14.

b 4Q306 2 3; 1QS V 11. However, the related expression 7in w17 (see the preceding
footnote) became quite common: Ezra 7:10; Sir 35:15 (LXX 32:15); 1QS VI 6-7; VIII 15; CD
VI7; VII 18; XX 6; 4Q159 5 6; 4Q174 1-2 i 11. Both terms, as well as 2 12 (cf. Neh 8:8; Dan
9:2), were on their way to becoming technical terms for the study of scripture; see DJD 10,
89.

% See DJD 10, 117-119.
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The repeated eschatological perspective at the end of the text likewise
makes reference to the letter itself (1127 n¥pn or 12T “some of our
words”, viii 17 [C30], cf. i 5-6 [B1-2]) and puts the historical-theological
reflections into practice. Like in the second direct address, it is not scrip-
ture itself, but its interpretation in the halakhah of the preceding letter of
instruction, that provides the decisive guidance. The letter seeks to per-
suade the addressee not to do the same as the “kings of Israel,” who —as is
shown in Moses and the Prophets — did only evil in the eyes of Yhwh, but
instead (like David) to do what is right and good.*” If the addressee — with
God’s help — takes to heart what is in the letter of instruction, he can await
the “end of time” with joy and without fear. His “righteousness” is secure,
just as it was for Abraham (Gen 15:6; 4Q225 2 i 8) and Phinehas the priest
(Ps 106:31). Belial is not (yet) the figure that must be defeated in the es-
chatological war, but instead represents the evil thoughts and plans*® that
must and can be overcome in everyday life thanks to 4QMMT’s interpre-
tation of law and narrative in “Moses and the Prophets.”

5. Law and Narrative in 4QMMT and in the
Jewish Tradition

4QMMT is a unique witness to the beginnings of Jewish halakhah, which
here is grounded in a particular theology of history and is situated within
the biblical depiction of Israel’s past. Its particular way of connecting law
and narrative is, however, not a completely isolated phenomenon. Rather,
as we have already seen at several points, it has precursors and parallels
in biblical and para-biblical literature, which will be the focus of what fol-
lows.

Taken together with the admontion to consider the fate of the kings of
Israel (who experienced the curse of 587 B.C.E.), the historical-theological
exegesis of scripture and the eschatological parenesis in Part C of 4QMMT
shows close connections with a series of biblical and nonbiblical texts, es-
pecially penitential prayers that reflect a Deuteronomistic conception of
history, which Odil Hannes Steck investigated in detail years ago.49 The

¥ Tt should be noted that the manuscripts vacillate between the more common short
form “to do what is right in the eyes of Yahwh” (Deut 12:8, 25; 13:19; Judg 2:11 and passim;
1 Kgs 14:22; 15:11, 26 and passim) and the long form “to do what is right and good” that is
attested in Deut 6:18; 12:28 and 2 Chr 14:1; 31:20. Here, as elsewhere, 4Q399 has the shorter
and presumably older reading as compared to 4Q398.

8 On the parallelism of iy and 5993, see 1 Sam 30:22; on 551 in an intellectual and
ethical context, see Prov 6:12-14; Ps 101:3—4; with reference to the sons of a priest who do
not know God, see 1 Sam 2:12. The use of the term in 4QMMT thus falls completely within
the scope of biblical Hebrew and does not reflect the semantic shift found in other texts
from Qumran. Cf. DJD 10, 84.

* SrrCK 1967.
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remembrance of the history of Israel, the emphasis on the (enduring) judg-
ment of 597/587 B.C.E. for the sins of the preexilic monarchic period, the
warning to heed Moses and the Prophets, the call to repent, and the expec-
tation of a future judgment in which blessings and curses will be meted
out to the righteous and the wicked — all of these elements belong to such
a conception of history, which is also found in texts such as Dan 9, Neh 9,
Bar 1-3, in the Apocalypse of Weeks and in the Animal Apocalypse of 1
Enoch, and in the Qumran text 4QDibHam (4Q504, 506).%

A comparison with 4QDibHam is particularly illuminating. This text
contains a striking number of calls to God to remember (as in the Psalms
and other prayers) and to act on the supplicant’s behalf.5! In contrast,
4QMMT calls upon its human addressee to “remember.” Like in the pare-
nesis of Deuteronomy, this act of remembering also serves as the impetus
for repentance and obediance to the Torah.

The reference to Moses and the Prophets has the same function. In
4QDibHam (4Q504 1-2 iii 12-14 = XVI, 13-15 in DJD 7), these figures serve
as mediators of the law and warners against impending judgment, as is
common in the Deuteronomistic tradition. A unique aspect, however, is
the fact that the prophets of the prophetic books are explicitly included
among the “servants of Yhwh.”>? This is also the case in 4QMMT. Unlike
in the Deuteronomistic tradition and in 4QDibHam, however, 4QMMT not
only calls upon the addressee to hear what Moses and the Prophets have
to say, but also to study their books and to gain insight from them into the
course of history that culminates in the “end of days” (3 panw viii 2 [C10]).
This insight will result in repentance and obedience to the Torah. In light
of the historical examples that are taken from the “Former Prophets” and
considering how the addressee is called upon to “consider” the scriptures
(see panm in vi 11 [C23]), it is likely that the expression “the books of the
Prophets” — which is attested elsewhere in the Dead Sea Scrolls only in CD
VII 17 (4Q266 3 iii 18-19)> — refers not only to the individual prophets who
appear in the historical and prophetic books, but to the textual corpus of
the “Prophets” as a whole.

% These points of contact are also mentioned by Strugnell in DJD 10, 205. SCHIFEMANN
1996 (on Part C see esp. 94-97) compares 4QMMT with 11QT.

51 For the references in 4Q504 and 506, see n. 38 above.

%2 Cf. Steck 1967, 119. 167-168.

% The expression “the book of Moses” is not particularly common and, outside of
4QMMT, appears in 2Q25 1 3; 4Q197 4 ii 6 and 4Q249 1 verso, although it corresponds
to late biblical linguistic usage (2 Chr 25:4; 35:12; Neh 13:1; Ezra 6:18); otherwise, the ex-
pression “the book(s) of the Torah” is used: CD V 2 (4Q273 5 1); VII 15; 4Q177 1-4 14; 4Q267
5iii 5;6Q9 21 3; 11Q9 LVI 21. Cf. also “Moses and the Prophets” (without “the book of”) in
1QS 13 (=4Q255 1 3-4); VIII 15-16 (= 4Q258 vi 7-8), and for the connection of both Torah
and Prophets, see 4Q175 5-7; “the Prophets” in 1QpHab II 9; VII 5, 8; 4Q166 ii 5 (pHos);
4Q198 1 4, 12; 400292 2 4; 4Q381 69 4; 4QQ390 2 i 5.
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Finally, it should be noted that 4QDibHam also refers to the “end of
days” that is anticipated by Moses and the Prophets. Following Deutero-
nomistic tradition, 4QDibHam identifies the “end of days” with the judg-
ment of 587 B.C.E.,>* whereas in 4QMMT it lies in the future. Here, the past
and future are decoupled, and the blessing and curse from Deut 30:1-3 are
applied to the two respective periods. The past no longer extends into the
present, but instead serves as an example for the present and for the future
that is foretold. The nature of both the past and the future can be deduced
from the books of Moses and the Prophets.

These differences between 4QDibHam and 4QMMT come into even
sharper focus if they are compared to the interpretation of prophetic liter-
ature in the Pesharim and to the understanding of scripture in other Qum-
ran texts.”> Here, too, the books of the Prophets, generally the writing
prophets, are quoted verbatim, interpreted, and occasionally even men-
tioned by name.®® The hermeneutical approach can be seen clearly in
1QpHab II and VII. Here, the words of the Prophets are understood on
the whole® as predictions that relate to the interpreter's own time and to
the imminent end®® and must be interpreted as such, which is made pos-
sible by the revelation of all the mysteries of the Prophets to the Teacher
of Righteousness. No connection is made with the judgment of 587 B.C.E.
or earlier cases of blessings and curses, such as is found in the interpre-
tation of Jeremiah's seventy years in Dan 9. This constitutes a divergence
from the Deuteronomistic tradition but also from 4QMMT. By exhorting
its addressee to study Moses and the Prophets in order to learn from the
past experience of the kings of Israel with a view to the “end of days,”
4QMMT seeks to promote Torah observance® along the lines of its own
halakhah, which should be practiced long-term, irrespective of when the
“end of days” will come. As the history of the kings of Israel shows, bless-
ings and curses can befall anyone at any time.

Thus, in Part C of 4QMMT, Moses and the Prophets are everything at
once: history, prophecy, and law, which must be observed, interpreted
for every single case, and practiced (at the temple in Jerusalem!). In this
respect, 4QMMT comes quite close to the understanding of scripture in

5 Cf. Steck 1967, 119; on the development of this idea within the Deuteronomistic tra-
dition, see ibid., 184-189.

% Cf. Kratz 2004, 128-135.

% Cf. “the book of NN” in 4Q174 1-2 i 15-16; 1-3ii 3; 4Q177 5-6 (I) 5; 7 3 (11 13); 4Q182 1
4; 4Q265 2 3 and with the names alone in CD III 21; IV 13; VII 10; XIX 7; 4Q2855 1; 11Q13
i 15.

% In contrast, in 4QpHos (4Q166 ii 5), like in the Deuteronomistic tradition, the Prophets
appear as mediators of the law.

% The “end of days” in 4Q174 1-21i 15.

¥ Cf. also 4Q174 1-3 i 2.



102 Reinhard G. Kratz

Chronicles and the Chronistic view of its sources.?® In addition, it is closely
related to the book of Ben Sira, its ideal of the learned scribe who meditates
on the law of the most high and takes prophecies to heart (Sir 39:1), its his-
torical examples oriented toward the biblical canon (Sir 44—49) that should
be remembered (721) or — in negative cases such as that of Jeroboam, son of
Nebat — not remembered (Sir 44:9; 47:23), and its ideal of the high priest of
Aaronide descent (Sir 45:6-24) who instructs his people in God’s laws (Sir
45:17) and takes care of them (Sir 50). Like 4QMMT, Ben Sira also contains
an eschatological expectation (Sir 36). Yet, in Ben Sira as in 4QMMT, the
instructions and the exhortation to live and serve in conformity with wis-
dom, the cult, and Torah receive particular emphasis and are more central.

Unlike the historical framing of the halakhah in Part C of 4QMMT, the
halakhah in Part B does not have any direct precursors or parallels in texts
from the same time period. Rather, it appears again only later in rabbinic
literature. Yet, the halakhah in Part B does not stand in complete isolation;
it merely makes explicit what was already implicit in the literary develop-
ment of the legal texts within and outside of the Hebrew Bible. These texts
include the three major biblical legal corpora of the Covenant Code (Exod
20-23), Deuteronomy, and the Holiness Code (Lev 17-26 and 27) as well
as the extrabiblical corpora of the Temple Scroll and the community rules
Serekh ha-Yahad and the Damascus Document as attested in their different
versions at Qumran.b!

The interest in interpreting the law in the context of biblical narrative
can be seen in the process of the literary and redactional history of bib-
lical law and its rewriting in the Dead Sea Scrolls. This process can be
elucidated through the following example. The Covenant Code, embed-
ded in the Sinai pericope of Exod 19-24, developed from a collection of
impersonal (casuistic) stipulations in Exod 21-23. This original collection
was subsequently expanded through the addition of a framework of cultic
laws (altar, festivals) and integrated into the context of the larger biblical

% On this, see R. G. Kratz, “Die Suche nach Identitit in der nachexilischen Theolo-
giegeschichte. Zur Hermeneutik des chronistischen Geschichtswerkes und ihrer Bedeu-
tung fiir das Verstandnis des Alten Testaments”, in: Id., Das Judentum im Zeitalter des
Zweiten Tempels. FAT 42 (Ttbingen 2004) 157-180 (originally published in: J. MEHLHAUSEN
[ed.], Pluralismus und Identitit. VWGTh 8 [Giitersloh 1995] 279-303). I agree with Bern-
sTEIN 1996, 50: “The adoption of Chronicles as a model by 4QMMT is worthy of further
consideration.”

8! For the biblical corpora, see Kratz 2000, 99-155 (2005, 97-152); for the extrabiblical
examples and their relationship to the Hebrew Bible, see Id. 2011; 2013; Id., “Law and
Narrative in Deuteronomy and the Temple Scroll”, in: C. BErNER / H. SAMUEL (eds.), The
Reception of Biblical War Legislation in Narrative Contexts: Studies in Law and Narrative. BZAW
460 (Berlin 2015) 109-122. On what follows, see also Id., “Biblical Scholarship and Qumran
Studies”, in: Brooke / HEmpEL 2019, 204-215, esp. 209f. For relevant parallels and the
relationship of MMT to Qumran literature, see the contribution of Charlotte Hempel in
this volume, p. 117-136.
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narrative. In the course of this redactional process, the impersonal stipu-
lations were transformed into a first-person address by the deity directed
towards a second-person singular addressee (Moses or the people) as well
as occasionally a second-person plural addressee (the people).

This is the rhetorical scenario presupposed in the book of Deuteronomy,
which was composed as an address to Moses in the second person singular
and includes later additions that attest a second-person plural addressee.
According to the fictional perspective of the narrative, Moses proclaimed
the law which he had received from God on Mount Sinai (Exod 19-24) to
the people in the land of Moab immediately before the entrance into the
promised land (cf. Num 25:1; Josh 2:1; 3:1). Against the rhetorical back-
ground of this fictional framework, Deuteronomy emerges as a repetition
of the Covenant Code, which to a certain degree it is. Deuteronomy is noth-
ing other than a type of rewritten Bible: a reformulation of the Covenant
Code, especially the cultic laws, with particular stress on the centraliza-
tion of the cult (cf. Exod 20:24 with Deut 12:13ff.; Exod 23:14-17 with Deut
16:16-17, etc.).

This literary process is taken a step further in the rewriting process at-
tested by the Temple Scroll, which presents the (already developed) text of
Deuteronomy as first-person divine speech as revealed to Moses himself
on Mount Sinai (see, e.g., the rules on the centralization of the cult in cols.
51-53). Both stylistically and in terms of content, the Holiness Code (Lev
17-26), telling Moses what he should tell the Israelites (Lev 17:1-2) and it-
self the product of a rewriting of the Covenant Code and Deuteronomy,
represents a likely intermediate stage in this development.

Furthermore, biblical law is the basis of the Qumran Community Rules,
even though the latter are — like halakhic texts — more removed from the
biblical text and constitute independent compositions. Thus, our under-
standing of the processes that gave rise to biblical law as reconstructed
by means of redaction-, form-, and tradition-critical methods may serve
as a model to illuminate the literary development of legal texts from Qum-
ran.®? In addition, the literary-historical relationship between different col-
lections of biblical law (such as the Covenant Code, Deuteronomy, and the
Holiness Code) can serve to illuminate the relationship between 1QS and
1QSa or the Serekh ha-Yahad and the Damascus Document. Like the vari-
ous corpora of biblical laws, the latter compositions show a relatively rich
network of intertextual relationships. As for the relationship of the Qum-
ran Rule texts and halakhah to biblical law, a connection doubtlessly exists
both literarily and in terms of content, as is demonstrated by the heading
of the penal code in 1QS VI 24, which draws on Exod 21:1. An example of

€2 See S. METso, The Textual Development of the Qumran Community Rule. STDJ 21 (Leiden
1997); Hemper 1998; Ead., “The literary development of the S tradition: a new paradigm”,
RdQ 22 (2006) 389-401.
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the relationship between biblical and extrabiblical law and the halakhah
in 4QMMT is the discourse on the cultic place (Exod 24:24; Deut 12; Lev
17).63

In sum, it can be seen that the close connection between law and nar-
rative in 4QMMT has precursors and parallels in biblical and para-biblical
literature. In terms of relative chronology, the development within the bib-
lical corpora, particularly in the Torah, has already reached its conclusion
and underlies the halakhah in 4QMMT. As for the relationship to other
texts such as the Temple Scroll and the Community Rules (Serekh ha-Yahad
and the Damascus Document), establishing a relative chronology is much
more difficult. In light of its use of biblical quotations and its interest in
situating its own standpoint within the scope of biblical history, 4QMMT
stands somewhere between the Serekh ha-Yahad and the Damascus Docu-
ment. The former presupposes the Torah as an authoritative entity and
formulates the rules for the community as an extension of the Torah. The
latter connects the rules for the community with a historically (and, in-
creasingly, also eschatologically) motivated parenesis to observe the law,
and it interprets the individual laws of the Torah in this context. Likewise,
4QMMT focuses on the interpretation of individual laws, situating them
in the context of the (already eschatologically oriented) biblical depiction
of the history of Israel. A unique aspect of 4QMMT is its polemic with the
addressee and his interpretation of the Torah, which could indicate that
4QMMT postdates both the Serekh ha-Yahad and the Damascus Document.
Almost at the same time, the authors of the Qumran Pesharim likewise de-
ploy the Prophets (and the Psalms) for polemical purposes, interpreting
their own present within an eschatological framework. The relationship
between 4QMMT and the Pesharim still remains unclear in many respects
and requires further investigation.

% See KraTz 2007.



The Calendar and 4QMMT

Jonathan Ben-Dov

1. Introduction

Questions of time reckoning played a central part in the world of the ya-
had community, and in Second Temple Judaism in particular. With much
emphasis placed on the accuracy of ritual, the right timing was crucial for
the efficacy of the temple and of any other ritual (4Q266 2 i 2 and parallels;
1QS113-15). Sectarian circles have been promoting a sabbatarian calendar
of 364 days, while the temple and as it seems other circles were following
a luni-solar calendar, as was accepted throughout the Ancient Near East
since time immemorial.! The debate was not devoid of theological dimen-
sions: for the sectaries, time was anchored in divine numerical harmony,
and no place was allowed for human beings to interfere in it. On the other
hand, the lunar calendar requires a large measure of human intervention:
observing the new moon, deciding on the length of months and establish-
ing intercalations.? Following this mode of thought, the — admittedly later
— Mishna tractate Rosh Hashana celebrates the human intervention in the
calendar as its primary ideology. Second Temple sectarian sources, in con-
trast, underscore the pre-determined and ever-recurring aspect of time as
part of their group identity. The inclusion of a calendar in one of the copies
of MMT thus requires discussion and clarification.

The scroll 4Q394 MMT? is dated to the early Herodian period. It is writ-
ten in a rather distinctive Herodian semiformal script, with a tendency “to
curve whatever can be curved”, including several idiosyncratic letters.? At
the beginning of the preserved part of the scroll, in fragments 3a and 4 lines
1-3 (A19-21), just before the title 9[& nmna] 11137 n¥pn 79K, there appears
the very end of a fragmentary calendrical list. All that exists is:

! See Ben-Dov 2011; S. SterN, Calendars in Antiquity. Empires, States, & Societies (New
York 2012) 197-200.

2 R. FELDMAN, “Tame and Wild Time in the Qumran and Rabbinic Calendars”, in: BEx-
Dov / Horowrrz / SteeLe 2012, 191-209; J. BeN-Dov, “Lunar Calendars at Qqumran: A Com-
parative and Ideological Study”, in: Bex-Dov / Horowirz / STeELE 2012, 172-189.

3 QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 3.
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1®[n] R[5y nav[ A19
Jwi nxo wibw mawn nobw ad[u] A20
vacat 0¥ A21

2. [...] is a Sabbath. In a[ddi]tion, after [the] Sa[bbath...]
3. [is ad]ded, and the year is complete: three hundred and si[xty-four]
4. days. vacat

The fully complete words nmwn nnbw1 “the year is complete” show that
these lines represent the end of the year. In the light of other calendrical
texts from 1 Enoch and Qumran it is reasonable to reconstruct nxn wiHw
o [Aya ) ow]di “three hundred and si[xty four] days”. One may also
learn that the calendrical list ending on that fragment contained records of
Sabbaths (line 1) and probably also of Sunday, called here naJy[n] 7Ny as
usual in the DSS.

Three other fragments with calendrical content (two of them were sub-
sequently joined), written in a very similar idiosyncratic script, were de-
tected by the first generation of scholars. For the sake of clarity we shall call
them here by their designated siglum 4Q327. These fragments altogether
represent five consecutive columns from the beginning of a calendrical list
covering one year. Most notably, the columns on these three fragments are
extremely narrow, containing one item of information, that is 1-2 words
per line, with the lines measuring 1.7-2 cm.2

The fragments of 4Q327 were not associated with MMT on the museum
plates as represented in the PAM photos, but were rather placed on plates
with other calendrical scrolls. Thus, on PAM 41.703, 42.335, and even on
the later PAM 43.339 (taken 1960) they are contained on the same plate with
other calendrical fragments (e.g. 4Q326) and remain outside the plates of
MMT.

J. T. Milik was the first scholar who worked on the calendrical frag-
ments.> Before assigning the regular 4Q numbers he named the calendri-
cal texts “Mishmarot A-F”, with 4Q327 designated 4Q Calendrical Text
EP. This is the entry represented in the Handkonkordanz and reflected in
Wacholder’s edition from 1991.”

4 According to Tov 2004, 83, these columns are the narrowest in the entire DSS corpus.
Note that the calendrical scroll 4Q320 also features several very narrow columns (4Q320 4
in the scroll, while in contrast the fragments of 4Q327 could have accommodated wider
columns.

® MLk 1959.

¢ Milik apparently considered each capital letter to represent a composition, with up-
percase letters representing copies of that composition. Accordingly, Milik considered E*
(=4Q326) to represent a copy of the same composition as 4Q327. The respective fragments
are presented in this way on the museum plates.

7 B.Z.WacHoLDER / M. G. ABEGG, A Preliminary Edition of the Unpublished Dead Sea Scrolls,
Fascicle 1 (Washington DC 1991) 89.
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As work on MMT enfolded, 4Q327 at some stage came to be consid-
ered part of 4Q394. This “join” was first officially announced in DJD 10,
the editio princeps of MMT, where the fragments under discussion were
designated 4QQ394 frags. 1-2. Some objections to this classification were
raised by Strugnell in the same volume, however (see below). The frag-
ments were then republished together with all other calendrical texts by
Talmon with the assistance of Ben-Dov in DJD 21, once again as 4Q394
1-2, but with some reservations (see below).®

Three separate questions arise from this brief survey:

1. Does 4Q327 (=4QQ394 1-2) represent the same kind of calendar list as
that represented at the top of 4Q394 frags. 3a and 4?

2. Does 4Q327 (=4Q394 1-2) belong to the same scroll as 4Q394 frags. 3
onwards?

3. Is the calendar (4Q394 3a—4 1-3) part of MMT? If not, why is it con-
tained in the same scroll?

These questions bear important implications. For example, it might be-
come necessary to change the title of 4Q394 1-2 back to 4Q327, depending
on the answer we give to question (b) above. The questions are treated here
one by one, with a short history of research contained in each chapter.

2. The kind of calendar contained in 4Q327 and 4QQ394

Many different kinds, one may say genres, of calendar texts are attested in
the Qumran scrolls. These various genres all attest to one and the same
calendar year of 364 days containing the same festivals, but each author
was free to choose which elements of the calendar to contain in each dis-
tinct document.” Longer calendrical scrolls like 4Q319, 4Q320 and 4Q321
comprise a collection of various types of lists. In these cases the scroll is
not the unit of content but rather each distinct list contained in it.!°

The main criteria for discerning calendar lists are:

— Does the list record lunar months? Lunar texts in Qumran must by
definition deal with at least 3 years, the basic lunar cycle in Qumran.

— Does the list mention names of mishmarot (i.e., names of priestly fami-

8 TaLmon / Ben-Dov 2001.

? For the unity of the calendrical system throughout the corpus see Ben-Dov 2011, 69—
74. Pace Stephen Pfann, who considers the various texts as attesting to different calendars:
S.]J. Prann, “The Ancient ‘Library’ or ‘Libraries’ of Qumran: The Specter of Cave 1Q”, in
C. Wassen / S. WriTE CRAWFORD (eds.), The Dead Sea Scrolls at Qumran and the Concept of a
Library. STD] 116 (Leiden 2016) 168-213.

10 See for example the classification of calendar lists by Asecc 2004.
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lies?)? Mishmarot texts must by definition relate to at least six years, the
length of the priestly cycle in Qumran.l!

— Does the list record festivals alongside the Sabbaths? Which festi-
vals are recorded: only those mentioned in the Pentateuch or also the
additional harvest festivals such as those of the New Oil and New Wine?

The three lines of 4Q394 3a 1-3 are enough to show that the list con-
tained neither names of mishmarot nor lunar months.!?2 On the other hand,
that list does record Sabbaths, and in addition a count of days must be
assumed, based on the appearance of the fragmentary term qo[11] “addi-
tional”. The evidence points towards a sort of list which covers only one
year and counts the Sabbaths in it.

The same kind of list appears also in the fragments of 4Q327.1% They
cover the first half of the year — one year without any longer cycles — count-
ing the Sabbaths alongside some of the festivals. The explicitly preserved
festivals are jowin 9 “Festival of Oil” (v 5-6) followed by [0y 1139
“(festival of) Wood Offering” (v 9). The reconstruction of the scroll’s text
requires the mention of 1 T ,0"1awn an as well.

The most telling feature connecting 4Q327 with 4Q394 3a—4 1-3 is the
concluding formula at the end of each nawpn, “season”, as well as at the
end of the year. Such a fragmentary formula is present in 4Q394 3a—4, and
another one is fragmentarily preserved (and must be restored) at the end of
month III in 4Q327 ii 8-14. According to the fixed structure of the 364-day
year, all quarters of the year end in the same way on months III, VI, IX, XII
respectively: Sabbath occurs on the 28, then three more days pass until
the new season begins on Wednesday. These three days are enumerated in
the formula one by one, but the exact wording of the formula is not known.
A cue is given by the remnant of the word 9o[11] in 4Q394 3a 2, which is part
of the formula 7ou *"wHwm uwn oM nawn IR Y “after it (come) Sunday,
Monday, and Tuesday (as an) added day” (Qimron, DJD 10, 44) or maybe
fou oM 2wA oM nawn N 5y (Talmon, DJD 21, 162). The “added” day

1 Gee J. BEn-Dov, “Mishmarot”, The Eerdmans Dictionary of Early Judaism, ed. ].]. Cor-
Lins / D. C. Harcow (Grand Rapids MI 2010) 958-960.

12 The space between the words naw and naJy[n] & does not suffice for a name of any
priestly family, while in addition the clearly preserved ayin after naw precludes any such
name here. In addition, announcing the 364 days of the year at its end is not commensurate
with lunar or mishmarot texts, which involve a cycle of 3 or 6 years rather than a single
year.

B3 The following paragraphs thus disagree with F. Garcia-Martinez, “Dos notas sobre
4QMMT”, RdQ 16 (1993-1994) 293-297, who claims that the calendar present in 4Q394 is
different than the one contained in 4Q327. VanperKawm 1997, n. 18, refuted that claim.
However, VanpErKam 1997, 192, was not correct when claiming that “I have found this
limited array of data in no other Qumran calendrical work”. As we shall see, this is not the
case.
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is the 315t day of the month, added at the end of each quar’cer.14 This —
admittedly fragmentary — formula is the strongest evidence indicating that
4Q327 and 4Q394 1-2 stem from the same kind of calendar list.

Two more calendrical documents should be taken in account here. Milik
positioned 4Q327 (Mishmarot EP) just below 4Q326 (E?) on the same mu-
seum plate (represented e.g. on PAM 43.339). The latter fragment records
the Sabbaths and festivals for month I of the year, with preserved mentions
of m¥ni an (line 3) and [o™ 1y ]¥ 7911 (line 4), possibly also including noan
in line 2.1> Mishmarot are not mentioned in 4Q326, a fact which ascertains
that it does not belong to any cycle of years. In terms of style and ingre-
dients this fragment may have constituted an account of the beginning of
the year in a similar — though not identical — format to that of 4Q327.16

Most recently we have succeeded in reconstructing another pertinent
calendrical scroll, 4Q324d."” Written in cryptic script, it has later deterio-
rated into ca. 60 tiny fragments. While an earlier edition considered them
to belong to as many as six different copies, new reconstruction work re-
sulted in posing a jigsaw puzzle of five consecutive columns from one sheet
of leather. The content of this scroll resembles the content of 4QQ327 and
4Q394 3 1-3 inasmuch as it relates to one single year without integrating
mishmarot and lunar dates. This scroll contains formulas for the end of
the season (tequfah) which resemble those of 4Q327 and 4Q394 but are not
identical to them. Finally, a marginal gloss at the margin of 4Q324d adds
intriguing information about the halakha of the Festival of Wood Offer-
ing (o'¥pn 129p, the same festival mentioned also in 4Q327 v 9): the gloss
informs that the festival should be celebrated along six days, two tribes sac-
rificing their wood on each day, in compliance with the rule in the Temple
Scroll (11QT? XXIII, 11QTP VI, cf. also 4Q365 frag. 23).

In conclusion, we have detected 3—4 calendrical scrolls which seem to
have belonged to a special type of list, pertaining to one year only with
no mentions of mishmarot and lunar phenomena. These texts mention the

14 For the background for this term see VanpERKAM 1997, 188. 191f.; and cp. the evidence
of 4Q324d below.

15 See the reconstruction in DJD 21, 134f.

16 A point of dissimilarity seems to be the way the first day of the month is recorded.
This occasion receives no indication in 4Q327, but seems to be indicated in 4Q326. The last
preserved word in this fragment (line 5) was read &1 (DJD 21, 5). However, new images
(esp. IAA image B-365503) now show that the first letter of this word is resh rather than bet,
the word being probably w]x1 and referring to the beginning of month II (cp. 4Q3251 3,
6).

17 See RaTzon / Ben-Dov 2017. No “official’ edition exists for these fragments, but their
images were classified into copies and presented by S. J. Prann in DJD 28, plates LIX-LXII;
cf. the various fragments of 4Q324d-i in ABecc 2004, 52-56; “4QQ324d”, Qmmron 2014, 89
(Hebrew).
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harvest festivals in the first half of the year, and dedicate special formulas
to the end of each tequfah. The scrolls are:18

4Q326

4Q327 (=4Q394 1-2)
4Q394 3a-4 1-3
4Q324d

3. Are 4Q327 and 4QQ394 the same scroll?

Qimron writes:

The ascription of the calendar written in narrow columns to MMT is based on palaeo-
graphical considerations, and on its typological resemblance with the end of the calen-
dar which appears on 4Q394 3-7 i. (DJD 10, 201)

While in the detailed paleographical discussion of 4Q394 Qimron and
Strugnell count 4Q394 1-2 together with the other fragments of 4Q394 (DJD
10, 3-6), Qimron later admits that “some of the letters in the calendar differ
from their counterparts in the halakhic section” (DJD 10, 201). This prob-
lem did not make him doubt their assignment, since in his renewed edition
he endorses the same classification as in DJD 10, with 4Q394 1-2 heading
the same page that continues in fragment 3.1 The scholars of the original
team (Strugnell for MMT and Milik for the calendar texts) did not consider
fragments 1-2 to be part of 4Q394, as these fragments are contained on a
different museum plate than the halakhic section of MMT, and classified
rather with other calendrical scrolls. Strugnell himself brings a series of
reasons against the classification of the calendar as part of MMT (D]JD 10,
205). Interestingly, Strugnell based his conclusion on the content of the
fragments rather than on their material aspects. He apparently thought
that fragments 1-2 were indeed part of 4Q394 in terms of material.

A more detailed material argument was made by VanderKam, re-
hearsed by Talmon (DJD 21, 159-161), and concluded by von Weissen-
berg.?’ It was endorsed by Tigchelaar in his contribution to the present
volume.?! In short, one can point out several discontinuities between
4Q327 and 4Q394: (1) the letters of frags. 1-2 are smaller than those of
frags. 3-7 and often differ in detail, although admittedly the script of
4Q394 itself is not entirely consistent. (2) the distance between lines in

18 At this point the reader may expect to see a hypothetical reconstruction of an entire
year according to this list. Such a reconstruction is not possible, however, because the four
documents are not entirely consistent in their notations, with each of them using a slightly
different style.

" Quvron 2013, 205.

20 v anpERKAM 1997, 184-187; voN WEISSENBERG 2009, 33-38.

21 Eibert Tigchelaar in this volume, p. 62.
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frags. 1-2 is smaller than that of frags. 3-7; this may have to do with the
fact that frags. 3-7 preserve dry rulings while frags. 1-2 preserve none.??
(3) the extremely narrow columns of frags. 1-2 are so different from the
wide column of fragment 3 that they cannot possibly have been contained
in the same sheet.

The calendar of 4Q394 3a—4 1-3 is the tail-end of the year, which must
have been preceded by a lot of text describing the yearly course until the
concluding formula. The five columns of frags. 1-2, however, lead up
to the middle of the year, just before the beginning of month VIL2 Even
if these columns preceded 4Q394 3a—4, there must have been more text
between the two passages, recounting the second half of the year. This
point was noticed by the editors and recorded in tiny script at the bottom
of DJD 10, 45.2* If fragments 1-2 were part of 4Q394, there would have to
be additional columns before reaching the concluding formula in fragment
3a1-3.

Another major problem, noted mainly by Garcia-Martinez and Talmon,
is the difference in column layout between columns 1-2 and fragment 3a.
The sheet containing frags. 1-2 takes a rather unusual shape of five ex-
tremely narrow columns, containing 1-2 words each, with wide margins
separating them, while fragment 3a contains wide lines with narrow mar-
gins. The arrangement of 4Q327 was probably meant to contain each cal-
endrical item (1-2 words) in a separate line, creating a tabular effect. The
five columns of frags. 1-2 were contained in one sheet of parchment; no
sign of stitching can be discerned between them. There is no way to tell
whether frags. 1-2 were continued by additional narrow columns, how
many such columns were there, and whether these additional columns
were contained on the same sheet of parchment or whether another col-
umn was stitched to them.

Based on all of the above, it seems impossible that fragments 1-2 had
originally belonged in the same scroll with the fragments now titled 4Q394.

2 The dry rulings are best discerned at the bottom right of 4Q394 3a (image number
B-370828 in the Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls Digital Library).

2 Writing in 1997, VanperKam (1997, 189f.) still doubts the order of fragments in 4Q327.
The preserved text on columns i—ii (frag. 1) counts Sabbaths and days of the months with-
out any festivals. VanderKam rightly claims that with the repetitive order of the Qumran
calendar, these extant lines may equally represent months II-III, months VIII-IX or months
XI=XIL In the latter two cases, frag 1 would have stood after frag. 2 in the order of the year.
VanderKam did not take in account, however, the reconstruction of the bottom part of
columns i—ii. When placed in continuity with columns iii-v, these columns only work well
if one reconstructs in i 13-15 the words o'y1awn in 12 WY nwnna, mentioning the Feast of
Weeks on Month III. This reconstruction is employed by TaLmon / Ben-Dov 2001 (DJD 21,
162). It is hard to supply equivalent reconstructions for VanderKam’s other possibility,
which would agree with the fixed number of lines in columns i—v.

T thank Noam Mizrahi for pointing out this statement to me. VanperKam 1997, 185
surmises that “the scribe was almost at the end of his calendrical list”.
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Despite the similarity in content, they are materially incompatible. We
must therefore invoke the older title 4Q327 as defined by Milik for these
fragments. Curiously, although Talmon promoted practically the same
conclusion in DJD 21, and although he accepted VanderKam’s earlier con-
clusion that 4Q327 and 4Q394 are two separate scrolls, he (in fact we, be-
cause I was his assistant at the time) nevertheless retained the wrong name
4Q394 1-2.25 I now believe that the title 4Q327 should be revived, and the
fragments of 4Q394 renumbered accordingly.

4. Is the Calendar of 4Q394 part of MMT?

While the calendrical fragments 1-2 (=4Q327) are not part of 4Q394, the
latter scroll did contain an undeniable calendrical section, whose final lines
are preserved just before the beginning of the halakhic section of MMT.?¢
Was this section part of MMT or rather a different composition copied on
the same scroll? If the former is the case, how does the calendar integrate
into the texture of the halakhic letter?

Strugnell (DJD 10, 203) could not see how the calendar was part of MMT
and decided that “at the most it should be conceived as a list, of another
genre, prefixed in 4Q394 to sections B and C for uncertain reasons”. The
same conclusion was reached by von Weissenberg after long deliberations,
and despite the following arguments:?” she indicates, first, that the calen-
dar is an integral part of the covenant in sectarian thought and hence may
be expected to appear in both covenantal accounts and halakhic discus-
sions. Furthermore, calendrical sections per se appear in other rule texts
and other compositions from Qumran. Most notably, a long anthology of
various calendrical lists is contained at the end of 4QS¢.2% This anthology
includes a calendrical list of Otot, ‘signs’, of a type not attested elsewhere
in the mishmarot corpus, which is then followed by assorted calendrical
lists paralleled in the mishmarot corpus. A calendrical component seems
to be the norm in the S tradition: the tradition represented in 1QS contains
instead at its end a psalm by the Maskil, which carries strong calendrical

% In hindsight I would make another change in the scroll names of DJD 21. The scroll
called 4QOtot (4Q319) is very clearly part of the scroll 4Q259 S°. The siglum 4Q319 is
thus spurious and should be discarded, with the columns of 4Q319 renumbered as the
subsequent columns of 4Q259.

% Strugnell (DJD 10, 203) claimed that the copy 4Q395 contained the beginning of MMT
without the calendrical section. This is based on what he sees as remains of the handle
sheet at the beginning of that scroll. His claim, however, was refuted by VanperKam 1997,
184; see also voN WE1sSENBERG 2009, 36.

27 Von WEISSENBERG 2009, 129-133.

28 See above, where I have indicated that the siglum 4Q319 is in fact spurious, as the
fragments are clearly a material part of 4Q259.
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overtones but also continues the Maskil section in 1QS VIII-IX.?’ In con-
trast, in neither 1QS nor 4QS¢ does the calendar section echo the dominant
argument within the Serekh. Time-related themes do appear in S, but al-
ways as short statements merged into the main argument rather than as a
leading theme.0

The possibility that the calendar was part of MMT does make sense, not
only due to the analogy from S but also based on other reasons. An au-
thor or a copyist included the calendar because it was considered a strong
motive for the sectarian separation, in a text which indulges with the sep-
aration so deeply.31 Other, similar documents, employ the calendar in the
context of the sectarian debate. Thus, 4Q513 which as Vered Noam sug-
gests is particularly close to MMT, specifically involves calendrical mat-
ters.3? In addition, a source in the Scholion to Megillat Ta‘anit (Nisan
8) recounts a rabbinic polemic dialogue, even satire, with the Sadducees
about the dating of the Omer sacrifice.3®> This source resembles the sectar-
ian polemical dialogues reflected in MMT.34

How good is the analogy with S? The calendar per se is not mentioned
in the halakhic section of MMT, even less than in S, and thus there is little
continuity between the calendar and the body of MMT. Had the calendar
been so dear for the author, one would have expected a more explicit men-
tion of it in section B. In addition, while all copies of S include the calendar
or a calendar-related psalm, a calendrical section spears only in one copy of
MMT (4Q394), and was almost certainly not included in the other copy of

¥ For the psalm in 1QS X-XI see A. GaYer, “The Centrality of Prayer and Stability of
Trust: An Analysis of the Hymn of the Maskil in 1QS IX 25b-XI 15a”, in: S. C. Rerr / R.
EcGer-WENZzEL (eds.), Ancient Jewish Prayers and Emotions. DCLS 26 (Berlin 2015) 317-333;
J. PENNER, Patterns of Daily Prayer in the Second Temple Period. STD] 104 (Leiden 2012) 137-
164.

% For the role of Time in sectarian organization according to the Serekh see Newsom
2004, 177-186.

3! This motive for the inclusion of the calendar is valid regardless of whether MMT was
written at an early date in the community’s life or rather as an intra-mural instruction doc-
ument at a later stage. As Charlotte Hempel suggests, if the calendar were part of MMT,
it would have created an elegant inclusio with the figure of David as mentioned at the end
of MMT (C25-26). David appears in the Psalms scroll from Cave 11 (column XXVII) as a
promoter of the 364-day year; he has composed a series of liturgical works anchored to key
points of the year (see J. BEN-Dov, Head of All Years. Astronomy and Calendars at Qumran in
Their Ancient Context. STD] 78 [Leiden 2008] 49-52). A mention of David at the end of the
list could serve as a reference to the calendrical element of his personality. Note, however,
that the mention of David in MMT C25-26 does not involve the calendar in any apparent
way.

%2 For the debate in 4Q513 see B. Z. WacHOLDER, “The Omer Polemics in 4Q513 fragments
3—4: Is Annani their Author?”, RdQ 20 (2001) 93-108. Wacholder’s specific argument in that
article is not compelling, however.

% V. Noawm, Megillat Ta‘anit. Versions. Interpretation. History. With a Critical Edition
(Jerusalem 2003) 61 (Hebrew).

34 The matter is discussed by KisTer 1999, 332 and fn. 68.
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the beginning, 4Q395. The above considerations thus preclude the possi-
bility that the calendar is a coherent part of MMT, or that it was deliberately
included in its standard literary edition.

Why then was a calendar contained in the copy 4Q394? Granted that
this is not a deliberate act by the original author or editor, why did a copy-
ist of that ‘rustic’ Herodian or Hasmonean scroll decide to include the cal-
endar before the halakhic section?

Emanuel Tov notes six cases where two separate compositions were
contained in the same scroll, not all of them certain.3® Curiously, 4Q394
is not mentioned in this list. The closest example to it would be the scroll
40448 “Apocryphal Psalm and Prayer”, where the two poetic works in-
cluded in the only surviving column seem not to be related.*® Thus, the
practice of including two separate compositions in the same scroll would
be unusual yet not entirely unacceptable in the corpus of the Dead Sea
Scrolls. The fact that other calendrical texts (like 4Q319) are copied in a
similar way lends more credibility to that possibility.

Lutz Doering has recently suggested that, since MMT is in many ways a
letter, the calendrical content may be associated with the long tradition of
letters involving calendrical matters in both Jewish and Christian texts.?”
On a different tone, Schiffman and Kister claimed that a copyist consider-
ing MMT to be the basic account of the motivation for the schism could not
leave out the calendar from the motivations for that schism and therefore
added it in his copy.® The specific calendrical list chosen for that mission
is admittedly not a very polemical one, but we know little about the content
of the calendar section beyond the three partly preserved lines.

In an article bearing the suggestive name “Why does 4Q394 Begin with a
Calendar?”, George Branch-Trevathan concedes that the calendar was not
part of MMT but rather seeks a reason why one particular scribe would
have included it in the scroll.® According to him, the scribe read the ha-
lakhic section as describing an utopic and eschatological community seek-
ing perfection, and associated that perfection with the solar calendar, a
well-known symbol throughout Antiquity for wholeness and perfection.
He cites the evidence from Augustus’ monumental sundial in Rome and

% Tov 2004, 37. I would also mention the various ‘texts’ contained on the recto and verso
of the scroll 4Q505-4Q509-4Q496.

% It might be relevant to say that the bottom part of 4Q448 uses very narrow lines of
writing, somewhat similar to those of 4Q327. To take up a further — though quite remote
— argument, it was suggested by SteupeL 2006 that 4Q448 did in fact constitute the lost
beginning of 4QMMT. Some connection may then be expected between MMT, 4Q448 and
4Q327.

7 DoEringG 2012, 198 and n. 144.

3 SCHIFFMAN 1996, 85; KisTeEr 1999, 360.

% G. Brancu-TrevATHAN, “Why does 4Q394 begin with a Calendar?”, in: Lance / Tov /
WEiGoLDp 2011, 923-933.
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other, shorter, textual sources to demonstrate the use of royal symbolism
as a marker of perfection. His proposal remains problematic, however,
because the sectarian calendar represented at Qumran was not conceived
and represented as a solar calendar. The main drive behind the sectar-
ian calendar was its ideal septenary structure, which was appealing in the
eyes of a priestly Jewish practitioner in Second Temple Times.** No ex-
plicit statement is preserved about the 364-day year being a solar year.41
More concretely, there is no sign that the particular calendrical list used in
400394 — whose general outline is known from other calendrical lists — un-
derscored the solar elements in the calendar. This is enormously different
than Augustus’ solar ideology in his Temple of Peace in Rome.

Since the extant material of 4QQ394 is so scarce, there is little more we can
do about it. The most plausible idea would be that presented by Schiffman:
while MMT did not include a calendar, an individual copyist decided to
include a calendar preceding it in his copy. That individual may also have
separately copied the calendrical scroll 4Q327.

This observation leads us from the compositional stage to the scribal
stage, that of copying and producing manuscripts. This aspect won re-
newed attention in recent years, which could significantly enrich our dis-
cussion of the calendar in 4Q394.42 It should first be mentioned that the
same person was interested in both the halakhic precepts of MMT and the
structure of the calendar, this interest leading him to copy both on the same
scroll. This resembles what we know about Mesopotamian scribes in the
Hellenistic period, for example the scholars Anu-Belsunu and Iqi$a from
Uruk, who functioned in various priestly duties while at the same time
copying or indulging in astral sciences.*® In the context of Qumran Cave 4
, it is instructive that a person interested in the calendar was also involved

%0 See the formulation of this principle by U. GLEssMmER, “Calendars in the Dead Sea
Scrolls”, in: FLint / VANDERKAM 1999, [213-278] 231; further: J. BEn-Dov / S. SAULNIER,
“The Qumran Calendar: A Survey of Research 19802007, Currents in Biblical Research 7
(2008) 124-168.

1 Contra my late teacher Shemaryahu Talmon, who propagated this view in his writings.
The only writer who seems to have preferred the sun as a marker of time is the author of
Jubilees. The calendar of that book resembles that of the DSS but is not identical with it.
See J. Ben-Dov, “Tradition and Innovation in the Calendar of Jubilees”, in: G. Boccaccint /
G. IBBa (eds.), Enoch and the Mosaic Torah: The Evidence of Jubilees (Grand Rapids MI 2009)
276-293.

2 See for example K. van per Toorn, Scribal Culture and the Making of the Hebrew Bible
(Cambridge MA 2007); TeeTER 2014.

4 1. Pearce / T. Doty, “The Activities of Anu-Bel$unu, Seleucid Scribe”, in: J. MARZAHN /
H. NEuMANN (eds.), Assyriologica et Semitica. Festschrift fiir Joachim Oelsner. AOAT 252
(Miinster 2000) 331-341; F. Rocusera, The Heavenly Writing. Divination, Horoscopy, and As-
tronomy in Mesopotamian Culture (New York 2004) 41f.
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in copying a halakhic scroll. This fact attests to the sort of intellectual at-
mosphere encountered within the Yahad.*

5. Conclusion

4Q394 3a—4 1-3 preserves the end of a calendrical list. The same kind of list
is known from 4Q326, 4Q327, and 4Q324d. The fragments known as 4Q394
1-2 are not part of 4Q394. They should be designated by their original
siglum 4Q327. This was Milik and Strugnell’s original view, which should
now be retained. The scrolls 4Q327 and 4Q394 were apparently written by
the same scribe, however.

The scribe of 4Q394 decided to copy a calendrical list before the halakhic
section of MMT in 4Q394. The list had been copied by that scribe before-
hand in tabular form in the scroll 4Q327, but this time its graphic format
was altered in order to fit the prose layout of MMT. The scribe decided to
copy the calendrical list presumably because he considered the calendar
to be a significant factor in defining the sectarian identity and in the need
for a schism, both consisting the heart of the argument in MMT. The cal-
endrical list, to the best of my understanding, was not an integral part of
MMT.

4 C. HemreL, ““Haskalah’ at Qumran: The Eclectic Character of Qumran Cave 4”, in:
Ead. 2013, 303-337.



4QMMT in the Context of the Dead Sea Scrolls
and Beyond'

Charlotte Hempel

1. Introduction

This chapter offers a fresh reading of the legal debate reflected in 4QMMT
based on the new edition of this text in this volume. It will be shown
that rather than offering insights into a schism that lies at the root of the
Qumran movement’s emergence, 4QMMT should instead be recognized as
part of a rich spectrum of halakhic discourse reflected within the Dead Sea
Scrolls. We will expose the much maligned opponents known as the “they-
group” in 4QMMT as interlocutors in other Scrolls. Moreover, a case will
be made for identifying the position of the they-group, customarily consid-
ered very much as outside the orbit of the movement behind the Dead Sea
Scrolls, in two of the movement’s own halakhic compositions (see sections
4.2.6. and 4.7.3. below). Finally, we will offer reflections on the signifi-
cance of our findings for the multivocal contribution of the legal compo-
nent of the Dead Sea Scrolls? to our understanding of halakhic discourse
in a crucial period that would come to define both emerging Christianity
and rabbinic Judaism.

! I gratefully acknowledge the support of the UK’s Arts and Humanities Research Coun-
cil (AHRC) for this research which forms part of the legal strand of my Leadership Fellow-
ship Project on Ezra’s Legacy and the Dead Sea Scrolls: Law and Narratives of Exclusion. In
addition to the extremely conducive discussions with the editors and fellow contributors
during an intensive seminar in Gottingen I owe particular thanks also to Steven Fraade
(Yale) who commented on the paper prior to publication. Finally, I acknowledge the excel-
lent support by Simone Seibert and the SAPERE team in Gottingen in the process of seeing
this chapter through the press.

2 Pace the late A. SHeEmEsH, “Thou Shalt not Rabbinize the Qumran Sectarian: On the
Inflexibility of the Halakah in the Dead Sea Scrolls”, in: M. BAR-AsHER SiecaL / T. Novick /
C. Haves (eds.), The Faces of Torah: Studies in the Texts and Contexts of Ancient Judaism in
Honor of Steven Fraade. JAJSup 22 (Gottingen 2017) 169-178 who suggests “Qumran legal
literature is uniform” (169). While I differ from Shemesh'’s equivocal judgment, his more
developed argument has merit, and it is true to say that the Dead Sea Scrolls present less
halakhic diversity than rabbinic literature. It is a great sadness not to be able to debate this
issue with such a fine scholar.
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2. The Dominant Scholarly Discourse on 4QMMT

From the moment the scholarly world became aware of the work known
initially by the shorthand ‘Halakhic Letter,” it seemed we were coming face
to face with the events that led to the emergence of the movement behind
the Dead Sea Scrolls.® Initial readings of this fascinating ancient Jewish
work suggested the new text provided answers to many questions schol-
ars had been eager to find. The work was presented as a letter by the com-
munity’s elusive founder, the Teacher of Righteousness, to his nemesis, the
Wicked Priest.* A potent reading of the document as listing legal disagree-
ments between the movement and the priestly establishment in Jerusalem
that would ultimately lead to the former’s withdrawal to the site of Qum-
ran by the north western shore of the Dead Sea sparked the imagination of
scholars and the wider public alike. Equally dramatic was a controversial,
unauthorised publication of this explosive new evidence that led to a se-
ries of high profile court cases that went all the way to the Israeli Supreme
Court and a conference dedicated to the question of copyright raised by
this case.?

In the aftermath of its official publication in volume 10 of the series Dis-
coveries in the Judaean Desert (DJD 10) scholars were able to scrutinize the
work more closely. While the bulk of the text is made up of a series of ap-
parently contested stipulations on matters of Jewish legal observance,® the
analysis of the place of 4QMMT among the Dead Sea Scrolls continued to
be heavily influenced by a number of statements interspersed in the epi-
logue that follows the legal material. In particular, attention focused on a
supposed reference to a separation on the part of the author(s) from the
majority of the people.”

To alarge extent 4QMMT was treated from the beginning as sui generis —
arare gem that takes us right to the root of the emergence of the movement
behind the Scrolls.® Where connections were proposed with other texts
from within the Scrolls, such as identifying the supposed author with the

3 See, e.g., DJD 10, 115.

4 DJD 10, 119-121. For a discussion that addresses the issue of the genre of 4QMMT see
the contribution by Lutz Doering in this volume, p. 179-198. See also M. L. WhiTE / A. G.
KEeppiE, Jewish Fictional Letters from Hellenistic EQypt: Texts and Translations with Notes and
Introduction. WGRW 37 (Atlanta 2018).

> T. Lim / H. MacQueen (eds.), On Scrolls, Artefacts and Intellectual Property. LSTS 38
(London 2001).

% See the contribution by Vered Noam in this volume, p. 137-159, which addresses the
relationship of 4QMMT to rabbinic halakhah.

7 For a full and up to date analysis of this and other issues relating to prevalent readings
of 4QMMT and History see the contribution by John J. Collins in this volume, p. 161-178.

8 For an analysis of the language of 4QMMT, which sets this text apart within the Dead
Sea Scrolls, see DJD 10, 65-108 and the contribution by Noam Mizrahi to this volume, p.
67-83.



4QMMT in the Context of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Beyond 119

Teacher of Righteousness addressing the Wicked Priest, these have since
been exposed as speculative and resting on slim foundations in the text of
MMT itself.’

In reality, scholarly assessments of some of the most eye catching issues
raised by 4QMMT were based on highly fragmentary remains, often no
more than two or three at-times damaged words. 10 As a result, a number
of readings and interpretations remain contested in current research.!!

This contribution will focus on the portrayal of the crucial they-group
whose halakhic practices are criticised by the author(s) of the text and
whose actions are commonly taken to be the catalyst for the text’s refer-
ence to a separation from the majority of the people. This they-group is
frequently identified with the Pharisees,'?> whereas the authors’ own ha-
lakhic stance has been compared to that of the Sadducees as presented in
accounts of controversies between Pharisees and Sadducees in the Mish-
nah. Thus, Lawrence Schiffman has proposed identifying the authors of
4QMMT as Sadducees or drawing on Sadducean source material.'3 Else-
where Schiffman speaks of a “common halakhic substratum of the Sad-
ducean tradition”.!* Others have advocated that the halakhic disagree-
ments with the they-group in 4QMMT represent a broader legal debate out
of which positions attributed to Pharisees and Sadducees crystallised.!®

In sum, a large amount of attention devoted to this text has, curiously,
been driven by hypotheses based on individuals and groups that do not
occur in the manuscripts such as the Teacher of Righteousness, the Wicked
Priest, the Sadducees and the Pharisees.!®

3. More Nuanced Reflections in Recent Research

We noted above that neither the Teacher of Righteousness nor the Wicked
Priest — figures that occur in a small number of Scrolls — are found in

9 See, e.g., HempeL 2010a; KraTz 2017; L. STuckENBRUCK 2010; and John J. Collins in this
volume, p. 161-162 and 177.

10 Gee, for instance, the reference to the so-called tri-partite canon in 4Q397 14-21 10-11
I'l 4Q398 14-17 i 2-3 (viii 2-3 [C10-11]). For a forceful challenge see ULricH 2003; see also
the contribution by Reinhard G. Kratz in this volume, p. 85-104, esp. 90-91.

! For a sampling of the trajectory of research on MMT see HempeL 2010a, pE LoonER
2015; and voN WE1SSENBERG 2009.

12 Gee DJD 10, 115; and ScawarTtz 1996.

13 Scrrrrman 1996, 85; Id. 2008, 123-147. 299. 425-439.

14 SearrMAN 1996, 94. For further discussion of these issues see Vered Noam in this
volume, p. 139-158.

15'Y. Sussman, “Appendix 1: The History of the Halakha and the Dead Sea Scrolls”, in:
DJD 10, 179-206. KisTeEr 1999 characterizes the halakhic position behind MMT more cau-
tiously as “non-Pharisaic”.

16 See DJD 10, 114f. and the analysis by John J. Collins in this volume, p. 161-178.
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4QMMT. As a consequence, earlier lines of interpretation have made
way for a more nuanced discussion that focuses on what is preserved
in 4QMMT. Attention was drawn early on in the scholarly debate to
4QMMT s restrained polemic. The tone of the work was labelled “eirenic”1”
and interpreted as suggesting that it reflects an incipient phase in the emer-
gence of the movement.!® Atsuch an early stage, it was proposed, relations
and positions had not yet hardened to such an extent as we find in more
starkly polarised polemics against opponents elsewhere in the Scrolls.

Albert Baumgarten’s treatment of 4QMMT initially follows the domi-
nant line of interpretation before offering a number of insightful and nu-
anced caveats.!” Steven Fraade has been a seminal voice in critiquing the
view that 4QMMT represents a ‘real’ letter given its presence in multi-
ple copies which were produced over the span of a century at Qumran.
His laudably cautious analysis concludes that we are dealing, rather, with
an intra-mural communication to new or aspiring community members.?’
Max Grossman addressed these issues concurrently with Fraade by em-
phasizing the significance of the genre of MMT for historical analyses of
its contents.?!

If Fraade is right on the intra-mural function of MMT - and the number
of copies offers strong support for this view — it is worth looking again at
whether polemical engagement with a “they-group” has left its mark else-
where in the Scrolls. Particular attention will be paid to material where dis-
agreements with a they-group revolve around issues comparable to those
at stake in 4QMMT. A significant amount of work has been done already
on identifying the halakhic positions endorsed by the authors — or we-
group —of 4QMMT elsewhere in the Scrolls, especially in the Temple Scroll,
the Laws of the Damascus Document and 4Q513 (4QOrdinancesP).?2

What has thus far been overlooked are relevant halakhic controversies
with a misguided they-group in the Dead Sea Scrolls beyond 4QMMT. In
what follows I will begin by outlining the main areas of dispute with the
they-group in 4QMMT as they emerge from the Kratz Edition before turn-
ing to the Admonition of the Damascus Document and 4QApocryphonC*®

17 See, e.g., DJD 10, 114.

'8 DID 10, 109-121 and others.

19 A. 1. BAUMGARTEN, The Flourishing of Jewish Sects in the Maccabean Era: An Interpretation.
JSJSup 55 (Leiden 1997) 75-80.

%0 Fraape 2000. It is noteworthy that Fraade’s important article discusses the Epilogue
at much greater length than the legal section of 4QMMT. See also Fraape 2003. BROOKE
2005, 167, labels MMT “an open circular”.

2 Grossman 2001.

22 See, for instance, the various contributions in KaMpeN / BERNSTEIN 1996; HEMPEL 2013,
173-186; ScuirrmMan 2008, 123-147; KisTer 1999 as well as the important contribution by
Vered Noam in this volume, p. 142-146, which demonstrates a relationship between parts
of 4QMMT, 4Q513 and 4Q251.
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(4Q390) where comparable critiques are aired and frequently attributed to
a they-group. We will also note the case of 4QOrdinances® (4Q514) which
seems to promote a comparable position to that ascribed to the opponents
in 4QMMT. The latter intertexts are materially and chronologically much
closer to 4QMMT than rabbinic material and, yet, have been overlooked in
research on 4QMMT to date.

4. The They-Group in 4QMMT

The following halakhic concerns are raised in 4QMMT vis-a-vis practices
the authors find unacceptable.”> These practices are often explicitly at-
tributed to a they-group though, as Qimron and Strugnell have observed,
4QMMT contains a significant spectrum of halakhic statements of various
lengths and does not conform to a single pattern of presentation. Thus,
Qimron and Strugnell note,

Some halakhot are very short, and only describe either the (wrong) practice of the op-

ponents or the (correct) view of the sect (though sometimes both the opponents’ prac-

tice and the sect’s view are stated). Some halakhot develop a more complex structure

as the polemic is expanded by justificatory clauses and even the occasional citation of
scriptural proof-texts. (DJD 10, 136)

The material can be grouped into six categories.

4.1. A New Proposal for Reading the Heading to the Halakhic
Section of 4QMMT 4Q394 3-7 i 4-5a (i 5-6a [B1-2])

On our reading of the text as it emerges from the Kratz edition the they-
group is first mentioned much earlier in the halakhic section of 4QMMT
than previously supposed. Immediately after the opening words introduc-
ing the halakhic section of 4QMMT “These are some of our words ... ” the
new edition clearly indicates that the next preserved word is onw which,
on my reading and quite naturally, should be translated “which they” fol-
lowed by initial mem.?* In analogy with 4Q394 3-7i 9 (i 10; cf. also 4Q394
8 iv 8-9 [iv 8-9]) this mem is best taken as the opening letter of a participle
plural and the remains of the first reference to a practice of the they-group
rather than the latter part of an extended and somewhat repetitive head-
ing as reconstructed in DJD 10, 46f., particularly in the English translation:
“These are some of our rulings [...] which are [some of the rulings accord-
ing to the] precepts (of the Torah).” Alas, what remains does not allow us
to identify anything about the nature of the contested practice.

% See DJD 10, 123-177; see also Scuirrman 1996, 90-94.
2 See also DJD 10, 110. Unless otherwise indicated translations from the DSS are my
own and biblical translations are taken from the NRSV.
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Moreover, rather than taking the opening word of 4Q394 3-7i5 (i 6
[B2]) as the noun o'wyn “works” (Kratz) or “precepts” (DJD 10, 47 pas-
sim) as it is customarily read, the verb nwy is attested in the hiphil in rab-
binic Hebrew and here constitutes another hiphil (or possibly piel) partici-
ple referring to the they-group as “they who are causing (them?) to do
which we” or, as Jacob Levy put it in 1924, “zum Thun veranlassen.”?
The widespread use of plural participles has been recognized as a particu-
lar characteristic of the halakhic discussion in 4QMMT (e.g. DJD 10, 135),
though this example has not been previously recognized. In sum, itis clear
that the halakhic discussion proper begins rather promptly after a more
succinct introduction.

4.2. Cultic Purity and Propriety
4.2.1. Desecration of holy food 4Q394 3-7 i 6b-8a (i 7b—9a [B3-5])

This passage, which has for some time been interpreted as referring to de-
filement by contact with gentile grain, is re-examined by Vered Noam in
this volume. Noam makes a strong case for understanding 4Q394 3-7 i
6b-8a (i 7b—9a) alongside 4Q513 2 ii and 4QQ251 16 as referring to contam-
ination of holy food shared with unsuitable women who joined a priestly
household (cf. Lev 21-22).

4.2.2. The improper re-use of vessels used for cooking sacrifices,
especially purification offerings 4Q394 3-7 i 8b-11a and 4Q3951 1
(i 9b-12a [B5-8])

A new topic is dealt with in 4Q394 3-7 i 8b-11a (i 9b—12a) where we find a
reference to the they-group’s practices after cooking sacrifices. The proper
treatment of vessels in which sacrifices have been prepared is at issue, cf.
Lev 6:21 (English v. 28, see DJD 10:136, 149).

4.2.3. The sacrifice of the gentiles followed by a reference likening the
sacrificial practices of the they-group (or the gentiles?) to “fornication”
(mar)?6 4Q394 3-7 i 11b-12a and 4Q395 1 4 (i 12b-13a [B8-9])

Though still dealing with the question of sacrifices a new section is intro-
duced with “And concerning the sacrifice of the gentiles” in 4Q394 3-7 i
11b (i 12b). A well supported reconstruction based on 4Q395 1 4 continues
the chain of third masculine plural participles with “they are sacrificing”

7. Levy, Worterbuch iiber die Talmudim und Midraschim (Berlin / Wien 1924) 3:124.
% On the root znh in the Second Temple period see Vered Noam in this volume, p. 148.
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at the end of 4Q394 3-7 i 11b (i 12b). The last preserved phrase of this seg-
ment likens the sacrificial practices of a they-group (or the gentiles?) to
“fornication” (mar).

4.2.4. Leaving the cereal offering of well-being overnight 4Q394 3-7 i
12b-14 and 4Q395 1 5-6 (i 13b-15 [B9-11])%’

The remaining text of 4Q394 3-7 i 13b-14 as presented in the Kratz Edition
(i 14b-15) criticises the they-group for leaving the offering of wellbeing
overnight (cf. Lev 7:15). Qimron and Strugnell propose restoring a refer-
ence to the accompanying cereal offering at 4Q394 3-7 i 12b-13a (i 13b-
14a) and interpret the passage as dealing with leaving the cereal offering
overnight. Such a reconstruction is convincing based on the second person
feminine singular personal pronoun that follows in 4Q394 3-7 i 13 (i 14).28

Debates on limits for consuming cereal offerings as found both in the
Temple Scroll (11QT? 20) and in the present passage should be considered
in the context of the evidence for a decoupling of bloodless sacrifices from
the Temple in a range of Second Temple period sources.?’ In fact, it would
appear that clarifications were necessary on exegetical grounds such as a
lack of detail on this matter in the Pentateuch, but also because some took
liberties with the timing for consuming this offering.*

4.2.5. The Red Cow ritual 4Q394 3-7 i 16b-19a and 4Q395 1 8-10a
(i 17b—20a [B13-16])

This section deals with the red cow ritual (DJD 10, 152-154). Numbers
19 contains instructions to Moses and Aaron for a red cow to be slaugh-
tered and burnt. Cedar wood, hyssop and scarlet yarn are thrown in to
the flames. The ashes are mixed with water, and this water of purification
is sprinkled on individuals and objects that have come into contact with a
dead body. The particular issue for the authors of 4QMMT is the purity of
those preparing the ashes and sprinkling the water. While full purification
was complete only after immersion and waiting until sunset on the final
day of the purification period, some ancient Jews allowed for a kind of in-
terim purification after immersion known in rabbinic texts as the principle

% See ScuirFMAN 2008, 124-126. 365-377 and Id. 1996, 86f.

2 DJD 10, 8. 150-152. The editors note the more elaborate treatment of the cereal offering
in the Temple Scroll (11QT?* 19:11-21:10).

? MiLcrom 2007, 199. See also Amos 4:5 as noted by B. A. Leving, Leviticus. JPS Torah
Commentary (Philadelphia 2003) 42. For a detailed discussion on the cereal offering see
also R. RenpTORFF, Studien zur Geschichte des Opfers im Alten Israel. WMANT (Neukirchen-
Vluyn 1967) 169-198.

% For an account of a more lenient attitude towards the consumption of the cereal offer-
ing see m. Zevahim 6:1 as noted by Yapin 1983, 2:89.
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of tevul yom (“immersed [on that] day”). Such a preliminary purification
was not acceptable to the authors of 4QMMT and is condemned also else-
where in the Scrolls.3! While there is no explicit reference to a they-group
here, the fact the issue is emphasized and followed by another admonition
reminding the priests of their responsibilities indicates that the authors are
responding to lax practice and debates on the issue. We find a position akin
to the opponents of the authors of MMT in 4QOrdinances® (4Q514) to be
discussed below.

4.2.6. The (im)purity of animal hides 4Q394 3-7 ii 2—4 and 4Q395 1 11b-12
(see also 4Q397 1-2 + 4Q398 1-3) (ii 2—4 and ii 7-10 [B18-24])3

According to Lev 11 the carcasses of clean animals transmit impurity until
sundown.®® Although the remains in 4QMMT are fragmentary the issue
of the purity of animal hides can be established with confidence. A group
of fragments from 4Q397 1-2 + 4Q398 1-3 (ii 7-10 [B21-24]) preserve more
material on the hides and carcasses of pure animals and their use as vessel
handles.3*

The Temple Scroll endorses a prohibition of bringing the hides of ani-
mals slaughtered outside the temple into the temple (11QT? 47:7-15). The
Damascus Document, by contrast, allows for a purification procedure for
impure hides alongside garments and tools rather than an outright ban
(cf. 4Q269 [4QDY] 8; 4Q270 [4QD*] 3 and 4Q271 [4QDf] 2).35 The Dam-
ascus Document here preserves precious evidence of endorsing a practice
that is condemned in 4QMMT which indicates that the Scrolls attest to a
spectrum of stances on halakhic matters.

The issue of the purity of animal hides is also addressed in the Temple
Scroll (11QT? 51:4-5) which prescribes immersion and waiting until sun-
down for anyone carrying any part of an animal carcass, including hides.
However, whereas the Temple Scroll is concerned with the purification
process, the emphasis in the fragmentary remains of 4QMMT is on exclu-
sion from the sanctuary/holiness (see 4Q398 2-3). Beyond the Scrolls, Jose-
phus refers to a decree by Antiochus Il granting the Jews the right to forbid
impure hides in the city of Jerusalem which demonstrates that the authors

%1 See]. M. BAUMGARTEN, “The Red Cow Purification Rites in Qumran Texts”, JJS 46 (1995)
112-119.

%2 See Scuirrman 2008, 130-137 and Id. 1996, 87f.

* DJD 10, 154-156; BAumGarTEN 1980; ]. MiLGrowM, “Studies in the Temple Scroll”, Jewish
Quarterly Review 97 (1978) 501-523, esp. 512-518.

3 As indicated in the Kratz Edition above, the precise placement of this group of frag-
ments in relation to 4Q394 is uncertain.

%5 ScurrFMAN 1996, 92f. and KisTer 1999, 319-323. See also HempeL 1998 (pb. SBL 2006),
59-62 for a composite text, discussion and bibliography.
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of 4QMMT were not alone in their concern about the purity of hides (cf.
A.J. 12:3.4).

4.2.7. The place of slaughter and slaughtering practices 4Q394 3-7 ii
14b-19; 8 iii 6b-9a; 4QQ397 3 2-5; 4Q396 1-2 i 1 and 4Q397 4 1-2 (ii 15b—iii
9a [B27-B38])3°

4Q394 3-7 ii 14b (ii 15b) resumes the argument that breaks off at 4Q394 3-7
ii 5 (ii 4) after several lines of lost text and still deals with the issue of slaugh-
ter. The passage begins with the first reference to “that which is written”
preserved in 4QMMT.?” After a paraphrase, or with George Brooke more
precisely “re-ordering,” of Lev 17:3-4% and a reference to “the north of the
camp” (4Q397 3 2),%° the interpretation is introduced with “And we are of
the view that,” and the authors identify “the camp” as the place of slaugh-
ter according to Lev 17:3 with Jerusalem before turning to an interpretation
of “outside of the camp” after which the text breaks off. This topic also oc-
curs in the Temple Scroll (11QT? 52:13-16) where the rationale is the status
of Jerusalem as God’s chosen place (cf. Deut 12:26).4°

4.2.8. Liquid streams 4Q394 8 iv 5-8a; 4Q396 1-2 ii 6b—9a
and 4Q397 6-13 1b-2a (iv 5-8a [B55-58])

This statement offers the authors’ position on the impurity of liquid
streams which extends upstream, so to speak, even to the pure vessel
out of which such streams are poured into an impure vessel. The Scrolls
provide powerful evidence that subsequent debates on this matter in the
Mishnah are rooted in earlier discussions.*! The significant point for us
is the halakhic issue at stake rather than the attribution of opposing posi-

36 DJD 10, 156-158; see also BERNSTEIN 1996.

5 DJD 10, 156f. For an analysis of the use of this formula in 4QMMT including to intro-
duce paraphrases of scripture see BERNSTEIN 1996, 38—46, BRooke 1997, and Reinhard G.
Kratz in this volume, p. 93-99.

3 Brooke 1997, 72. See also DJD 10, 156f.; Kister 1999, 338; Scuirrman 2008, 60-63; E.
Esner, “4QLev?: A Possible Source for the Temple Scroll and Migsat Ma‘aéeh Ha-Torah”,
DSD 2 (1995) 1-13; and BernstEIN 1996, 39f.

% For a reference to the north side of the altar as the place of slaughter see Lev 10:11,
cf. DJD 10, 157. Qimron’s more recent edition is less certain about reading “[n]orth,” see
QimroN 2013, 207 [Hebrew] and note 16b ad ii 16 in the Kratz Edition (DJD 4Q394 3-7ii 15).
A comparison of older images (B-284504 in the Leon Levy Digital Library dating from 1960)
with the more recent image (B-358371 from 2013) suggests that part of 4Q397 3 2 broke off
in the interval. The earlier photo and DJD 10: Plate V clearly preserve remains of pe and
traces of waw to support the reading “[the n]orth of the camp” in DJD 10, 48f. and the Kratz
Edition above.

40 See YaDIN 1983, 1:315f; 2:231f. 234f., KraTz 2007, and Scuirrman 2008, 297-313.

“Yapin 1983, 2:213; DJD 10, 161f.
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tions on this matter to Pharisees and Sadducees in rabbinic texts.? Beyond
the declaration of the their own position on the part of the authors (“we
say”) this statement lacks reference to a they-group but, again, suggests
a need to reinforce their view which is suggestive of divergent views on
the matter. Both the Temple Scroll (11QT? 49:5-21a)** and the Damascus
Document (CD 12:15b-18 and 4Q266 [D?] 9 ii 2b-5a) are concerned with
the pronounced susceptibility of liquids to defile in the house of a dead
person. Note also that the rules on the admission of new members into
the community in the Community Rule (1QS 6:13-23; 4Q256 11) demand
a longer period for preserving the purity of liquids than for solid items
which reflects anxiety about the enhanced potency of liquids for trans-
mitting impurity.#* It is curious that the Community Rule’s two tiered
approach conceptually resembles the notion of an interim state of provi-
sional purity that is decried in 4QMMT.

4.2.9. On corpse impurity 4Q396 1-2 iv 1b-3 and 4QQ397 6-13 10b-12a
(v 2b—4a [B72-74])

This passage draws on Num 19:16-18 to make the case that contact with a
bone is as defiling as touching a dead person.*® The issue is also addressed
in the Temple Scroll (11QT? 50:4-6).

4.3. Priestly Responsibilities and Privileges*

In addition to the specific issue of priestly privilege concerning priestly
dues (see 4.3.4. below) the halakhic particularities covered in 4QMMT are
interspersed with a number of admonitions that refer to priestly responsi-
bilities and privileges in providing leadership to the people.

4.3.1. The priests are responsible to ensure the people do not bear sin
4Q394 3-7 i 14b-16a and 4Q395 1 6b-7 (i 16-17 [B12-13])

This is the first of three occurrences of a formula indirectly admonishing
the priests not to cause the people to bear sin. The language is reminiscent
of Lev 22:16 as noted by Bernstein.*” While it is the priests who are held

2 See note 15 above.

* YapIN 1983, 1:325-334; 2:210-218.

# See C. HempeL, “Who is Making Dinner at Qumran”, JTS 63 (2012) 49-65 and C.
WasskeN, “Daily Life”, in: Brooke / HEmPEL 2019, 547-558.

* See DJD 10, 170f,; also V. Noam, “Qumran and the Rabbis on Corpse Impurity: Com-
mon Exegesis — Tacit Polemic”, in: HempeL 2010, 397-430.

% For the argument that MMT reflects predominantly inner-priestly debate and draws
on Ez 44 see WEARNE 2019.

47 BERNSTEIN 1996, 36.
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responsible in 4QMMT, it is those who wrongfully consume holy food in
a priestly household that cause the people to bear sin in Lev 22:10-16.48
Both Qimron / Strugnell and Bernstein relate this admonition to the issue
of leaving the cereal offering overnight which is referred in the preceding
halakhic statement. However, it is clear that Lev 22:16 (“and so cause them
to bear iniquity and guilt, by eating their holy things”) and, indeed, Lev
22:10-16 are concerned, rather, with the consumption of holy food by those
who defile it.

4.3.2. The sons of Aaron are responsible [...] 4Q394 3-7 i 19b-ii 1a and
4Q395 1 10b-11a (i 20b—ii 1a [B16-17])

The second occurrence of the formula referring, again in the third person,
to the sons of Aaron and their responsibilities breaks off before we are told
anything about the particular issues at stake. However, the conjunction
“for’ ("2) that introduces this admonition to the priests suggests the area
for vigilance addressed here is the rigorous preparation and application of
the ashes of the red cow which immediately precedes the conjunction (see
4Q394 3-7 1 16b-19a; 4Q395 1 8-10a [i 17b-20a {B13-16}] and 4.2.5. above).

4.3.3. The sons of the prie[st]s are to take care in all these matters and not
cause the people to bear guilt 4Q394 3-7 ii [12b]-14a and 4Q397 3 1
(ii 13b-15 [B25-27])

The final admonition stresses the need for the priests to be vigilant in “all
these matters” (rather than more narrowly “in this matter” as found in
4Q394 3-7 i 15 [i 16]) either refers to the discussion on animal hides that
precedes in 4.2.6. above or, conceivably, a more comprehensive collection
of preceding stipulations.

4.3.4. Priestly dues 4Q394 8 iv 12b-14a; 4Q396 1-2 iii 2b—4a and 4Q397
6-13 4b-5 (iv 12b—14a [B62-64])

According to Lev 19:23-25 the fruit of newly planted trees shall stay un-
touched for three years and in the fourth year it shall be holy and “an of-
fering of rejoicing to the Lord” (trans. Milgrom). The authors of 4QMMT,
alongside a number of other ancient Jewish texts including the Temple
Scroll, the Damascus Document, but also Targum Pseudo-Jonathan, the
Samaritans and later Karaites (DJD 10, 164f.) attest what Schiffman rightly
refers to as a “shared halakhic tradition” that allocates the fourth year pro-

* For an extensive discussion of this issue see the contribution by Vered Noam in this
volume, p. 140-149.
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duce to the priests.49 This is followed by a brief reference to the tenth part
of cattle and sheep as belonging to the priests where Leviticus stipulates it
shall be “holy to the LORD” (cf. Lev 27:32).%°

4.4. Forbidden Sexual Relations

Forbidden sexual relations are dealt with twice in 4QMMT.

4.4.1. Non-Israelites, mamzerim, and those with deformed genitals
4Q394 8 iii 9b-19a; 4Q396 1-2 i 5-ii 1a and 4Q397 5 1-6°! (iii 9b-19a
[B39-49])

The first passage outlining the position of the authors of 4QMMT on for-
bidden sexual relations deals both with non-Israelites as well as those of
illegitimate birth (the mamzer) or deformed genitals. A similar combina-
tion of exclusions occurs in Deut 23 and 4QFlorilegium. While the ruling
initially raises concerns about who may enter the congregation it quickly
becomes apparent that it is, rather, the concomitant marriages and defil-
ing sexual relations that are at issue. Particularly acute is the consequence
that such defiling spouses enter the sanctuary. Similar concerns expressed
in comparable terms come to the fore in the Admonition of the Damascus
Document as will be demonstrated in section 4.7.2. below.

4.4.2. Forbidden marriages entered into among laity and priesthood
40394 8 v 11?; 4Q396 1-2 iv 4-11 and 4Q397 6-13 12b-15 (v 4b-12
[B74-82])

Whereas what remains of the first passage is concerned with forbidden
unions among the people, the second set of stipulations explicitly impli-
cates both laity and priests in condemned marital practices. The authors
underpin their own stance by appealing to the holiness of both the people
of Israel and the priests, the contamination of the holy seed, as well as the
law on forbidden mixtures (Deut 22:9-11). The issue at hand is intermar-
riage between Jews and gentiles on the part of both laity and priests.>? In

4 ScurrrMAN 1996, 88.

% Both topics are dealt with in the same order in the Damascus Document as highlighted
in HEmpeL 2013, 182. 183-185.

51 Cf. Deut 23:2—4; also 4QFlorilegium (4Q174) 1-2 i 3-4 and Neh 13:1-2. See DJD 10,
158-160; BERNSTEIN 1996, 34f. 37f.; Id., “Women and Children in Legal and Liturgical Texts
from Qumran”, in: Id. 2013, [614-634] 625; and S. ConeN, The Beginnings of Jewishness:
Boundaries, Varieties, Uncertainties (Berkeley / Los Angeles 2000) 261f.

52 Gee Haves 2002, 82-91 and C. Wassen, “The Importance of Marriage in the Construc-
tion of a Sectarian Identity in the Dead Sea Scrolls”, in: S. ByrskoG / R. HAkOLA / J. JOKIRANTA
(eds.), Social Memory and Social Identity in the Study of Early Judaism and Early Christianity.
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addition to contested marriages 4QMMT legislates on a series of further
exclusions.

4.5. Other Exclusions

Further exclusions found in 4QMMT concern the blind and the deaf from
coming into contact with the purity of the sanctuary, dogs from Jerusalem,
as well as those inflicted with skin disease who have not completed the
purification process from holy food. We will briefly deal with each item in
turn.

4.5.1. Concerns about the presence of the blind and the deaf in the
sanctuary 4Q394 8 iii 19b—iv 4 and 4Q396 1-2 ii 1b-6 (iii 19b-iv 4
[B49-54])

This passage expresses concerns about the limitations of the blind and deaf
in observing the law with regard to offerings and the purity of the sanctu-
ary. Blindness, though not deafness, is part of the list of blemishes that
excludes Aaron’s descendants from the priestly office according to Lev
21:16-24. Similar exclusions with distinct rationales are attested elsewhere
in the non-biblical Scrolls.>* The Rule of the Congregation is concerned
with disabilities on account of the presence of angels (1QSa 2:5-9).>> The
Damascus Document deals with the exclusion of those with learning diffi-
culties from joining the camp community (CD 15:15-17; 4Q266 [D?] 8 i and
4Q270 [DF] 6 ii; see also CD 15:11). Both in CD 15:10-11 and 15 the concern
with intellectual disability is referred to after emphasizing the importance
of being able to absorb knowledge. According to CD 15:10-11 knowledge
concerning the ordinances (o"vawnn) is withheld until the overseer has as-
sured himself of the candidate’s mental capacity. In CD 15:14-15 the con-
text appears to be the ability to retain knowledge imparted in the course
of a year’s instruction. The list continues with physical disabilities includ-
ing blindness, deafness, walking impairments or immaturity on account
of youth followed by a rationale based on the presence of angels.’® As

NTOA/SUNT 116 (Gottingen 2016) 127-150. For the view that marriages between priests
and laity are at issue see Qimron in DJD 10, 171-175.

 See A. Friscu / L. H. Scuirrman, “The Body in Qumran Literature: Flesh and Spirit,
Purity and Impurity in the Dead Sea Scrolls”, DSD 23 (2016) [155-182] 164-170.

3 On the distinctive rationale given for the exclusion of the blind and the deaf in 4QMMT
vis-a-vis other comparable exclusions see KisTer 1999, 339-342.

% See A. Suemest, ““The Holy Angels are in Their Council’: The Exclusion of Deformed
Persons from Holy Places in Qumranic and Rabbinic Literature”, DSD 4 (1997) 179-206.

% C. Wassen, “What Do Angels Have Against the Blind and the Deaf? Rules of Exclu-
sion in the Dead Sea Scrolls”, in: W. O. McCreapy / A. ReiNHARTZ (eds.), Common Judaism:
Explorations in Second Temple Judaism (Minneapolis 2008) 115-129, notes 270-280.
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in 4QMMT the exclusions in CD 15 are related to halakhic competence fol-
lowed by physical limitations and a new rationale referring to the presence
of angels. Intellectual impairments inhibit halakhic competence whereas
physical disabilities are linked with the presence of the angels in the com-
munity. Elsewhere in the Damascus Document, in the context of the dis-
qualification of priests, poor eyesight, learning difficulties, and issues with
speech are listed (4Q266 [D?] 5 ii; 4Q267 [DP] 5 iii and 4Q273 2).7 The ra-
tionale offered is the danger of misleading in a capital case. The Temple
Scroll prohibits the blind from entering the city of the sanctuary in their
lifetime supported by the status of the city as God’s dwelling place (11QT*®
45:12-14).8 According to the War Scroll, finally, the young, women, those
with physical impairments, damaged skin or temporary uncleanness as a
result of an emission of semen are excluded from the combatants in the es-
chatological war due to the presence of the angels (1QM 7; cf. Deut 23:11-
12).%° In sum, the concerns about the diminished halakhic competence of
the blind and the deaf expressed in 4QMMT are mirrored in a number of
scrolls. Rationales range from the presence of angels (1QSa, CD 15, and
1QM), God’s presence in the city of the sanctuary (11QT?), and halakhic
competence as found in 4QMMT and CD 15. Uniquely in 4QMMT we find
a reference to a they-group, presumably made up of those unable to see or
hear, who are nevertheless approaching the purity of the sanctuary. This
would suggest that in 4QMMT, as in Lev 21 and in the Damascus Docu-
ment, the concern is with priests who suffer such impairments.

4.5.2. The exclusion of dogs from the holy camp 4Q394 8 iv 8b—9a;
4Q396 1-2 ii 9b-11a and 4Q397 6-13 2b-3a (iv 8-9 [B58-59])

This passage excludes dogs from the holy camp. A reference to the temple
makes it clear that Jerusalem is in view. Curiously the they-“group” here
are dogs who are eating bones discarded from the holy offerings in the
sanctuary with residual flesh left on them.®

¥ DJD 18, 49-52. 102. 195. For a composite text and discussion including further litera-
ture see HEmpEL 1998, 39-43.

58 DJD 10, 160f.; YApin 1983, 1:289-291; Scuirrman 2008, 391-393.

%Y. Yapin, The Scroll of the War of the Sons of Light Against the Sons of Darkness (Oxford
1962) 70-73. 290f.

% Elisha Qimron has identified a fragment of the Temple Scroll (11QT¢) that prohibits
rearing chickens in Jerusalem and notes its affinity to the attitude about dogs reflected in
4QMMT, cf. E. QimroN, “Chickens in the Temple Scroll (11QT¢)”, Tarbiz 64 (1995) 473-476
[Hebrew] and E. Qimron, The Temple Scroll: A Critical Edition with Extensive Reconstructions
(Beer Sheva / Jerusalem 1996) 69.
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4.5.3. Those afflicted with skin disease (sara‘at) 4Q394 8 iv 14b-16;
4Q396 1-2 iii 4b—-iv 1a and 4Q397 6-13 6-10a (iv 14a—v 2a [B64-72])

This passage is concerned with reinforcing the exclusion period for those
afflicted with skin disease until the end of the purification period. This
topic is addressed both in Lev 14 (DJD 10, 166-170) as well as in Lev 22:4—
8.%! In a recent article Gareth Wearne makes a strong case for Lev 22 and
Ezekiel 44 underlying this discussion and proposes that priestly practices
are in mind.%?

4.6. The Special Status of Jerusalem

4.6.1. Jerusalem identified with the camp and the chosen place® 4Q394 8
iv 9b—12a; 4Q396 1-2 ii 11b-iii 2a and 4Q397 6-13 3b—4a (iv 9b-12a
[B59-62])

We noted the identification of Jerusalem with the camp as the place of
slaughter in an interpretation of Lev 17:3 alongside the justification of
Jerusalem as the chosen place in a similar context in the Temple Scroll
based on Deut 26:26 (see 4.2.7.).%* Based on a reference to the temple in
the context of excluding dogs from the holy camp we noted that Jerusalem
was also in view in the exclusion of dogs dealt with in 4.5.2. above. The
topic of Jerusalem recurs here where both frames of reference — the camp
(Lev 17:3—4) and the chosen place (Deut 12:5)%> — are combined in a much
less focused manner:

For Jerusalem is the camp of holiness and it is the place which He has chosen from all
the tribes of [Israel for] Jerusalem is the head of the c[amps of Israel].

It is significant that the relative pronoun that evokes Deut 12:5 in this pas-
sage resembles the language of the author(s) of 4QMMT (-w) rather than
the form that predominates in the Hebrew Bible ("W). The latter is attested
in the discussion on the place of slaughter in 4Q394 3-7 ii 19b (ii 20b, see
4.2.7. above).®® This suggests the string of statements in the present pas-
sage recapitulates what has been said on the place of Jerusalem elsewhere
in MMT. The aim of such a comprehensive statement goes beyond link-
ing the scriptural paradigms on the camp and the chosen place. By intro-

®! This was first suggested by Menahem Kister as noted in DJD 10, 169.

2 WEARNE 2019.

9 ScHrFFMAN 1996, 88-90.

% In a private communication Steven Fraade has pointed out that the Temple Scroll also
shares the connection of the camp to the city of Jerusalem.

% See Kratz 2007 and H. Birensorm, “The Halakhic Status of Jerusalem according to
4QMMT, 1 Enoch, and Tannaitic Literature”, Meghillot 7 (2009) 3-17 (Hebrew), IX (English
Abstract).

% DJD 10, 50. 83f.
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ducing the hapax “camp of holiness” (DJD 10, 53) and culminating in the
phrase “head of the camps” both paradigms are incorporated to convey
the overriding message that Jerusalem is unique — and thus bringing the
message of Lev 17 of a camp that is by nature transient in line with Deut 12
by stressing Jerusalem’s position as the single, unalterable chosen place.

Having re-examined the material on the they-group and halakhic de-
bate in 4QMMT as it emerges particularly from the Kratz edition we will
now turn our attention to passages that attest a they-group outside of
4QMMT.

4.7. The They-Group Beyond 4QMMT

In this section we will focus on three texts that attest both a they-group in
opposition to the discourse of the texts in hand as well intriguing examples
where the position of the they-group known from 4QMMT is endorsed in
halakhic texts from Qumran.

4.7.1. The Admonition of the Damascus Document

The Admonition of the Damascus Document contains a number of pas-
sages that highlight the shortcomings of a contemporary they-group. In
particular, a well known passage describes Israel ensnared by Belial, a
leader of dark forces in the Scrolls (CD 4:12-5:19; 4Q266 3; 4Q267 2 and
6Q15).%” Based on a particular reading of the oracle of doom in Isa 24:17%
the three perils mentioned in the prophetic text — terror, pit, and snare —
are interpreted as three nets of Belial. In a further stage of exposition the
nets are, in turn, identified with fornication, wealth, and defiling the sanc-
tuary. The text goes on to illustrate fornication as practicing polygamy or,
conceivably, remarrying after bereavement or divorce.®” While the exact
offence is not found in 4QMMT, the verbal root znh occurs and inappropri-
ate marriages are a key concern in the text. The third net is identified with
defiling the sanctuary, a generic accusation that applies to many issues
identified in 4QMMT and dealt with in section 4 above. Daniel Schwartz
has related the material in CD 4-5 to the opening lines of the Epilogue
of 4QMMT.”? He draws attention to a fascinating parallel with the sins of

7 See H. voN WEISSENBERG, “God(s), Angels and Demons”, in: Brooke / HEmPEL 2019,
490-495.

68 Cf. also Jer 48:43.

% For a comprehensive analysis including references to previous studies see Wassex
2005, 114-118.

70 Scuwartz 1996, 76. We note also the connections that have been drawn between CD 1
and 4Q390, a text to be dealt with below, see C. J. Patrick Davis, “Torah-Performance and
History in the Golah: Rewritten Bible or ‘Re-Presentational’ Authority in the Apocryphon
of Jeremiah C”, in: P. FLiNT / ]. DunamME / K. S. Baex (eds.), Celebrating the Dead Sea Scrolls:
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the sons of Eli — sexual impropriety and defiling the sanctuary — according
to 1 Samuel 2:22. To this we may add the use of the label ‘sons of be-
lial” (“worthless guys”) with reference to Eli’s sons in 1 Sam 2:12 which
resonates with the references to Belial in the Damascus Document (CD
4:12, 15), 4QMMT (4Q398 14-17 ii 5 [viii 16 {C29}]), and Apocryphon of
JeremiaC* (4Q390 21 4).

Further, the Admonition of the Damascus Document includes a quo-
tation and interpretation of Malachi 1:10 (CD 6:11b-14a) that admonishes
those addressed not to light the altar in vain and is often read as referring
to the movement’s rejection of the Jerusalem Temple.71 However, in Mal
1:10 priests are rebuked for bringing unacceptable offerings which sug-
gests the issue is not the cult as such but rather cultic misuse. Already in
the Damascus Document the list of prescriptions that follows the quota-
tion of Mal 1:10 in CD 6:14b-7:4a presupposes offerings to the temple.”
Amongst the diverse list of twelve halakhic rules in CD 6:14b-7:4a”3 four
point to concerns similar to those felt by the authors of 4QMMT and imply
violations of the authors’ positions on marriage and cultic practice.

1. To distinguish between impure and pure and to make known (the
difference) between holy and profane (CD 6:17-18; 4Q266 3 ii 23; cf. also
CD 12:19b—20a; 4Q266 9 ii 6-7)7*

2. To offer holy things according to the exact prescriptions (CD 6:20;
40269 4ii 1-2; 6Q154 1)

3. To keep from fornication according to the law (CD 7:1-2; 4Q269 4
i 5)7

4. To keep separate from all kinds of uncleanness according to the laws
concerning them (CD 7:3; 4Q269 4ii 7)

The critique in the Damascus Document is directed against outsiders
(“Israel”).”® Moreover, these overlapping concerns suggest that the sorts
of disagreements held against the they-group in 4QMMT are part of a
wider debate that was not settled by a schism that occurred early in the
history of the movement. This is corroborated further by shared legal is-

A Canadian Collection (Atlanta 2011) 467-495 including a comprehensive discussion of ear-
lier literature and K. Davis, The Cave 4 Apocryphon of Jeremiah and the Qumran Jeremianic
Traditions. STD] 111 (Leiden 2014), especially 175-232.

) my earlier view in Hemper 2000, 31 and Kniss 1987, 52f.

7 Cf. Kniss 1987, 54.

73 HempeL 2000, 31; see also P. R. Davies, The Damascus Covenant: An Interpretation of
the “Damascus Document” (Sheffield 1982) 161f. who includes CD 6:11b-14a and counts
thirteen prescriptions.

7 Cf. Kniss 1987, 53.

7> We know of references to improper sexual practices both within and outside marriage
which are presented as live issues in the movement described in the Damascus Document
including in the Catalogue of Transgressions and the Penal Code, see Wassex 2005, 107—
112. 171-197.

7% See, e.g., Knisp 1987, 40f. and Wassen 2005, 113-118.
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sues expounded in 4QMMT and the Laws of Damascus Document as noted
above.”

4.7.2. 4QApocryphon of JeremiaC® 4Q390

The remains of this manuscript begin with a reference to the divinely sanc-
tioned leadership of the sons of Aaron which is nevertheless followed by
a decline towards wickedness. As the editor has rightly pointed out it is
unclear whether the third person plural pronouns condemn the behaviour
of the people, the sons of Aaron or both.”8 This is followed by a reminder
of an earlier pattern of recurring disobedience during the monarchy. The
cycle of waywardness is broken by recalling the exceptional role of “those
who came up first from their captivity to build the sanctuary” (4Q390 1
5-6). Such an explicit reference to the return from captivity in the Baby-
lonian exile is striking as it constitutes a singular acknowledgement of the
restoration period in the Dead Sea Scrolls where the whole period is else-
where passed over in silence.” This is followed by a statement on divine
legal revelation (4Q390 1 6-7). It is ambiguous whether the recipients are
the returnees or whether the discourse picks up a disobedient generation
last mentioned in 4Q390 1 4. A brief interlude of enlightened obedience is
followed by further disregard for the law. A remnant of fugitives is left but
under the influence of malevolent angels of mastemot — a phrase known
in this precise form only from 4QApocryphon of Jeremiah C® — even those
spared go on to commit evil deeds.?° Fragment 2 begins with a reference
to the holy sanctuary. Further disobedience and several periods of being
ruled by Belial and the angels of mastemot follow. The kinds of evil acts
listed in 4QQ390 2 i 9-11 and 2 ii 11 take us particularly close to the actions
of the they-group condemned in 4QMMT:

1. defiling the temple (4Q390 2 9)

2. defiling the seed with forbidden marriages (4Q390 2 10)

3. priests behaving inappropriately (4Q390 2 10)

4. and defiling the altar with unsuitable sacrifices (4Q390 2 ii 10-11)

40390 therefore offers a second example from the corpus of the non-
biblical Scrolls that reflects the issues portrayed as debated between the
authors of 4QMMT and the they-group.

77 See note 22 above.

78 DJD 30, 239 (Dimant).

7 See esp. CD 1; DJD 30, 244 (Dimant) and M. A. Kn1ss, “The Exile in the Literature of
the Intertestamental Period”, Heythrop Journal 17 (1976) 249-272.

8 DJD 30, 242 (Dimant).
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4.7.3. 4QOrdinances® (4Q514)%

Our final example is an exceptional legal text from Qumran which appears
to make allowance for eating pure food at a certain stage during the purifi-
cation process.82 Only in this text do we find the notion of “having begun
to become pure” (705 %9m, cf. 4Q514 11 4, 7) as well “his initial unclean-
ness” (Mw™n nrNY, cf. 40514 115, 7, 8). Line 7 makes it clear that both
terms refer to what appear to be consecutive stages in the process of pu-
rification that allow for a certain level of functional purity (tevul yom) after
immersion and before sun set on the last day of purification — in this case
seven days after defilement with semen.® Such a position would have
alienated the authors of 4QMMT and is contrary to the views expressed
in a host of other witnesses from the corpus of the DSS outlined in section
4.2.5. above.?* In short, it is likely that 4Q514 reflects a halakhic position
that is opposed by 4QMMT and attributed to the they-group opposed by
MMT. 1t is both curious and typical of the diversity attested at Qumran
that 4Q514 and 4QMMT are preserved side by side.

4.8. Conclusion

Influential previous assessments of 4QMMT'’s place among the Dead Sea
Scrolls have approached the text as offering a kind of missing link that
sheds light on the reasons for the movement’s secession from fellow Jews
on the basis of sharp differences in the interpretation of the Law. The
fresh engagement with the legal controversies exposed by 4QMMT above
demonstrates, by contrast, that far from offering a singular voice both sides
of the halakhic arguments reflected in 4QMMT are attested elsewhere in
the Scrolls. Rather than anchoring 4QMMT at a clearly defined point in
the emergence of the movement behind the Dead Sea Scrolls, our exami-
nation of the they-group both in 4QMMT and beyond demonstrates that
the halakhic discourse we find in 4QMMT is part and parcel of a contin-

81 DJD 7, 295-298 (Baillet) and MiLcrom 1994.

%2 See MiLGrom 2007, 968-976.

% On the significance of this text see C. Wassen, “Impurity in Purity Laws for Men and
Women in the Dead Sea Scrolls: A Comparison of Ideals and Praxis”, in: J. FrRey / N. Rup-
scHus (eds.), Women in Early Judaism and Early Christianity. WUNT/II (Ttibingen 2019) 57—
86.

# In a seminal early article on purity in the Dead Sea Scrolls Joseph Baumgarten rather
plays down the significance of the evidence of 4Q514 at a time when he, along with most
scholars, operated under the assumption that Qumran offered a more unified view on
things than it now appears, see BAumcarTEN 1980. Similarly, Milgrom presents the evi-
dence of 4Q514 read through the prism of 4Q274 (Tohorot"), see MiLgrom 1994, 177. T am
inclined to resist chastening the striking evidence of 4Q514 on this issue and to take the
evidence of this text seriously in its own right.
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uum that has left its mark on other texts from the corpus of the Scrolls.®>
In particular we were able to demonstrate that the they-group, which has
been considered as a hallmark of 4QMMT’s distinctive outsider discourse,
also emerges in the Admonition of the Damascus Document in remark-
ably analogous circumstances of halakhic disagreement on sexual relations
and the purity of the sanctuary. Most unexpectedly, we identified two in-
stances where Qumran has revealed material that epitomizes the views of
the ultimate outsiders represented by the they-group maligned in 4QMMT
in 4QOrdinances® (4Q514, see 4.7.3. above) and the passage making al-
lowance for the purification of impure animal hides in the Damascus Doc-
ument (4Q269 8; 4Q270 3 and 4Q271 2, see 4.2.6. above). The recognition
of the halakhic debate of 4QMMT as reflecting internal discourse as much
as engagement with outsiders also offers an appealing and innovative ex-
planation for the eirenic tone of the work that has puzzled scholars for so
long.® This lack of a unified halakhic stance in the Dead Sea Scrolls also
demonstrates that the materials preserved in the eleven caves at and near
Qumran enrich our knowledge of ancient Jewish legal debate beyond the
confines of a single group that defined itself by a particular halakhic stance.

Finally, recent years have witnessed a recognition of the much broader
contribution of the Dead Sea Scrolls to our understanding of Jewish an-
tiquity. A particularly striking example is the revolution the Scrolls have
sparked in respect of our insights into the relationship of our oldest bibli-
cal manuscripts in Hebrew to ancient Greek translations as well as to the
Samaritan Pentateuch. Rather than representing different strands in the
textual history of the Hebrew Bible all three traditions have emerged as
richly intertwined.?” A comparable picture emerges as we recognize that
the halakhic discourse contained within the Dead Sea Scrolls also offers a
more panoramic view than previously recognized. Given that both emerg-
ing Christianity and rabbinic Judaism evolved to a large extent in response
to debate and disagreements on how to interpret and live according to Jew-
ish Law, the Scrolls have a much larger role to play in writing the history of
Jewish antiquity and the story of the development of two world religions
than previously recognized.®®

% On the implications of the legal material for debates in later rabbinic sources see Vered
Noam’s contribution to this volume, p. 137-159.

% These conclusions also dovetail well with Fraade’s argument that 4QMMT reflects an
“intramural” context, FRaape 2000.

8 See, e.g., E. ULricH, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Developmental Composition of the Bible
(Leiden 2015).

8 While not touching on Jewish legal debate which was our concern here, B. WricHT
offers an excellent discussion on the significance of the Dead Sea Scrolls for our under-
standing of antiquity in “The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Study of the Ancient World”, in:
Brooke / HEmpEL 2019, 216-227.



From 4QMMT to the Rabbinic Halakhah
Vered Noam

1. Qumran religious law and rabbinic halakhah

The legislative materials embedded in the Dead Sea Scrolls reflect the reli-
gious opinions and principles of a minority group during the last two hun-
dred and fifty years of the Second Temple period, against the background
of a divided, diversified Jewish society. As I have shown elsewhere, the
legislation reflected in the Scrolls is fairly conservative, and does not de-
part greatly from the plain meaning of scripture. Such deviations from
the biblical text are easily discernible in view of the solid scripturally-
grounded foundation from which these laws emerge. These expansions
mainly stem from three sources: scriptural exegesis; common Jewish pre-
sectarian tradition; and also moderate innovation — necessitated either by
circumstances or by the sect’s unique beliefs.!

Following the destruction of the Second Temple, over the course of hun-
dreds of years, the former religious diversity solidified in the literary work
of the sages into a single tradition that was multifaceted yet cohesive, rich
and intricate. As the most prominent, comprehensive, postbiblical Jewish
oeuvre — preserved as the main asset of the Jewish people for future gen-
erations — rabbinic literature includes the Mishnah, Tosefta and halakhic
midrashim of the earlier Tannaitic period (70-c250), and the two Talmudim
and aggadic midrashim from the later, Amoraic period (200-c700), and
manifests, besides beliefs, opinions, tales and sayings, mainly an immense
system of religious law, known as halakhah. The exegetical-halakhic en-
terprise of the sages, with its many facets and the literary works which
comprise it, reflects bold innovation and new world views, almost com-
pletely distinct from the culture that preceded it.

Besides the great differences in scope and content, three dominant char-
acteristics of later rabbinic halakhah are almost entirely absent from the
Scrolls’ legislative corpus.

i. “The phenomenon of transition from commandment to halakhah”,
as Moshe Halbertal described it — namely “the establishment of dense,

1 See V. Noawm, “Stringency in Qumran: A Reassessment”, ]S] 40 (2009) 1-14; Ead. 2016.
This research was carried out with the aid of grant 725/16 from the Israel Science Founda-
tion.
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intricate fields of instructions at high resolution... which far exceed the
purview of the original commandment”? - is lacking in the Dead Sea
Scrolls and in Second-Temple legislative literature at large.

ii. Creation of thematic collections. Some Dead Sea Scrolls halakhic
works and pericopes, such as the Temple Scroll and fragments of Rewrit-
ten Bible, are integrated into scripture and thus follow the biblical order. At
times, as Aharon Shemesh has brilliantly shown, even compilations osten-
sibly detached from scripture are in fact set up according to the sequence
of certain biblical units.> However, most of the DSS halakhic works and
sections, including the rules of 4QMMT, are not laid out in any apparent
order, and certainly not according to related topics. The only cases of col-
lections of religious rules organized by subject — concerning purification by
water, oaths, incest laws, shabbat laws, etc.* — are in fact extremely short
units, incorporated into much larger structures. These wider contexts, for
their part, contain a typical mixture of directives pertaining to diverse ju-
dicial fields and various aspects of life. This is in no way similar to the
rabbinic elaborate organization of the halakhic materials into Orders, trac-
tates, chapters and halakhot/mishnayot in the Mishnah and Tosefta.?

iii. Midrash-halakhic exegesis does exist, apparently, at the basis of the
Dead Sea texts, but the exegetical derivation or conclusion is an unspoken
part of the text itself, by way of allusion to biblical expressions, or by com-
binations of verses that are mutually instructive, without actually expli-
cating the inductive process in the text itself.® In contrast to tannaitic legal
midrash, Qumraniclaw is not presented by the fundamental infrastructure
that we refer to as midrash — that is, a cited verse followed by differenti-
ated interpretation that explicitly relates to the biblical text, and which is
characterized by a different lingual register and fixed, sophisticated ter-
minology. It also lacks an interpretative rhetoric, disputes are absent, and
its laws are not attributed to specific, named personae. It will never pro-
pose interpretative options only in order to reject them, as is common in
tannaitic legal midrash.”

2 M. HavrBerTAL, “The History of Halakhah and the Emergence of Halakha”, Diné Israel
29 (2013) [1-23, Hebrew] 2, n. 3 (my translation).

% SueMEsH 2005.

4 See for example CD 9:8; 10:10, 14; 16: 10, 13; 4Q159 {1 ii:6; 4Q266 {8 iii:4 and parallels.
J. M. BAumcarTEN, “Common Legal Exegesis in the Scrolls and Tannaitic Sources”, in: M.
Kister (ed.), The Qumran Scrolls and Their World (Jerusalem 2009; Hebrew) 2:651.

® M. Kanana, “The Arrangement of the Orders of the Mishnah”, Tarbiz 76 (2007) 29-40.

® An outstanding example of this phenomenon is the Temple Scroll. See e.g. Yigael
Yadin’s classical introduction: Yapin 1983, 1:71-88.

7 See e.g. A. SHEMESH, “Scriptural Interpretations in the Damascus Document and their
Parallels in Rabbinic Literature”, in: BAumGarTEN / CHAZON / PInNICK 2000, 161-175; S. D.
Fraapg, “Looking for Legal Midrash in Qumran”, in: Id. 2011, 145-167 (originally pub-
lished in M. E. StonE / E. G. CHazoN [eds.], Biblical Perspectives: Early Use and Interpretation
of the Bible in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls. STD] 20 [Leiden 1998] 59-79); Noam 2011.
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2. Sectarian law and rabbinic halakha
from the perspective of 4QMMT

Still, as we are all aware, the Dead Sea Scrolls and rabbinic corpora are
highly instructive mutually. They often share interest in the same halakhic
issues, use identical, very specific terminology, reflect common traditions
of biblical exegesis and extra-biblical early legislation, and yet — they often
manifest contrasting opinions almost over any given halakhic subject.

Due to this contiguity, each corpus is essential for the investigation of
the other. The expansive nature of the rabbinic formulations can shed light
on parallel but often fragmentary, vague statements found in the Scrolls.
The Dead Sea Scrolls’ legislation, representing both a much earlier period
and a different halakhic system, might provide access either to the spring-
board from which the rabbinic regulations took off, or to the opposing
stance with which it struggled.

These two directions of inference are of course not devoid of difficul-
ties. Deciphering the meaning of sectarian legislation based on a putative
rabbinic parallel raises the famous question of “when is a parallel not a par-
allel”.® As for the use of the Dead Sea Scrolls to reconstruct the emergence
of rabbinic halakhah,’ the vast schism between the two corpora makes it
difficult to distinguish between the two above-mentioned possibilities —
the Dead Sea Scrolls as either a springboard to or an opponent of rabbinic
culture. How does the Qumran corpus really relate to later rabbinic con-
structions? Should most of the disparities between Qumran legislation and
rabbinic law be attributed to the chronological gap between the two (the
“vertical model”), the sectarian material thus representing a proto-rabbinic
system of halakha; or should the gap be ascribed to an early polemic (the
“horizontal model”), posing the two halakhic stances at the same level, as
contemporary opponents?!?

Migsat Ma‘ase Ha-Torah is unique among the legal works within the
Dead Sea Scrolls library, since it is a major source not only for sectarian
religious law, but also for the views of opponents of the sect. The practices
criticized by the author of the scroll are among those attested to in rabbinic
literature as forming part of the later rabbinic consensus, and sometimes
explicitly attributed to the Pharisees; whereas the views espoused by MMT

8'S. SaNDMEL, “Parallelomania”, JBL 81 (1962) 1-13; with regard to 4QMMT see ELmaAN
1996.

Y. Sussmann, “The History of Halakha and the Dead Sea Scrolls — Preliminary Obser-
vations on Migsat Ma'‘ase Ha-Torah (4QMMT)”, Tarbiz 59 (1990) 11-76; SuEMEsH 2009; Noam
2016.

10 This fundamental distinction was suggested and fully described for the first time by
SuemEesH 2009, 3-7, who used different terminology (“developmental” versus “reflective”
models). I offer here the labels “vertical” and “horizontal” to highlight a different aspect
of the distinction between the two models.
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represent stances commonly found in the Dead Sea Scrolls, which are in
certain cases identical to Sadducean or Boethusian positions described in
rabbinic literature.!! Thus, this scroll is an exceptional case in which we
can be certain that each discrepancy between the sectarian legislation con-
tained in it and the rabbinic framework as we know it represents an actual
Second-Temple controversy (the horizontal model) rather than a linear de-
velopment (the vertical model). Here we have no doubt that the religious
world reflected in 4QMMT represents the polemic background of the rab-
binic movement’s outgrowth rather than its foundation. 4QMMT therefore
offers a rare glimpse into Second Temple sectarianism, and at the same
time, constitutes a major resource for reconstructing the emergence of rab-
binic halakhah.

3. Examples of interrelations between sectarian and
rabbinic halakhah

Let us now delve into a few laws in 4QMMT, which will exemplify several
kinds of interrelations between sectarian and rabbinic halakhah. The first
case, which is also the opening rule of the Scroll, will show how rabbinic
parallels can offer a new meaning to a rule which in my opinion was up
until now misinterpreted. Another rule will serve as an example of the
way a sectarian attitude might expose the background of a rabbinic seem-
ingly arbitrary exegetical move. The third instance will uncover a shared
halakhic infrastructure beneath the ground surface of a major dispute.

3.1. Reinterpretation of a sectarian law, assisted by
rabbinic parallels

MMT i 7-9 (4Q394 3-7 i 6-8 [B3-5])
[ i 17
[ ornjom oA nlR naolPun 8
[ 1o pnb 825 0% 119
71 the g]rain of the [ ]
8 and they let their [...] to[u]ch it and de[file ]
9 from the grain [ Jwym, [ ] to come/ to be brought into the sanctuary.

This rule is extremely fragmentary and its content is almost entirely lost.
The only complete words are (a) 12 oPA1 — “letting people or items touch
an object” (of feminine grammatical gender) thereby probably defiling it;
and (b) w"pnY 8135 — “coming to, or bringing something into, the sanctu-
ary”. The word 137, “grain”, is also identified with high probability in line

" QiMroN / STRUGNELL 1994. The citations below are according to the edition included
in the current volume.
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9, and was consequently restored by the editors Qimron and Strugnell in
line 7. According to QS’s highly conjectural restoration, this unit protests
against the practice of eating and bringing into the temple heave offerings
(nmn) of gentile grains, in accordance with 4QMMT’s ban on the accep-
tance of gentile sacrifices (i 12-13 [4Q394 3-7 i 11-13 {B8-9}]). This rule is
in contrast to the rabbinic/Pharisaic stance that “heave offerings (nmﬂn),lz
tithes and objects dedicated to the temple by a gentile or a Samaritan are
valid” .13

But this restoration raises several difficulties. The words own]om
[...nmR point to a different concern than the invalidity of the Terumah.
The grain is apparently considered impure only due to someone or some-
thing having touched it. The Mishnah indeed mentions an apprehension
of a gentile defiling loaves of terumah,'* probably by touch.!> However, if
this is the halakhic concern, it applies to ordinary heave offerings rather
than to an invalid one offered by a gentile, and the specification “wheat
grains of the [gentiles]” becomes redundant.

Elisha Qimron suggested a connection between this rule and Yehoshua
b. Perahyah’s statement that wheat from Alexandria is deemed impure.!”
However, this decree is concerned with Egyptian irrigation systems,
which, according to this individual sage, make the wheat susceptible to
impurity, but has nothing to do either with gentile impurity or with the
heave offering.

According to the editors’ further restoration — [©%[31] 170 [51985 &), “no
one should eat any of the new wheat grains of t[he gen]tiles”, 4QMMT also
forbade to eat of the gentile grain, apparently since gentile grain is gen-
erally forbidden for Jews to consume.!® However, this issue is detached
from all other halakhic matters reconstructed by Qimron, and it has noth-
ing to do either with the heave offering, or with the active defilement of
the grain."”

2 In contrast, the Mishnah determines that when a gentile allocates heave offering on
behalf of an Israelite, even with permission, the heave offering is not valid (m. Terumot 1:1;
see also t. Terumot 1:15).

B m. Ter. 3:9. The current translation is adapted from Danby’s translation (H. Dansy,
The Mishnah: translated from the Hebrew with introduction and brief explanatory notes [London
1933] 55). In other cases I used Neusner’s translations (see below); see also t. Ter. 4:12.

“ m. Terumot 8:11.

15 Maimonides, Code, Hilkhot Terumot 12:6.

16 See also Y. ELmaN, “MMT B 3-5 and its Ritual Context”, DSD 6 (1999) 147-156.

7 t. Makhshirin 3:3-4 (DJD 10, 148).

18 See Dan 1:8-16; Tob 1:10-12; Jud 10:5, 12:1-4; m. Avodah Zarah 2:6; G. ALoN, “The
Levitical Uncleanliness of Gentiles”, in: 1d., Jews, Judaism and the Classical World. Studies in
Jewish History in the Times of the Second Temple and Talmud (Jerusalem 1977) 156-158; D. L.
GeRra, Judith. CEJL (Berlin 2014) 369-370.

19 Yaakov Elman suggested the restoration on[5n] 71 and proposed that the passage
complains that the Levites do not keep in purity either their own Levitic tithe or the tenth
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I'believe that the wording of the passage clearly suggests that a different
halakhic issue, also a major concern among the rabbis, is under discussion
here. A better preserved Qumran fragment, 4Q513 2 ii, which uses verbs
and terms similar to those that appear here, offers the link to the rabbinic
counterpart and sheds new light on our passage. We shall therefore study
this fragment first, in order to decipher the meaning of 4Q394 3-7 i 6-8 (i
7-9 [B3-5)).

40513 is a manuscript containing various legal matters which were ap-
parently under dispute; this is evident from the fact that this work, just
like 4QMMT, mentions practices of the opponents of the sect in participle
form, suggesting practices conducted during the author’s own time (e.g.,
o830 ,0wW). According to Qimron, the contents and the style are similar
to that of 4QMMT.?? Fragment 2 ii reads as follows:?!

4Q513 £2 ii:

Jnnn mrnv &2 wIlpn] nnnva oy 1
R Ip-- AWK mara 51951 9030 125 [idya 2
-0 nrn H1on oYarAS B[R 3
T58a[w ] Hp pend P72 (Ana) 9805 axY[n] fiabi 4
1° 152 S o iy Rwa obarA miin 5
-- 1 0% ma nnwr j[ny] B [xw]A Ann 6
B0 1o Jal Inm7
1 to let them touch the purity of the [hol]y food, for [they are] unclean|
2 who had consorted with aliens and as for all the harlots who[
3 —[ ] for him to feed them from all the terumah (heave offering) of the[
4 and for the sons of my [a]ngels and to atone with them with acceptance for I[srael

5 the harlots, he who feeds them bears iniquity for he has profaned his priesthood
6 they c[ause them to be]ar the [iniquit]y that brings guilt when they profane[ ]

— e —

]
]
]
]

This passage pertains to forbidden marriages of priests and to forbidden
consumption of the terumah, the heave offering permitted only to priests
and their [legal] household. Joseph Baumgarten and others in his wake
suggested that the passage includes two disparate accusations against the
priests — their marriage to harlots and their daughters’ marriage to gentiles.
He contended that these priests were prohibited to eat terumah due to both
sins.?

of it which they are obliged to give to the priests, and therefore it should not be brought to
the temple and the latter are forbidden to eat it. As demonstrated below, the vocabulary left
of this unit, when compared to other fragments and to rabbinic halakhic concerns, proves
to be dealing with another matter, which was a common halakhic theme in Qumran and
in rabbinic literature.

20 QimroN 2013, 197, commented on the similarity between 4Q513 2 ii and 4QMMT v
4-11 (B75-82), but never noticed the similarity of 4Q513 2 ii to lines i 7-9 (4Q394 3-7 i 6-8
[B3-5]) of 4QMMT.

2! First published as “Texte Halachique” in BarLrer 1982, 288. Cited here according to
QimronN 2013, 198.

22 BAUMGARTEN 1985; and in his wake Scuirrman 1994, 159-161; KuGLER 1997; W. LOADER,
The Dead Sea Scrolls on Sexuality: Attitudes towards Sexuality in Sectarian and Related Literature
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In contrast, according to my reading the eating of terumah and the touch-
ing of the purities refer to females rather than to male pries’cs,23 and to the
sin rather than to the punishment. The priests are accused of letting un-
worthy women?* in their household - both those regarded as zonot, har-
lots, and those accused of consorting with gentiles — touch the holy food
and consume ferumah, as must be inferred from the words bi*barn ,05 xS
(“feed them; those who feed them” ),25 while there is no mention in biblical
or rabbinic sources of priests losing their privileges due to the fornication
of their daughters.

These impure and unfit women defile the terumah, and the priests who
let them eat it “bear iniquity” or “bear the punishment of their iniquity”
and desecrate their priesthood (lines 5, 6). The wording of the passage
reiterates Leviticus 21 and 22. These two biblical pericopes deal with (a)
priestly permitted and prohibited marriages, including the ban on mar-
riage with a harlot (731, 21:7-9.13-15);%¢ and (b) the ban on commons to eat
of the holies, and specification of those in the priestly household who are
entitled or forbidden to partake of them (22:10-16). The Qumranic pas-
sage weaves these two themes together in a semi-midrashic fashion, ap-
plying the prohibition on non-priests to consume the holy priestly gifts —
to women who are forbidden for priests to marry, biblically defined as .
Thus, the 77 (alien) of 22:10.12.13, who is warned of eating the terumah, is
identified with the Mt (harlot) of 21:7.14.

As demonstrated in the following table, 4QMMT i 8-9 (4Q394 3-7 i 7-8
[B4-5] uses very similar verbs and terms to those employed by 4Q513 2 ii,
and therefore appears to relate to the same issue. The proximity of 4Q513
to Leviticus 21-22 is presented in the third column.

at Qumran (Grand Rapids 2009) 221-223. For an utterly different, and in my mind unlikely,
reading, see I. Knont, “New Light on the Copper Scroll and 4QMMT”, in: G. J. BROOKE /
P. R. Davis (eds.), Copper Scroll Studies. JSP.S 40 (London 2002) [233-257] 242-248.

2 Note that the first reading, 0'8nY, was later corrected by Qimron 2013, 198 to mirnv.

* BauMGARTEN 1985, 398 n. 15, suggested restoring the end of line 2 and the beginning
of line 3 as 1 [1]&1 PR, unfit for him, in light of 11Q19 66:9, P11 1 1% 771 &7, which refers
to legitimate marriage.

% As opposed to BarLLetr 1982, 289, and ScuirrMaN 1994, 159-161, I believe, as per Qim-
RON 2013, 198 n. 5, that in lines 2, 5 the right reading is zonot — “harlots”, rather than zenut
- “fornication”, and o380 (1. 5) should be read as “those who feed them” rather than
“their food”.

% Generally, translations of scripture are adapted from the NJPS translation.
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Leviticus 21-22

Vered Noam

4Q513 2 ii

4QMMT i 8-9 (4Q394
3-717-8 [B4-5])

102 2Win WP YaK 8 11 H)
WP HaN-85 I
No lay person shall eat of
the sacred donations. No
bound or hired laborer of
a priest shall eat of the sa-
cred donations (22:10)

wi[pn] nanva opisnd
to let them touch the purity of
the [hol]y food

o[ nR N2 oY
and they let to[u]ch it
their [...]

MRNY 8D
for [they are] unclean] ]

[ oRnjom
and de[file ]

NI ) WRY 70 2 109 N

HaNn N OWTRR NNa

If a priest’s daughter mar-

ries a layman, she may

not eat of the sacred gifts
(22:12)

[ - 1%7-n nmn Son oy
for him to feed them (heave of-
fering) of the[ ]

13
from the grain

TWRY NP 8D NYYm Nt nwR
..anpy &Y AYRD MWy
N’ &9 noR-ny Mt nYHm
They shall not marry a
woman defiled by har-
lotry, nor shall they marry
one divorced from her
husband... such he may
not marry (21:7.14)

marn 513% 901n 135 [idya

[---]wx

who had consorted with aliens

and as for all the harlots who[ |

5nn v my Rwa orharA mitn

NN

the harlots, he who feeds them

bears iniquity for he has pro-
faned his priesthood

ooHna nnws j[ny] o[rw]h

they c[ause them to belar the

[iniquitly that brings guilt
when they profane([]

o8 33 W Ny 55 N

'n% M WK NR
But [the priests] must not
profane the sacred dona-
tions of the Israelites that
they set aside (1) for the
LORD (22:15)

5nin v iy KW DYIRA Mt
NN
the harlots, he who feeds them
bears iniquity for he has pro-
faned his priesthood
NN H1on
from all the ferumah

D723 MRV TiY DK R

DIPWTR-NR
or to bear iniquity that
brings guilt, by eating
such sacred donations
(22:16)

ooHna nnws j[ny] B[rw]A
they c[ause them to belar the
[iniquitly that brings guilt
when they profane([]
my KRwa omharn
he who feeds them bears iniq-
uity

Table 1: 4QMMT and 4Q513

% BAUMGARTEN 1985, 398 n. 15 read this letter as p, and suggested the restoration nmn
[owT]pn, derived from Lev 22:12. Qimron 2013, 198 n. 3, reads either v, p or p.
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In yet another passage, 4Q251 16, a part of the work named by Aharon
Shemesh Midrash Mishpatim (Shemesh 2005), the issue of desecration of
the priestly gifts by inappropriate women is raised as well:

v onb nr AR b an o nwRt - 11
ANt P annba AR ofn A M moa tap - 12
by qwR Synn 5301 1°[ wnpn onb nr are &5 %M 3
mapin 1 5and[ 1°°[ -- wn] 4
5R15 15 PR WwR HYA[ - 80 5
[~ 15016
1 [when a woman is married to a priest, she may ea]t the food of her husband
2 [one purchased by him and one born into his household the]y may eat of his food.
Only a harlot
3 [or a profaned woman may not eat of the sanctified food] [ And] any trespass which
4 [a person] shall commit [ ]to eat, for [it] is an abomination
5[ ]Jtrespass/restitution that has no redeemer

Here too, the subject is the prohibition on “a harlot”, that is, a woman who
is unfit for a priest, to eat of his food. Here too, the passage combines
allusions to Leviticus 21 and 22 (the prohibition to marry a harlot and the
ban on non-priests to eat priestly gifts). In this case a third biblical context
is integrated as well, namely Numbers 5, which deals with desecration of
the holy, defined as bpm — “trespass” — and the restitution required.28 The
author is apparently claiming that letting ‘a harlot’ partake of holy food
and thereby defiling it is considered a trespass and an abomination (napin).

Further support for the identification of the topic of desecrating holy
food in our 4QMMT passage is the mention of wTpn’ #1325, “coming / bring-
ing something into the temple” (i 9 [4Q394 3-7 i 8 {B5}]). The only combi-
nation of the root 812 with the temple in the Pentateuch is the prohibition
on the parturient to enter the temple while impure, and this prohibition is
juxtaposed to the ban on consuming consecrated food thereof (“she shall
not touch any consecrated thing, nor enter the sanctuary until her period
of purification is completed”, Lev 12:4). This juxtaposition reiterates in the
scrolls, and is expanded to include impurities other than that of a woman
after childbirth.?’ In a copy of the Temple Scroll, 11Q20 (11QT®) 12-13, the
warning against entering the sanctuary (wTpnn & s 819 p[ ) is proba-
bly juxtaposed to a ban on eating (531), which Elisha Qimron restored as
relating to eating consecrated food.*

In sum, the three passages: 4QMMT i 7-9 (4Q394 3-7 i 6-8 [B3-5]),
4Q513 2 ii and 4Q251 16 are all concerned with priests desecrating priestly
food by feeding it to unworthy women, regarded as ‘harlots’ in at least

% See also Lev 5:15f. For the mention of 9813 (“redeemer”) see Num 5:8.
2 4Q266 6 ii:3—4 (menstruation), 9 (childbirth).
%0 Qrmron 2010, 185.
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two of these texts. Two of these texts (4Q513, 4()251)31 allude to Lev 21-22,
chapters concerned with illicit priestly marriage and with the prohibition
on non-priests to eat priestly food. 4Q251 uses also Num 5, regarding the
desecration of the holy and the restitution required.

The issue of priests marrying zonot appears to be a central concern in
the Jewish society of Second Temple era. A similar reproach is attested
below in 4QMMT v 4-11 (4Q396 1-2 | | 4Q397 12-15 [B75-82]), which jux-
taposes an accusation of intermarriage (v 4-8 [B75-79]) with a reprimand
of the priests for defiling their seed with man (v 9-11 [B80-82]). It ap-
pears that our unit addresses the implications of this same trespass for the
purity of the holy priestly gifts. In fact, the v 4-11 [B75-82] passage also
implicitly hints at the issue of desecrating the terumah. As shown by Mena-
hem Kister, the words Y& wTp 21nawn (“as is written: Israel is holy”, v
5 [B76]) are a citation of Jer 2:3, comparing the sanctity of Israel to that
of a priestly gift, forbidden to anyone who is not a priest.*> This sanctity
is presented as rationale for the condemnation of Israelite intermarriage.
Thus, the prohibition on mixed marriages is intricately connected with the
exclusiveness of the priestly gifts, both as a halakhic implication and as a
metaphor. Another law defending the holy food from desecration is B71-
72, warning the priests to wait until they are completely pure, according
to the sectarian definition, before they can eat of the sacred food.

Now, let us take a look at the rabbinic side of the equation. Anxiety
regarding terumah eaten by an alien (non-priest), and a ban on inappro-
priate wives of priests to consume the latter’s sacred food, is well known
from rabbinic literature as well. According to rabbinic halakha, based on
the above mentioned pericope of Lev 22, an alien who intentionally eats
terumah incurs death penalty by heaven (as an interpretation of Lev 22:10),
and if he eats it unintentionally, he pays its worth, plus an additional fine
of fifth (following Lev 22:14).

Heave offering and firstfruits — [non-priests] are liable on their account [to suffer the]
death [penalty, if they eat them intentionally], or [for restoring the principal and an]
added fifth [if they eat them unintentionally].*®

Consequently, halakhic sources testify to apprehension concerning the op-
tion that the terumah be eaten by women who might not be entitled to par-
take of it.

The daughter of a priest who married an Israelite and afterwards [unintentionally] ate

heave offering, pays the principal but does not pay the [added] fifth [...]. [If] she mar-
ried any person who is ineligible [and then unintentionally ate heave offering], she pays

% The word nat does not appear in our MMT unit in its current form, nor does any other
allusion to Lev 21 or 22, but the text is too fragmentary to know whether such allusions
had appeared there originally.

2 KisTER 1999.

33 m. Bikkurim 2:1; see hallah 1:9; t. Keritot 1:8. NEusNER 1988, 169.
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the principal and the [added] fifth. [...] — the words of R. Meir. But the sages say, “Both
of these [women] pay the principal but do not pay the [added] fifth” [...].**

We find discussions regarding border cases, such as an Israelite woman,
betrothed but not yet married to a priest, or a priest’s wife who is still a
minor.

[If the time came and he did not marry her, she in any event is supported by him, and

she eats heave offering [if he is a priest, and she is not] [...].This is the first Mishnah.

The succeeding court ruled: “The woman does not eat heave offering until she enters

the marriage canopy”.*

The Talmud explains that the initial rule, following Lev 22:11, “but a per-
son who is a priest’s property by purchase may eat of them”, was that
the woman betrothed (and thus considered formally married, though still
living with her parents) to a priest should eat of his consecrated food right
away. However, the rabbis wished to prevent the girl from letting her non-
priest brothers and sisters partake of the terumah while still in her father’s
house. That is why they decided that she would eat terumah only in case
the designated time has come but the marriage did not take place, in order
to urge the bridegroom to support the bride. This second rule was again
changed, as reported in the Mishnah, for fear that in case the marriage
is abolished, it would retrospectively turn out that the girl had eaten the
terumah under the status of an alien rather than a priest’s wife.*

It appears that this halakhic issue, which apparently was a bone of con-
tention in the inter-sectarian debate, has also created heated debates within
rabbinic circles:

And already did Yohanan b. Bagbag send to R. Judah b. Betera in Nisibis, saying to

him, “Theard about you that you rule, ‘An Israelite girl betrothed to a priest eats heave-

offering’.” He sent back to him, “I was sure that you are an expert in the inner chambers

of the law. But you don’t even know how to construct an argument a fortiori! [...] But

what shall I do! For lo, sages have said, ‘An Israelite girl who is betrothed does not eat

heave-offering until she enters the marriage-canopy’.””’

Some of these discussions are presumably early since they involve sages
who operated before the destruction of the Temple, like Yohanan b.
Gudeggedah:3®

Testified R. Yohanan b. Gudeggedah [...] and concerning a minor Israelite girl who was
married to a priest, that she eats heave offering.39

34 m. Terumot 7:2, see also 6:2; 8:1. NEusNER 1988, 108.

% m. Ketubot 5:2-3. NEUSNER 1988, 387f.

% b, Ketubot 57b.

37 +. Ketubot 5:1 (J. NEUSNER, The Tosefta: translated from the Hebrew: Third Division, Nashim
(New York 1979) 74.

3 Gee t. Terumot 1:1; Sheqalim 2:14.

% m. Gittin 5:5 = m. Eduyot 7:9. NEusNER 1988, 475.
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In the case of forbidden marriage, there is no doubt that the divorcee or
any other woman illegally married to a priest is prohibited to eat of his
heave offering.*’

Baumgarten marveled at the mention in 4Q513 of women who had in-
tercourse with gentiles, since “a priest is forbidden to take a harlot regard-
less of whether she previously consorted with aliens or Israelites”.*! How-
ever, he did not recognize that the issue at hand was not merely intermar-
riage but also consumption of holy food by the wrong kind of women.
Rabbinic halakhah also emphasizes that a woman who was engaged in in-
tercourse with a gentile is forever forbidden to eat terumah and unfit for a
priest.#? The same law applies to women who had been held captives by
gentiles.*3

In all the above-mentioned issues — the prohibition on inappropriate
wives of priests to consume the latter ones’ holy food, and the status of
women who had sexual relations with gentiles — rabbinic sources, probably
preserving earlier stances,** essentially concur with the DSS view. The
question is, therefore, to which opposed opinion and practice 4QMMT is
reacting here. As for the ‘harlots’, a reasonable guess would be a dispute
regarding the definition of the biblical term zonah (Lev 21:7). In Qumran,
as in Second Temple literature at large, the root znh is associated not with
prostitution but with various sexual misdeeds, including intermarriage,
incest, niece marriages, polygamy, and intercourse with a menstruant and
with one’s wife when it is not permitted.*> Aharon Shemesh inferred from
4Q271 3, instructing that a woman who has engaged in intercourse outside
a marital bond is ineligible for marriage, that sectarian halakhah viewed
such a case as also included in the definition of zonah, in a similar way to
that of one of the sages (see below).%

Rabbinic sources attest to a wide dispute vis-a-vis the women re-
garded as ‘harlots” and consequently forbidden to priests. Besides gentile

0 Even when a priests’ daughter, who is initially allowed to eat terumah, is betrothed —
albeit not married yet —illegally (for example if she is a divorcee betrothed to a priest), she
is banned from eating consecrated food, m. Yevamot 6:3.

41 BAUMGARTEN 1985, 393.

42 m. Niddah 5:4; t. Yevamot 8:1; b. Yevamot 45a, 68a-b.

3 m. Ketubot 2:9; 4:8; m. Eduyot 3:6.

4 See the middle Aramaic in m. Ketubot 4:8 and the involvement of R. Yohanan son of
Gudgeda in m. Eduyot 7:9.

45 BAUMGARTEN 1985, 392f.; KampeN 1996, 135-138; KuGLEr 1997; M. HIMMELFARB, “Levi,
Phinehas, and the Problem of Intermarriage at the Time of the Maccabean Revolt”, Jewish
Studies Quarterly 6 (1999) [1-24] 5; Haves 2002, 76. 83; H. BirensomM, The Stringent Obser-
vance of Body-Purity in the Jewish Society of the Land of Israel in the Second Temple Era, Ph.D.
Dissertation (Hebrew University 2006; Hebrew) 139-143.

6 SurmEsH 1998, 247f.



From 4QMMT to the Rabbinic Halakhah 149
women,* proselytes and freed bondwomen,*® some opinions also consid-
ered illegal sexual relations®® or promiscuity50 as ‘harlotry’, and even a
single woman who had sexual relations without intention of marriage.51
Although this last opinion was rejected halakhically in later generations of
rabbinic Judaism,?? as mentioned above, Aharon Shemesh argued that sec-
tarian halakhah held to a similar approach, albeit for different reasons.”

We have no way to know what the practice of the majority of Jew-
ish society, including Pharisaic circles, had been in this regard in pre-
rabbinic times. One might suppose, however, that the sect’s opponents
followed more lenient approaches, whereas the Qumranites believed that
any woman who had pre-marital sexual relations desecrated her priest-
husband, and more importantly, caused sacrilege to holy food. This might
explain the sectarians’ complaint concerning ‘harlots’ eating the heave of-
fering.

In light of all the above, how should this law be restored? What is left
is far too fragmentary to provide a full restoration. Suffice it is to suggest
that line 4 should probably read nm) o'8nRVAT DAWI/OIMNT IR 72 DY —
meaning the terumah. In any case, this rule is an example of the way com-
parison with parallel Dead Sea Scroll fragments using similar terminology,
combined with awareness of dominant halakhic concerns within rabbinic
literature, assist us in the reconstruction of fragmentary sectarian rulings.

3.2. 4QMMT regulations expose the background of rabbinic
exegetical moves

R

“But the earthen Vessel wherem it is sodden shall be broken and if it be
boiled in a brazen vessel, it shall be scoured, and rinsed in water.”

Scripture instructs that since the hattat (purification-offering) is consid-
ered “mostholy” (Lev 6:18), “whatsoever shall touch the flesh thereof shall
be holy”, and its blood, if spattered on a garment, should be washed out
“in a holy place” (20). If the purification offering was boiled in an earthen
vessel, the vessel should be broken; if in a copper vessel, it should be pol-
ished and rinsed with water (21).

Jacob Milgrom (2007, 403) explained that the washing of the bloodstains
from the garment is a means to prevent it from becoming holy and conse-

47'b. Avodah Zarah 36b, an Amoraitic tradition related to the Hasmonean era.
8 1m. Yevamot 6:5.

 m. Yevamot 6:2; t. Yevamot 8:1 and parallels; b. Yevamot 45a, 68b.

50 m. Yevamot 6:5, b. Yevamot 61b.

%! Sifra Emor 1:2 (94a).

52 b, Yevamot 61b.

53 SEMESH 1998.
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quently confiscated by the sanctuary. He further contended that the pu-
rification offering is “a case of ambivalence”. On the one hand, everything
that touches it contracts holiness, on the other hand, the washing of gar-
ments, the breaking of earthenware and the scouring of copper vessels that
were in contact with it suggest that the hattat is treated as if it were impure.
According to Milgrom, this impurity is a residue of a pagan notion, which
had ascribed contagious defiling power to objects used for exorcizing im-
purity. The transference of holiness to objects is, in his opinion, one of the
measures taken by Scripture to reduce this primeval power of contamina-
tion (405).

The midrash in Sifra, however, appears to boldly contradict the verses:

RITW NWN3 93 KR 5 PR A0 PR MInR whwm et Swan sinw Thn nhwa
WHWM AN Hwan RiTw 0N 55 [P]am qoiws pn ananRa whwn nnw Swan
mowa [nw]ni *Ha3 oxy [1a]w 13 Swian awk 0an 531 "H 'On naw nannRa

.. If it be boiled”. This teaches that one boils it a second and a third time,* and at the

end, one scours and rinses the utensil. I know only that in the case of a copper utensil

one boils it and does it a second and a third time, and at the end, one scours and rinses
the utensil. How do I know that in connection with earthenware utensils, one boils it
and does it a second and a third time, and at the end one breaks the utensil? Scripture

says, “...shall be broken; but if it be boiled in a copper vessel”® (Sifra Zav Prasha 3

[Pereq 7]:2, 32d).%

Whereas scripture commands the scouring and rinsing of metal vessels
and the breaking of earthen vessels following the cooking of the hattat, and
thus appears to prohibit its reuse before these imperatives are fulfilled, the
midrash openly sanctions several actions of cooking before the eventual
cleansing or breaking. The proof is from the redundancy of the word n%w3,
“if it be boiled”.

The rabbinic attitude behind this exegesis, as demonstrated by Shamma
Friedman, “exemplifies a thorough rejection of the concept of contagious
holiness”. Therefore, the Rabbis did not categorize the garments or vessels
as impure nor as holy, but rather defined them as identical to the sacrifice
itself in terms of its halakhic status, vis-a-vis the problem of 7z, forbidden
remnants of the sacrifice.’” The flesh or blood of the sacrifice, only when
absorbed into the vessel or garment,58 and only if preserved there beyond
the time allotted for consuming the sacrifice itself, are the same as a sacri-

% This is apparently inferred from the very use of the word “boiled”, which is considered
redundant by the midrash.

% It appears that the inference is from the juxtaposition of the law of the earthenware
to that of the copper vessel. Since the copper vessel may be reused, so too does the clay
vessel.

% The Hebrew according to ms. Vatican 66. The English translation according to J.
NEUSNER, Sifra: An Analytical translation. Brown Judaic Studies 139 (Atlanta 1988) 2:35f.,
slightly revised.

57 Friepman 1993, 121-123, citation from 122, regarding another part of the midrash.

% Friepman 1993, 122, see Sifra Zav parasha 3 (pereq 5):5, 32b; m. Zebahim 11:8.
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fice left-over beyond its time.” Therefore, the rabbis permitted sacrificial
reuse of the clay or copper vessels following the cooking of the first sac-
rifice — without being broken or scoured, respectively, as long as the time
allotted for eating the first sacrifice had not passed.60

The arbitrary midrash was born from the urge to legitimize this leniency
against the opposite stance. This opposite position is probably reflected in
a fragmentary rule of 4QMMT:

19-12 (4Q394 3-718-11 || 4Q395 1 1-3 [B5-8])

[ nmat ] 9
[ ma oAl B¥wanonw 10
[ nm& n]5tva off 1A orenar awa 11

onar pana 12

9 [And concerning] the sacrifice [...],

10 which they are cooking [...] in a vessel [...] init [...]

11 the flesh of their sacrifices and]...] in the Temple cou[rt ?) ...] it [...]
12 with the broth of their sacrifice

Due to the use of the words pn 5w3, 93,5 evidently alluding to the laws
of the purification-offering in Lev 6:21 (*7227D81 2% i2-5Wan 2wy w09,
DR QU P 1WA hwhy; “But the earthen vessel wherein it is sodden
shall be broken; and if it be boiled in a brazen vessel, it shall be scoured,
and rinsed in water”), Qimron and Strugnell reasonably connected the pas-
sage with this specific offering and ruling.®? As suggested by Milgrom®
and Qimron, the practice criticized in this sectarian regulation is appar-
ently the permission to reuse the vessels for additional sacrifices before
purifying or breaking it. The sectarian, probably earlier, stance that ac-
corded so smoothly with the plain meaning of scripture necessitated the
creation of the midrash.

% But see Maimonides, Code, Ma‘aseh Ha-korbanot 8:14 and the Ra’va”d’s objection. For
further rabbinic leniencies concerning the bloodstained garment, see e.g. m. Zebah. 11:
2-3, MiLGgrowm 2007, 404.

0 1. Zebahim 11:7 (see H. ALBECK, Shisha Sidrei Mishnah: Meforashim bi-dey Hanokh Albek,
u-menukadim bi-dey Hanokh Yalon, 6 vols. [Jerusalem 1958] 6: Qodashim, 360); t. Zebahim
10:14; b. Zebahim 97a.

1 QiMrON / STRUGNELL 1994 suggest that the unsure reading 1y, Temple court (1. 7),
may also allude to Lev 6:19: “in the court of the tent of meeting”. I submit that it may
also serve as an equivalent of the “holy place” mentioned in Lev 6:19f. If this is correct,
then we witness here a sectarian inference identical to the hegesh of the rabbis (Sifra Zav 37,
32b; m. Zebahim 11:4), which applied the requirement of a “holy place” mentioned with
regard to the washing of the garment (Lev 6:20) to the breaking and scouring of the vessels
mentioned in the next verse. On the possible reflection of this ruling in archaeological
finds see A. Grossserg, “Cooking Pots with Holes Found in Jerusalem and the Customs
of Haverim and Amei ha-Aretz”, in: New Studies on Jerusalem 8 (2002) 59-71 (Hebrew); 1.
SteErN / V. Noawm, “Holey Vessels”, Aram periodical 27 (2015) 355-374.

62 QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 149.

% MiLcrom 2007, 407.



152 Vered Noam
3.3. A subdued, shared infrastructure that preceded a dispute

Iniv 12-14 (4Q394 8 iv 12-14 | | 4Q396 1-2 iii 24 | | 4Q397 6-13 4-5 [B62-
64]), we read the following passage concerning the fourth-year fruit.
poin Harnn[ YJey nyv[n Sy ar 12
apan Twym oumab K0 PRI SR para 13
K oumab pem 14
12 And furthermore, concerning the planting of fruit trees which is planted
13 in the land of Israel: Like the first fruits it belongs to the priests, {and (like?) the tithe

of the cattle
14 and the sheep it belongs to the priests}

This text clearly relates to the command in Lev 19:23-25:

When you enter the land and plant any tree for food, you shall regard its fruit as for-
bidden. Three years shall it be forbidden for you, not to be eaten. In the fourth year all
its fruit shall be set aside as holy for giving praise before the Lord, and only in the fifth
year may you use its fruit — that its yield to you may be increased. I am the Lord your
God.

Elisha Qimron demonstrated that the phrase “(the fruits of) the trees for
food” clearly echoes the biblical words “and plant any tree for food”, and
the emphasis on “the land of Israel” is a clear reference to the “land” in
the verse.* The scroll states that the fourth year fruit, scripturally desig-
nated as 0"1%n wTp “holy for giving praise before the Lord” should actually
be given to the priests. The scroll adds the comparison nwx12 “like first
fruits”. This comparison is in fact an embryonic halakhic midrash using
the comparative kaf, a typical linguistic feature serving as part of the Dead
Sea Scrolls’ pristine midrashic terminology.®® The following mention of
the tithe of the cattle and the sheep might be either a separate but similar
law, as per Qimron,% or another reference intended to further support the
same assertion that whatever tax levied from all kinds of produce, cattle or
crops should be given to the priests, as per Kratz.” The directive to give
the fourth year fruit to the priests appears in several other works of the

o4 QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 164.

% Noam 2011, 241-252. Anidentical reference to nwxn, “first fruit”, in this context, prob-
ably appears in 4Q270 (4QDe)2 ii 7. In 4Q251 10:9 there is a similar comparison to terumah,
a biblical term which the sect viewed as equivalent to mwx" — first fruits. See A. SHEMEsH,
“The Laws of First Fruits in the Dead Sea Scrolls”, Meghillot 1 (2003) 147-164 (Hebrew).

% QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 165f.

57 Priestly gifts from the flock are juxtaposed — but not compared - to the fourth year fruit
in 4Q251 10 6-9. The former is likened to firstborn animals, which belong to the priests.
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Dead Sea Scrolls.?® It is also attested in the Book of Jubilees,® Philo,”® and
Targum Pseudo-Jonathan on the Pentateuch.”!

This understanding famously contradicts the rabbinic position whereby
the fruit or the money equivalent given for its redemption was eaten (or the
money spent) by the owners in Jerusalem, similar to the law applying to the
tithe described in Deuteronomy 14:22-27, termed by the Rabbis “second-
tithe”.”2 4QMMT, as a polemic treatise aimed at refuting the rival halakhic
system, intended in this passage to dispute the halakhic position that later
found expression in rabbinic literature.

This ancient dispute has been discussed extensively in the scholarly lit-
erature,”® so here I shall limit the discussion to the exposure of the shared
infrastructure that might have preceded it.

Sifre Numbers devotes a long and complex passage to clarifying the
question of whether “holy for giving praise” (0"1%'n wTp) means “holy for
the owners or holy for the priests”. The homilies included in it refute all
the possible considerations in support of a textual exegesis that would re-
sult in the fourth year fruit being given to the priests. Instead, the tannaitic
tradition, citing R. Meir, R. Ishmael and R. Yehoshua, presents a series of
considerations in support of the rabbinic law that the fruit was eaten by its
owners.

R. Meir proves that the fourth year’s fruit goes to the owners by force of
the wording in Num 5:10 “and each man shall retain his sacred donations”.
R. Yehoshua finds support in the verses in Leviticus 19, which deal specif-
ically with the fourth year fruits.”* The most complex exegesis is that of
R. Ishmael, whose path differed from that of his colleagues. The exegesis
is presented in his own name and does not rely on any technical, philo-
logical methods. Rather, it is typically based on a substantive comparison
between the law of fourth year fruit and the laws governing other gifts.

8 11QT? 60:34; 4Q266 6 iv; 4Q270 (4QD°®) 2 ii 6-7, and 4Q251 10:7-9.

% Jub 7:37f. According to the account in this book the priests would drink the remnant
of the fourth year’s wine after part of it had already been poured on the altar. A different
story is told though in the same chapter (verses 1-6), indicating that the wine was drunk
by the owners. This problem and the previous research on it is dealt with in M. Secar, The
Book of Jubilees: Rewritten Bible, Redaction, Ideology and Theology (Leiden 2007) 17-19. 156f.
163.

70 Philo, De virtutibus 159: F. H. Corson ed. and trans., Philo VIII. LCL 341 (London 1939)
260-262.

7! Lev 19:24; Deut 20:6.

72 See for example m. Ma'‘aser Sheni 5:1-5; Sifra Kedoshim 4:1 (90b); Sifre Numbers 6 (ed.
Kanana, 19f.). For traces of another exceptional view that was preserved in Gaonic liter-
ature, see J. M. BAumGarTeN, “The Laws of ‘Orlah and First Fruits in the Light of Jubilees,
the Qumran Writings, and Targum Ps. Jonathan”, JJS 38 (1978) 199.

73 For references see Noam 2011, 245; Kanana 2011, 1:69-70, n. 13.

74 Both in Sifre Numbers 6 (ed. Kanana 2011, 1:20-22). The discussion below is based
upon Kahana's analysis in his edition (Kanana 2011, 2:69-76).
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In that sense this seems like a more primordial, fundamental midrash, re-
sembling the one in 4QMMT and parallel Dead Sea Scroll sources, which
draw a basic analogy from one scriptural subject to another:

R. Ishmael says, it is holy to the priests. You maintain that it is holy for the priests, or is
it holy for the owner?

This is the version in Kahana’s edition, following Codex Vaticanus 32, the
best witness to the Sifre Numbers.”> In all the other versions, including the
printed editions:

R. Ishmael says, it is holy to the owner. You maintain that it is holy for the owner, or is
it holy for the priests?

The midrash then continues as follows:

This is how you may logically deal with this:

1. The second tithe (Deut 14:22-27) is designated [in the Torah] wp “holy”, and the
fruit of an orchard in the fourth year after its planting (Lev 19:23-25) is designated wTp
“holy” (Lev 19:24). If I inferred a rule regarding the second tithe that it only belongs to
the owner, I may infer likewise that the same rule applies to the fourth year fruit that
it only belongs to the owner.

The midrash compares the law of the fourth year produce to that of the
second tithe which is eaten by the owner, since both are designated “holy”.
The problem with this technique of gezerah shavah (analogy) is that while
the word wp indeed appears in the pericope dealing with the fourth year
fruit (Lev 19:24), it never appears in the main pericope of “second tithe”
(Deut 14:22-27).76

2. But an opposite analogy can be drawn from the case of the mnn, heave offering, for

it too is called wp “holy”, but belongs only to the priest (Lev 22:24), and this would

prove that fourth year fruit, even though it is called “holy”, should belong only to the

riests!

g. You may then offer the following distinction [showing that the correct analogy is

from the second tithe and not from the heave offering]: the second tithe requires a

special location” and the fourth year fruit requires bringing to a special location. If I

inferred a rule regarding the second tithe that it only belongs to the owner, I may infer
that the same rule applies to the fourth year fruit that it only belongs to the owner.

The midrash argues that the fruit of the fourth year resembles the second
tithe, which is eaten by the owner, more than it resembles the terumah,
which belongs to the priests, since both the fourth year fruit and the second

7 For an evaluation of this MS with respect to the text-critical work on the Sifre see M.
KanaNa, Prolegomena to a New Edition of the Sifre on Numbers, PhD Diss. (Jerusalem, Hebrew
University 1982; Hebrew) 116-227. For an evaluation of its linguistic features see M. Bar-
AsHER, “A Preliminary Study of Mishnaic Hebrew as Reflected in Codex Vatican 32 of Sifre-
Bemidbar”, in: 1d., Studies in Mishnaic Hebrew (Jerusalem 2009; Hebrew) 1:240-268.

76 The Sifre Numbers commentators suggested that the midrash refers here to the verses
of Deut 26:13 or Lev 27:30, both containing the word wp, and both interpreted elsewhere
in rabbinic literature as referring to the second tithe (Karnana 2011, 2:70).

77 That is, it should be eaten in Jerusalem (Deut 14:23).
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tithe should be brought to a special location. The problem here, again, is
that whereas this requirement indeed pertains to the second tithe (Deut
14:23), it is not specified with regard to the fourth year fruit in Lev 19:23-
25. Commentators suggested that it might have been inferred by way of
midrash from the words o151 w7p, holy for giving praise.”®
4. But this argument can be disproved by the rule applying to first fruit (Exod 23:19;
Deut 26:1-11), which requires that it be brought to a special location (Exod 23:19; Deut

26:2), but belongs only to the priest, so too the fourth year fruit, which requires bringing
to a special location, will only belong to the priests!

The midrash here offers a refutation to the above inference from second
tithe, since first-fruits, which belong to the priests, are also brought to the
temple, and in that sense resemble the fourth-year-fruit the same way the
second tithe, eaten by the owner, resembles it. However, as Kahana notes,
in order for the first fruit to “compete” with the second tithe, which resem-
bles the fourth-year-fruit in terms of both the mention of the word wTp and
the requirement of bringing to a special location, a mention of the word wTp
in the pericope of first-fruit is also needed. Indeed, the word w7p in Deut
26:13 is elsewhere applied to the first fruit (see below). However, Kahana
calls attention to the fact that the mention of wTp concerning the first fruit
is absent from our midrash.
5. You may then offer the following distinction [showing that the correct analogy is
from the second tithe and not from the heave offering nor from the first fruit]. The
second tithe is called “holy” and requires bringing to a special location and is subject to
redemption,” and the fourth year fruit is called holy, and requires bringing to a special
location, and is subject to the rules of redemption. And therefore the heave offering
cannot serve as proof, for even though it is called holy, it does not require bringing to
a special location, nor should the first fruit serve as proof, for even though it must be
brought to a special location it is not subject to redemption.*’

In this unit of the midrash the component of redemption is inserted into
the equation, in order to prove that the right inference is from second-tithe
“based on the three shared traits”,8! rather than from heave offering or the
first fruit. However, the mention of redemption is in fact redundant, since
second tithe is designated “holy” and requires a special location, whereas
heave-offering is only designated holy, and first fruit only require a special
location. Had the midrash mentioned also the fact that first fruit is desig-
nated “holy”, then the mention of redemption would have been necessary

(heave offering being only “holy”; first-fruit both holy and requiring a spe-

78 Kanana 2001, 2:71. See alternative interpretations there.

7 That is, it may be substituted for money.

8 Sifre Num 6 (ed. Kanana 1:20-22). The last unit of the midrash (1:21-22) appears to be
an alternative wording of unit 5, but identical in content (Kanana 2011, 2:74), so I will skip
it here. The translation is based on J. NEUSNER, Sifre to Numbers: an American translation and
explanation (Atlanta 1986) 76f., with many revisions.

81 See the following unit of the midrash (ed. Kanana 1 (2011), 21).
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cial location; and only second tithe being holy, requiring special location
and subject to redemption as well).

In its current form, this full midrashic passage contends that the rule
of fourth year fruit is the same as that of second tithe, which is eaten by
the owners. It rejects the option of comparing it to the heave offering or
to first-fruit which are given to the priests, insofar as these gifts lack basic
features shared by the second tithe and fourth year produce. The heave
offering lacks the feature of being “brought to a special location”, meaning
the duty of eating it specifically in Jerusalem. The first fruit, while bearing
this feature, lack the aspect of “redemption”, in the sense of exchanging the
fruit with money and bringing the money to Jerusalem in its place, which is
similar to the rabbinic ruling concerning fourth year produce. The second
tithe on the other hand is “equivalent in three ways” to the fourth year
produce. It is referred to as being “holy”, it is eaten in Jerusalem, and it
can be redeemed. An analogy can therefore be drawn from it regarding
the fourth year fruit which is eaten by the owners.

Scholarly research long ago acknowledged that this legal midrash had
solid reasons for its arduous path. It was motivated by the desire to re-
fute the contrary view reflected, as we have seen, in 4QMMT and in other
Second Temple sources.

Moreover, the midrash also intended to reject the exegetical inference
upon which the opposing view was based. Rabbinic authorities were no
doubt aware of the comparison, evidenced in 4QMMT and elsewhere,?
between fourth year produce and the biblical n"wi3, “first”, which is the
first fruit or heave offering in rabbinical parlance. The sages staunchly
rejected this analogy, and replaced it with the constrained comparison to
the second tithe.

However, according to the Vatican Codex version at the beginning of
R. Ishmael’s homily, R. Ishmael was actually attempting to refute the ac-
cepted view in rabbinic literature, namely that the fourth year produce
belongs to the owner, and to teach, in accord with the priestly/sectarian/
4QMMT opinion, that it is “holy for the priests”, rather than “to the
owner”. This is evident from the wording of this version: “It is holy for
the priests. You say holy for the priests or holy for the owner?” indicating
that the first option (priests) is considered to be the right one, whereas the
latter option (owner) is the one which is to be rejected. At first glance, this
version appears to be a mere mistake, in view of its total deviation from the
entirety of rabbinic literature, and primarily in view of R. Ishmael’s sub-
sequent comments, which clearly attest to his attempt to prove precisely

82 For traces of a similar midrash in the Book of Jubilees and in Philo see Noam 2011.
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the opposite, namely that the fruits belong to the owners.® Nonetheless,
according to Kahana, this wording is a relic of an exceptional halakhic
position held by R. Ishmael,# which was identical to a priestly position
recorded, as seen above, in many non-rabbinic sources.

Kahana noted an Ismaelian midrash in Midrash Tannaim to Deuteron-
omy 26:13 (“you shall declare before the Lord your God: ‘I have cleared
out the consecrated portion [wTp] from the house™): “I have cleared out
the consecrated portion [wTp] — these are the first-fruit.” In contrast, the
Agivan midrash interprets the word wp in this verse as “second tithe and
fourth year produce”.85 Kahana reconstructs in our passage of Sifre Num-
bers an original midrash in which R. Ishmael tried to prove that the fourth
year produce belonged to the priests, as recorded in the Vatican Codex.
R. Ishmael proved this by comparing the fourth year produce to the first-
fruit, arguing that both are designated “holy”, according to his stance as
preserved in Midrash Tannaim, that the word “holy” in Deut 26:13 refers to
the first fruit. Due to the aberrant nature of this opinion, it has been re-
placed by later editors with the alternative Agivan comparison to the sec-
ond tithe. But the arbitrary nature of this amendment is apparent, since the
word wTp, originally referring to first-fruit, is totally absent from the sec-
ondary context of second tithe, as we have seen above, unit 1. Kahana also
contends that the absence of mention of the word wTp concerning first-fruit
in units 4 and 5 is also the result of the same adaptation which, in order
to refute the priestly inference, deleted any mention of the word wTp with
regard to first-fruit.

Kahana surmised:

From all of the above we can deduce that R. Ishmael actually adopted the view recorded

in MS Vatican 32, at the beginning, i.e., that fourth year fruit are holy to the priests. It

accords with the plain reading of the verse “holy for the praising of God”, and with
the prevalent exegesis in the external sources. Support for this exegesis of “holy for
the praising of God” was adduced by R. Ishmael from the first fruits. Just as the first
fruits, which are called holy and must be brought to a particular place, are holy to the
priests, so too fourth year fruits, which are called holy and must be brought to a par-
ticular place, should be holy to the priests.®

However, this proof was intentionally reworked at a relatively early period, and re-

placed, in the following paragraph of the Vatican Codex as well, with a mirror exegesis,
replete with substantive and stylistic difficulties, which attempted to substantiate an

8 On this matter, see the comments of KisLev 2004, 35 n. 35; D. HENSHKE, “Tithing of
Livestock: The Roots of a Second Temple Halakhic Controversy”, Meghillot 4 (2006) [55—
87] (Hebrew) 70f. n. 66.

8 For another example of sectarian-like residues within the Ishmaelian teachings, see D.
HensukE, “On the History of Exegesis of the Pericopes Concerning Tithes: From the Temple
Scroll to the Sages”, Tarbiz 72 (2003) 85-111; V. Noawm, “Divorce in Qumran in Light of Early
Halakha”, JJS 56 (2005) 206-223.

# Sifre Deuteronomy 303; m. Ma‘aser Sheni 5:10.

86 Kanana 2011, 2:75. Translation mine.
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antithetically opposite view, teaching that the fourth year fruit was holy to its owners,
which was the prevalent view in rabbinic literature.

To summarize, the ancient analogy reflected in 4QMMT and other contem-
porary sources, between the laws of fourth year fruit and the law of the bib-
lical mwi", prohibited for eating by owners and given to the priests, must
have originated in an ancient common Jewish tradition. In contrast, a later
Pharisaic regulation allotted the fourth year fruit to the owners. 4QMMT
reflects the sectarian struggle against this innovation, but certain layers
within rabbinic literature still preserve residues of the earlier shared infra-
structure. These relics, however, were later replaced by an opposing exe-
gesis.

4. Conclusion

Scholars have suggested different criteria to characterize the fundamental
difference between the opposing halakhic stances of the sect and its oppo-
nents. Among them one finds stringency vs. leniency; conservatism vs.
innovation; adherence to scripture vs. observance of ancestors’ traditions;
a divine vs. a human source of authority; realism vs. nominalism; exclu-
sive vs. inclusive tendencies; different conceptions of impurity or holiness,
and more.?” The current article is not the appropriate place to define the
nature of the sectarian legislation as opposed to its Pharisaic/rabbinic coun-
terpart at large, nor even to draw the general picture emerging from all the
disputes listed in 4QMMT. Nonetheless, the three cases examined above
do point at certain typical characteristics of both systems, and represent
emblematic kinds of connections between them.

In all three cases, the 4QMMT more-stringent ruling strives to protect
the sphere of holiness from the profane, whereas the author’s opponents,
as well as the later rabbinic framework, open gateways between the two
realms, diminish the power of holiness or present it within the everyday
sphere.88 Thus, the sect emphasizes the separation of the priests by limit-
ing the number of legitimate marriage options open to them, and proba-
bly includes more potential wives under the biblical category of “harlot”.
From the sectarians’ point of view, these women, once married to priests
according to the more lenient opinion of their adversaries, desecrate their
husbands’ priestly food.

8 For surveys see REGEV 2006; SHEMEsH 2009, 1-7; FURSTENBERG 2016, 14-21.

88 FursTENBERG 2016, 144—155. 206f. 254f. 256-258, described a similar division between
the Pharisees and priestly sects with respect to the degree of separation required between
impurity and everyday reality. He defines the Pharisaic halakhic worldview as a “policy
of non-separation” (257, my translation). See also Regev 2006. For additional characteri-
zations see ScuwARrTz 1992; SuEmEsH 2009, 39-106; V. Noam, From Qumran to the Rabbinic
Revolution: Conceptions of Impurity (Jerusalem 2010; Hebrew) 4-8. 337-359.
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While the author of 4QMMT adheres to the plain meaning of the bibli-
cal pericope regarding the contagious nature of the holiness of sacrifices,
his opponents boldly replace this awesome, spreading sanctity with the
rational concept of similarity of halakhic status.

Where our scroll prescribes, following the plain meaning of the verses
in Leviticus, that the fourth year fruit be given to the priests, their rivals
stick to early living traditions®® and transfer, in a Deuteronomic fashion,
the ritual of eating the sacred fruit from the priest to the lay person, and
from the temple to Jerusalem.

Two of these rules illuminate the shared infrastructure of ancestral tra-
ditions buried beneath the manifest disputes. Thus, the anxiety involved
with the terumah eaten by the priest’s wives is apparent in both systems,
though one of them found ways to decrease it. We also discovered be-
neath the obvious disagreement regarding the fourth year fruit residues of
an ancient conception common to both religious cultures.

Our short examination likewise demonstrated how rabbinic preoccu-
pation with certain halakhic issues sheds light on similar anxieties within
the Qumran literature. Once the subject of the sectarian fragment is il-
luminated by the rabbinic elaborate parallel, it contributes in turn to the
reconstruction of the latter's emergence against the background of inter-
sectarian, Second Temple dispute. The unique nature of 4QMMT as an
openly polemic document, specifying the opponents” approach, is an un-
equaled treasure for the reconstruction of this dispute and the society that
surrounded it.

% See KisLev 2004, esp. 37-39.






4QMMT and History
John . Collins

The Dead Sea Scrolls are notoriously short on historical detail, and only
rarely provide explicit references to historical figures and events.! 4QMMT
provides no such reference at all. Nonetheless, ever since it was announced
to the public in 1984, it has been regarded as a key text for determining
both the reasons for the formation of the sect known from the Scrolls and
the time at which it occurred.?

Already in the proceedings of the International Congress on Biblical Ar-
chaeology where the text was presented, Elisha Qimron and John Strugnell
declared that “MMT is a letter from a leader of the Qumran sect (possibly
the Teacher of Righteousness himself) to the leader of its opponents (pos-
sibly Jonathan or Simon)”.> They granted that the exact date of composi-
tion was unknown, but added “however, from the moderate tone of the
polemic, and from the fact that the author still hopes that his opponent
will be persuaded to accept the sect’s viewpoint, we assume that the text
is of an early date in the development of the Qumran schism ... MMT may
then be the earliest Qumranic work, probably written immediately after
the separation of the sect”.* The official DJD edition in 1994 still suggested
that “the sender may be identified with the Teacher of Righteousness, and
the addressee with the Wicked Priest”.5

Even before the DJD volume was published, however, Strugnell ex-
pressed reservations.® He attributed to Qimron the view that MMT dis-
tinguished between a “we” group led by the Teacher, a “you” group led
by the Wicked Priest, and a “they” group, who were legal opponents of
the “we” group. On this reading, MMT was written to warn the “you”
group against the “they” group. Strugnell had followed Qimron initially,
but now found “nothing in the text suggesting the presence of the specific
dramatis personae”.” He now characterized MMT as a legal proclamation

! See CorLins 2011.

? For a recent overview see bE Looyjer 2015, 89-138. De Looijer provides no constructive
proposals for the interpretation of the text.

3 QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1985a, 400.

4 QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1985a, 401.

5 QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 2.

® STRUGNELL 1994, 57-73.

7 STRUGNELL 1994, 71.
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rather than a letter. Nonetheless, he still regarded it as a missive from “a
priestly faction that was later to evolve, under the influence of the Teacher
of Righteousness, into the Qumran sect,” sent to “an accepted ruler, prob-
ably a High Priest,” possibly even the one who later became the Wicked
Priest, to keep him faithful to a particular interpretation of the laws. In
short, Strugnell had not moved as far from Qimron’s interpretation as his
profession of “second thoughts” might suggest.

While this initial understanding of MMT has remained influential,
many scholars have demurred from the highly specific originary setting
and identification of the protagonists. Several issues may be distinguished,
involving the scope and coherence of the composition, its genre, and the
identification of the dramatis personae.

1. Scope and composition

Three main sections are usually distinguished: a calendrical section (A), a
legal section (B), and a concluding hortatory section (C). (The editors also
allow for the possibility that a title or proem that has not been preserved ex-
isted at the beginning of the work.) The calendrical section is only attested
in one of six manuscripts. Strugnell, in his “second thoughts,” concluded
that it is far from certain that the calendar, as found here, belonged to any
letter at all or that it formed any part of the document MMTPC. At the
most, it should be conceived as a list of another genre, prefixed in 4Q394
for uncertain reasons to sections B and C. The calendar in it may simply
have been a noncontroversial list, a non-polemic mnemonic like our “30
days as September.” It was addressed to no “opponents” and formed no
part of MMT’s loftier polemic or hortatory themes.®

But the 364-day calendar was surely not “non-controversial”. If the doc-
ument as a whole is a statement of distinctive positions of a sect, then the
reason for including the calendar is hardly “uncertain”. Even if the calen-
dar was not part of every manuscript, it is not difficult to see why someone
might have added it to fill out the profile of distinctive positions.’

Only one manuscript (4Q397) preserves parts of both section B and sec-
tion C. In the view of the editors, the transition between these sections isnot
preserved.!? Some scholars have suggested that the transition is in fact pre-
served. Moshe Bernstein suspected that the fragmentary lines from 4Q397
14-21 (vii 11-viii 10 [C1-18]), dealing with women, which the editors in
DJD placed at the beginning of section C (vii 11-19 [C1-7]), were actually

8 SrRUGNELL 1994, 62.
K Compare ScuirrmMaN 1996, 85, who points to analogies with the Temple Scroll.
10 QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 111.
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the conclusion of the halakic section B.11 Miguel Pérez Fernandez, in his
redactional study of 4QMMT, argued that lines C7-9 of the composite text
(vii 18-viii 2), which are also part of 4Q397 14-21 and contain the statement
about separation from the multitude of the people, are still part of section
B. Section C would then have begun with the statement “we have [written]
to you so that you may reflect on the book of Moses ...” 12 These suggestions
are put in doubt by the debate about the placement of the fragments, and
the possibility that 4Q398 11-13 (viii 5-12 [C18-24]), which refers to David
and Solomon, and the blessings and curses, should be placed before 4Q397
14-21 (vii 11-viii 10 [C1-18]), on material grounds.!3

In any case, itis generally accepted that both B and C sections are part of
the same composition. The B section is introduced as “some of our words,”
(4Q394 3-7 14 [i 5 {B1}]). The C section refers back to this when it states
“we have written to you some of the works of the Torah” (4Q398 14-17 ii
2-3 11 4Q399 1 10-11 [viii 13 {C26}]), and this inclusio binds sections B and
C together.

This does not necessarily require that all this material was originally
composed by a single author. Pérez Fernandez noted several stylistic dif-
ferences between B and C, notably the transition from plural “you” in the
former to singular “you” in the latter. He concluded that “it does not seem
likely that the Halakic and exhortative parts are the work of the same per-
son,” but granted that the author of C must have retouched the halakic
part, introducing a heading and perhaps the formula “we think” or “we
say”.!* In short, the list of halakic rulings in the B section may well have
been compiled independently, and been lightly adapted when it was at-
tached to the C section.

2. Genre

A second set of issues concerns the genre of the text.!> Letters are usually
identified by an opening salutation and a concluding greeting.!® These fea-
tures are not attested in 4QMMT, but the C section is addressed to someone

11 BErNSTEIN 1996, 46f.

12 Pirez FERNANDEZ 1997, 196f.

13 Gee J. STRUGNELL, “Appendix 3”, in: QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 205f.; voN WEISSENBERG
2009, 85-90, and the reconstructed text by Reinhard Kratz in this volume. See also the
discussion by Kratz 2006, 164f.; HEmpeL 2010a, 281-283. The alternative placement was
originally suggested by H. Stegemann; see also E. Tigchelaar in this volume, p. 59-60.

!* Pirez FERNANDEZ 1997, 202f.

1> On the significance of genre for the historical understanding of the text, see GrossMaN
2001.

16 See the composite entry by D. Paroee / P. E. Dion / S. K. Stowers, “Letters”, in: D. N.
FreepMAN (ed.), The Anchor Bible Dictionary (New York 1992) 4:282-293.
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in the second person.17 Moreover, the phrase “we have written to you”
(partially reconstructed) in 4Q397 14-21 (C10), and again, more heavily
reconstructed in 4Q398 14-17 i 2 (viii 2 [C9-10]), supports the view that
this is an act of written communication.!® Accordingly some scholars have
characterized it as a public letter or epistle, but even such epistles are usu-
ally identified by formal literary features. (See for example the epistolary
decrees of Nebuchadnezzar in Dan 3:31-4:34 and 6:26-28.) Suggestions
that it be classified as a treatise are equally unsatisfactory, given the sec-
ond person address in the C section.??. One might regard the B section as
a collection of laws, but the notes that “we say” or “we are of the opinion”
suggest that they are part of an act of communication.

Lutz Doering has provided the most thorough discussion to date of the
epistolary features of MMT.2! He regards the letter not as a genre or lit-
erary type but as “a form of communication”.?? He notes “at least three
features of MMT, which — though not formal markers of the letter form —
nevertheless fit the letter in the wide sense assumed here”.?*> These are the
sustained and dialogically construed direct discourse, with a plural nar-
rator, the advancement of the halakic discourse by formulae such as “and
(also) concerning,” and “a veritable epistolary epilogue,” in which the au-
thor wishes well to the addressee and to Israel.?* Moreover, it is possible
that an epistolary greeting preceded the surviving fragments, and was ei-
ther dropped in copying or is now lost, and the phrase “we have written
to you” strongly suggests an act of written communication. He then enter-
tains sympathetically the suggestion of Armin Lange and Ulrike Mittmann
that MMT be classified as an “epistolary treatise”.>

Several scholars have noted the affinities of MMT with Deuteronomy.
Strugnell already noted the influence of Deuteronomy: the opening words
of section B, literally “these are some of our words” echo the first words
of Deuteronomy (“these are the words”).2® George Brooke noted that the
references to blessings and curses in section C “recall the covenantal frame-

17 Von WEIssENBERG 2009, 161-167.

18 Von WrissENBERG 2009, 166, claims that “the phrase does not necessarily have to refer
to a letter,” but does not explain why.

19 Gee the discussion by von WEissENBERG 2009, 146-156.

20 Brooke 1995, 72-90 classifies MMT as “a treatise with a didactic element.” STRUGNELL
1994, 63 dismisses the treatise as “a very ill-defined genre.”

! Dokring 2012, 194-214.

* DoEriNG 2012, 199.

 DoeriNG 2012, 207.

% DogrinG 2012. Note the parallels to the epilogue in Bar Kokhba letter Mur 42:7 and
Gal 6:16.

% A. Lange / U. Mrrrmann-Ricuert, “Annotated List of the Texts from the Judaean
Desert”, in: Tov 2002, [115-164] 133. They further qualify the “treatise” as “concerned
with religious law.”

% STRUGNELL 1994, 62f. 67.
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work of Deuteronomy”.27 Von Weissenberg builds on these observations
to suggest that “the composition of MMT implicates and adjusts a covenan-
tal pattern (Bundesformular): 1) an incipit, 2) legal statements, 3) paraenetic
conclusion with reference to blessings and curses” .28 But while MMT pre-
supposes the covenant as a conceptual framework, it can scarcely be said to
use the Bundesformular as a literary form. Where Deuteronomy presents its
laws and invokes curses and blessings directly, MMT is rather concerned
to argue for particular interpretations, and simply remind the addressee
of the blessings and curses.?’ Any proposal about the genre of MMT must
take account of its communicative, epistolary, features, even if the lack of
an epistolary greeting calls for some caution in the determination of the
genre.

3. The dramatis personae

The understanding of the act of communication attempted in 4QMMT de-
pends to a great extent on the identification of the dramatis personae, who
are referred to as “we,” “they,” and “you”.

3.1. “We”

The first person plural is used in both the B and C sections of MMT, to
refer to the author or authors, and the group they represent. It is usually
assumed that this group is some form of the sectarian movement known
from the Scrolls, since six copies of MMT were preserved at Qumran. In-
deed, Qimron declared bluntly in DJD 10: “The “we’ group is clearly the
Dead Sea Sect.”® Florentino Garcia Martinez argues that MMT is likely
to come from the “parent group” of the Qumran community, but this for-
mulation presupposes the understanding of the development of the sect
associated with the so-called Groningen hypothesis.!

The view that this is a sectarian document rests in part on a statement in
C7 of the composite text (4Q397 14-217 [vii 19]): n]yn 2191 1wy, translated
by the editors as “we have separated ourselves from the multitude of the
people”. This statement has often been construed as a “smoking gun,”
revealing the reasons for the separation of the group were halakic in nature.

27 Brooke 1995, 80. On the use of the blessings and curses see also Fraape 2003.

% Von WEISSENBERG 2009, 125.

2 See the comments of DoeriNG 2012, 210. Also Amraar 2017, 134-140 on the use of
covenant language in MMT.

30 QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 175.

1 Garcia MarTiNEZ 1996.
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Elitzur Bar-Asher Siegal has questioned this reading in a penetrating
study.32 Noting that the preceding and following words are reconstructed,
and also that only the initial ayin of ‘am is attested, Bar-Asher Siegal sug-
gests that the phrase should be restored as onyn 210 WA, parashanu
merov ha‘ammim — “he (God) separated us from the multitude of the peo-
ples”. (Alternatively, the verb could be restored as a passive, “we were
separated”.) He does not deny that the editors’ restoration and translation
is possible, but he notes that sectarian texts that refer to the group’s sep-
aration typically use the metaphor of departing (o) from the path of the
people, rather than separating. In favor of the revised reading is the fact
that MMT goes on to appeal to the writings (Moses, the Prophets, David),
which the writers and addressee have in common. Against this, on the
new reading, we must suppose that the “we” who are separated from the
gentiles refers to the whole people of Israel. In contrast, “we” is usually
used in MMT in a disjunctive sense, to designate the authors” group as op-
posed to others. Such variation is not unusual, but the very next statement
asserts that “no treachery or deceit or evil can be found in our hand”. This
follows more easily if the statement about separation refers to the authors’
self-separation from the majority, as the editors proposed. This would pro-
vide the basis for the claim that no treachery or deceit can be found in them.
As Steven Fraade paraphrases: “In effect, the addressee is told, “You now
know why we separated ourselves from the rest of Israel, and that our mo-
tives are pure.”33 To my mind, the editors’ restoration remains preferable,
but Bar-Asher Siegal’s suggestion cannot be ruled out.

If Bar-Asher Siegal’s restoration is accepted, then MMT no longer refers
explicitly to separation from the rest of the people. This does not necessar-
ily mean that a sectarian interpretation is excluded. The text still presents
the authors” views on disputed halakic issues. The issues in question are
primarily matters of purity, probably including intermarriage in the im-
mediate context.3* These, according to the authors, are essential matters,
fundamental to the holiness of Israel. Differences in interpretation on these
matters might well be the basis for sectarian division. On Bar-Asher Sie-
gal’s interpretation, however, sectarian separation has not yet necessarily
occurred.

On either restoration, there is no need to assume that the authors’ group
has just come into being. On the contrary, the authors present an elaborate
set of views on halakic issues, which must have taken some time to de-
velop. Whether the authors’” group has separated from the rest of the peo-
ple or not, it must have been in existence for some time. The emergence of a
sectarian movement, such as we find in the Scrolls, was a gradual process,

32 BArR-ASHER S1EGAL 2011.
33 FRAADE 2011, 75.
3 Suare 1997, 211.
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which probably went through several “separations” in the course of its
history. In the case of the community of the new covenant, the formation
of a community, with procedures for admission and expulsion, probably
preceded the decision to separate from the Temple.

Also relevant to the identity of the “we” group is the degree to which the
halakic positions expounded correspond to those otherwise attested for the
sectarians in the Dead Sea Scrolls. I should acknowledge here the objection
of Aryeh Amihai, that the use of the term “halakah” is inappropriate for the
Scrolls.?> The word is not used in the Scrolls, and indeed does not appear
before the rabbinic literature. While I take Amihai’s point, I continue to
use the word for the discussion of legal rulings, for lack of a convenient
alternative.

Qimron asserts confidently that the identity of the “we” group is ev-
ident “not only from the fact that the manuscripts of MMT were found
at Qumran (and not elsewhere), but also from agreement that exists be-
tween the halakhic views of the author and those found in the other DSS”.3
These include agreement with the Temple Scroll that shelamim sacrifices
must be eaten by sunset,®” that one who is impure must wait until after
sunset on the last day of his purification to eat pure food,*® and several
other matters.?® There are also many parallels with the Damascus Rule,
again concerning the duration of impurity to sunset on the day of purifica-
tion, restrictions on the blind and deaf, and illegal marriages, among other
things.*? The calendar, attested in 4Q394, is another point of convergence.
According to the Damascus Document (CD 3:13-16), God had disclosed to
the members of the new covenant the “hidden matters in which all Israel
had gone astray, his holy Sabbaths and his glorious feasts, his just stipu-
lations and his truthful paths, and the wishes of his will which man must
do in order to live by them,” in effect, the true calendar and proper ha-
lakah. MMT is certainly compatible with this view of the priorities of the
sectarian movement. Both the D rule and MMT are largely concerned with
halakic matters that should in principle apply to all Israel. Some scholars
have supposed that this concern with matters of relevance to all Israel must
reflect an early stage in the development of the sect, possibly before the ar-
rival of the Teacher.*! The Temple Scroll, after all, is not usually regarded
as a sectarian text stricto sensu. It is also possible, however, to explain the

% Aminar 2017, 7.

36 QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 175.

%11QT 20:11-13; MMT B9-13.

3 11QT 45:9-10; 49:19-29; 51:2-5; MMT B13-17.

39 See ScuiFFMAN 1996, 86-90.

40 SeprrrMaN 1996, 90-94; C. Hemper, “The Damascus Document and MMT”, in: Ead.
2013, 173-186.

1 So Schirrman 1996, 97.
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focus of MMT as a matter of genre and purpose.42 For the present, it will
suffice to note the broad affinity of MMT with the Temple Scroll and D.
If we may assume that MMT reflects some form or stage of the sectarian
movement, it strengthens the view that the issues on which the movement
differed from other parties in Judaism were primarily halakic. The issue
of the legitimate High Priestly succession, which has often been thought
to be a primary cause for the separation of the sect, is conspicuous by its
absence in all these texts.

Debates about halakic issues such as we find in MMT may have gone
on for some time before they led to the formation of sectarian communi-
ties, and continued for some time thereafter. Even if the “we” of MMT had
separated from the majority of the people, we do not know how they were
organized at this point, or whether they had also separated from the tem-
ple cult. MMT does not specify such separation, or indicate any kind of
communal organization such as we find in the Community Rule. Silence
on these issues is not necessarily definitive, since it may be related to the
purpose of the composition, but it does not permit us to draw any conclu-
sions as to the degree of separation that is implied. The claim of Qimron
that the verb w1a is used here “to describe the creation of sects”*? is not
necessarily warranted. The name perushim as applied to the Pharisees is
ambiguous, as it may have referred either to their separatism or to their
penchant for fine distinctions in the interpretation of the Law.*

3.2. “You”

The second person plural “you” occurs twice in the B section of MMT
(and is reconstructed in two other passages) and occurs once and is re-
constructed once in section C. All occurrences are in the phrase “and you
know”. In one case (iv 18-20 [B68-70]) the addressee is told that “you
know” the correct ruling; in another that “you know” the misdeeds of
the priests. In vii 18 (C7), the editors restore the phrase before the state-
ment about separation. In vii 20 (C8), the word “you” and the initial yod of
“know” are preserved before the statement that no treachery or deceit can
be found in the authors (4Q397).

After that point, all references to “you” are in the singular. The sig-
nificance of the switch is unclear. Steven Fraade regards such alter-
ation as commonplace in hortatory speech, and points to the precedent
of Deuteronomy.*> If vii 20~viii 1 (C8-9) (“and you know that no disloy-
alty or deceit or evil is to be found in our hand,”) were regarded as the

2 So Aminar 2017, 39.

s QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 111.

# See A. 1. BAUMGARTEN, “The Name of the Pharisees”, JBL 102 (1983) 411-428.
 Fraapk 2011, 76.



4QMMT and History 169

conclusion of the halakic section, then the switch to the singular would
correspond to the transition to the concluding exhortation, but this is un-
certain. The addressee of the final section has usually been taken to be
a leader in Israel, probably the High Priest. The editors famously identi-
fied him as the Wicked Priest, or, in Strugnell’s formulation, the one who
would become the Wicked Priest. Qimron, in the DJD edition, says “it
appears that he was one of the Hasmonean kings.”®

This construal of the addressee has been questioned by Steven Fraade,
who argues for the intramural use of MMT as an instructional document.*’
He sketches weak, strong, and intermediate versions of his conclusions. At
the least, he contends, “the extant textual evidence testifies to the use of the
text for intramural sectarian instruction in the first century B.C.E./C.E.”#3
(He finds less likely the weaker proposal that MMT was preserved as a
venerated relic of earlier times, but without its latter-day audience feeling
themselves to be addressed by the text.) Thus far, his argument seems to
me quite reasonable.

As an intermediate version of his thesis, Fraade entertains the possibil-
ity that MMT “was composed as a pseudo-letter, that is, that it was com-
posed with intramural study as its function, but in the form of a commu-
nication between the leadership of the community and its extramural op-
ponents”.* He rejects this suggestion, since he does not believe that any-
thing in the text requires an external addressee. This suggestion seems to
me quite gratuitous, all the more so if one thinks that the text does imply
an external addressee.

Fraade prefers the strong form of his thesis, “that 4QMMT was not com-
posed as a ‘letter” or form of communication to an extramural addressee
at all, but to members or potential members of its own community, most
likely neophytes or candidates for membership. It is they who would be
called upon to study its digest of rules, with its emphasis on matters of
ritual purity (as perhaps its prefaced calendar), as a way of reinforcing the
process of social separation and religious return that they had begun”.>

Itis quite possible that the Halakic section of 4QMMT was composed for
internal purposes, in a manner comparable to the halakic material in the
Damascus Document. The use of “we say” or “you know” in the hortatory
section is not especially problematic. This mode of speaking just gives the
legal rulings a hortatory cast. It is more difficult, however, to construe the
C section of MMT in this way.’! Many texts among the Scrolls were pre-

46 QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 175.

4 Fraapk 2011.

48 Fraapk 2011, 88. On the possible uses of MMT see MiLLER 2015, 221-266.
* Fraapr 2011, 89.

50 FraapEe 2011, 89.

®! Compare the comments of DogriNG 2012, 211.
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sumably intended for instruction within the community, but where do we
find anything analogous to the C section of MMT? The Damascus Docu-
ment, in the Geniza version, begins with a call to all who know justice and
understand the actions of God to listen. But it does not interrupt the text
repeatedly with direct address. MMT is notably lacking in distinctively
sectarian language. It is difficult to see why a sectarian leader should un-
derline the fact that “we have written to you” (viii 13 [4Q398 14-171ii 2 ||
40399 i 10 {C26}]). (Are we to suppose that this instruction was only in-
tended for outlying communities?) Indeed, as Aryeh Amihai has argued,
“we have written to you” is “a factual statement that could hardly serve
any rhetorical purpose if it were entirely fictional and known to be such.”52
Much of the debate about the addressee has centered on the concluding
verses of section C(13-18):
...we have written to you some of the works of the Torah which we think are good for
you and for your people. For we have seen with you wisdom and knowledge of the
Torah. Reflect on all these things and seek from Him that he strengthen your counsel
and keep far from you the plans of evil and the counsel of Belial, so that you may
rejoice at the end of the time, finding that some of our words are in order. And it shall

be reckoned to you as righteousness, when you do what is right and good in His eyes,
for the good of you and of Israel.

In a modern context, it might be considered good recruiting strategy to flat-
ter the potential recruit by complimenting him on his wisdom and knowl-
edge. It seems to me, however, that such flattery is more readily intelligible
if it is directed towards a ruler. As Amihai aptly puts it, “the praises of the
addressee’s knowledge and prudence suggest a concrete original recipient,
with the apparent flattery serving as a further sign of an appeal to a high
official.”® There is some doubt about the suffix on “your people.” It seems
unlikely, however, that the “people” in question here is the author’s sec-
tarian community; it seems to be associated with the recipient rather than
with the author. Again, at the end, the reading of “Israel” is uncertain,
but makes good sense. Moreover, the modest formulation “that some of
our words are in order” is hardly what we would expect in an address to
neophytes or postulants, but is quite in accordance with epistolary style.>*
Also, the assertion in vii 20-viii 1 (C8-9) that “you k[now that no] disloy-
alty or deceit or evil is to be found in our hands,” seems more appropriate
if it is addressed to a figure competent to judge such matters rather than to
a potential recruit. Also, the exhortation to “remember the kings of Israel

%2 Aminar 2017, 34.

% Am1na1 2017, 36.

% DorrinG 2012, 206, for examples of “stock phrases expressing modesty on the part of
the addressor.”
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and reflect on their deeds,” vi 11 (C23) is more appropriately addressed to
a ruler in Israel than to a postulant.55

Much has been made of the deferential, respectful tone of address in
this section.® It is unlikely that the authors already viewed the recipi-
ent as a “Wicked Priest,” or as an enemy. It makes eminently good sense,
however, to suppose that they viewed him as an authoritative figure, who
must be treated with deference, and who was in a position to influence,
if not control, the way these laws would be generally observed. The re-
spectful, irenic, tone is determined by the rhetorical situation. The authors
hope to persuade this individual to support their interpretation.57 In con-
trast, the kind of invective that we find in the Damascus Document and
the Pesharim presupposes a situation where hope of persuasion has been
abandoned, and where the rhetoric is designed for intramural use.

3.3. “They”

On the understanding of MMT proposed by the editors, “the ‘we” group
recommended their own purity practices to the ‘you” group, in contrast to
the contrary practices of the ‘they’ group”.58

The “they” group is identified confidently as the Pharisees. “This,”
writes Qimron, “is evident from the similarity between the halakha of the
opponents of the sect and rabbinic halakha: the ‘they’ group must have
been the predecessors of the rabbis, namely the Pharisees.”” The “they”
party, however, are not so clearly attested in MMT. The pronoun “they”
(on or nnn) occurs about half a dozen times in the B section, but some of
these references are restorations, and the context is fragmentary in any
case.?? The referencesini8,i12 and ii 3 (B4, 8 and 19) are restored. The an-
tecedent ini 8 and i 12 is “the gentiles.” In ii 3, the issue is the treatment of
the hides of animals. i 10 (B6) concerns the cooking of the purification of-
fering. i 14 (B10) refers to people who keep over the sacrifice of well-being
from one day to another. Inii 10 (B24), the context is too fragmentary to be
intelligible. iii 4-5 (B35) refers to people who do not sacrifice in the sanc-
tuary. v 9 (B80) criticizes “some of the priests” for forbidden unions. The

% Cf. Kratz 2006, 175f. G. J. Brooke, “The Significance of the Kings in 4QMMT”, in:
Kaprera 1991, 109-113, rightly insists that the mention of kings is not sufficient evidence
that the addressee is a ruler, but it is nonetheless highly compatible with such a thesis. See
Awmrnar 2017, 139.

% E.g. pE LoonEr 2015, 120-122.

% E. ReGrv, Sectarianism in Qumran. A Cross-Cultural Perspective. Religion and society 45
(Berlin 2007) 108, argues that the authors wanted the addressee to accept their interpreta-
tion of the laws, in order to remove impurity from the temple.

%8 QIMRroN / STRUGNELL 1994, 114.

5 QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 175

% Fraape 2011, 74 n. 11.
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editors specify three of these references as referring to the practices of the
opponents: i 10, i 14 and iii 4-5 (B6, 10 and 35).61 It appears that “they”
can refer to any group of whose practices the authors disapprove, but that
the pronoun does not necessarily refer to a specific party.62 Despite the
assertion of Qimron that “the ‘they’ group is referred to as oy 211 from
whom (and from whose practices) the ‘we’ group has separated,”® this
seems very unlikely. The authors separated from the majority of the peo-
ple because of their desire to ensure strict purity, but the positions with
which they disagree are not necessarily held by the people as a whole.®*
The argument that the opponents are specifically the Pharisees rests on
a few rulings that are paralleled in rabbinic literature. One concerns the
purification to those who performed the ceremony of the red heifer. The
Sadducees held that they had to wait until after sunset on the day that
performed their purification; the Pharisees held that they became pure im-
mediately after the ceremony.®® MMT states explicitly:
And furthermore, concerning the purity of the (red) cow of the purification offering:
the one who is slaughtering it, the one who is burning it, the one who is gathering its
ashes, and the one who is sprinkling the [water of] the purification offering — for all of
these the sun must have s[e]t to become pure, so that the pure is sprinkling the impure.
(i 17-ii 1 [B13-17]).
Another clear example concerns the purity of liquid streams. Mishnah
Yadaim 7 reports: “The Sadducees say ‘We complain against you, Phar-
isees, for you declare unbroken columns of liquid incapable of transmitting
ritual impurity’.” MMT clearly sides with the Sadducees on this issue:
And furthermore, concerning the (liquid) streams, we say of them that in them there
is no [plurity. And indeed, the (liquid) streams do not separate between impure and

pure. For the liquid of the streams and of what receives from them (i.e. the vessels) are
alike, one and the same liquid. (iv 5-8 [B55-58]).%

Another instance, concerning the purity of animal bones, requires emen-
dation in ii 7-9 [B21-23], but there is a reasonable inference that here too
MMT takes a strict position.®”

In all of these cases, MMT takes a stricter position than the Pharisees.®8

%1 QimMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 46. 47. 50. 149. 150-152.

62 Von WEIsSENBERG 2009, 135. HempeL 2010a, 289 identifies the group with whom the
authors are in dispute as “misguided priests.”

63 QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 111.

% S0 also H. EsHeL, “4QMMT and the History of the Hasmonean Period”, in: Kampen /
BERNSTEIN 1996, [53-65] 59; ScuwaRrTz 1996, 75f.

5 M. Para 5:4. See Sussman 1994, 187f.

66 Sussman 1994, 188.

57 Sussman 1994, 189. See the comments of VanNDERKAM 1992, 62, who grants that “there
is a reasonable inference from the preserved words” that MMT takes a strict position on
the purity of animal bones.

% See already BaumcarTeN 1980. The nuanced discussion of ELman 1996 points out vari-
ous complications, but does not seem to me to invalidate this conclusion. See the comments
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The sectarian movement known from the Scrolls was certainly not Sad-
ducean, but it appears to have had a similar approach to halakic issues,
in contrast to that of the Pharisees, at least on some issues.?? In view of
the broader differences in worldview between the community of the new
covenant and the Sadducees, the contrast with the Pharisees is arguably
more significant than the affinity with the Sadducees. MMT is certainly
not Pharisaic, and advances rulings counter to those of the Pharisees on a
number of topics. (It is conceivable that others besides the Pharisees held
the positions in question, but we have no evidence to that effect.) At the
same time, it is an over-statement to simply identify the “they” group with
the Pharisees, or indeed to speak of a single “they” group at all. The ques-
tion then is, what weight should we give to the fact that MMT clearly con-
tradicts some rulings later attributed to the Pharisees? Can these disputes
help us locate MMT in the context of inter-sectarian disputes in the Has-
monean era?

4. The Pharisees and the covenanters

There is plenty of evidence to indicate that the Teacher and his followers
were involved in intense halakic disputes with rival parties. The pesharim
mention a figure called “the man of the lie,” who also appears in the Dam-
ascus Document (CD 1:14-21) as “the scoffer” who poured out over Israel
waters of lies, and whose followers are said to “seek smooth things”. The
“seekers after smooth things” appear in Pesher Nahum as the opponents of
Alexander Jannaeus (the “Lion of Wrath”), and are also called “Ephraim”.
The conflict with Jannaeus is described by Josephus in B.]. 1:92-98 and
A.]. 13:377-383. The opponents of Jannaeus invited Demetrius III to in-
vade Judea. Jannaeus succeeded in repelling the invasion and suppressing
the rebellion. He then had 800 of his opponents crucified. Josephus does
not identify the opponents as Pharisees, but he says that after the death
of Jannaeus the Pharisees took the lead in prosecuting the advisers who
had urged the king to crucify the 800 (B.]. 1:113; A.]. 13:340-411). Conse-
quently, there is a scholarly consensus that the opponents of Jannaeus, in-
cluding those identified as “Seekers after Smooth Things,” should be iden-
tified as Pharisees.”’ The expression Seekers after Smooth Things ("7

of A. SuemEsH, “Halakhah Between the Dead Sea Scrolls and Rabbinic Literature”, in: Lim /
Corrins 2010, [595-616] 608.

% See the exchange between L. H. Scuirrman, “The Sadducean Origins of the Dead Sea
Scroll Sect”, in: SHANKs 1992, 35-49, and VANDERKAM 1992. See also GraBBE 1997.

70 Sh. BerriN, The Pesher Nahum Scroll from Qumran: An Exegetical Study of 4Q169. STJD
23 (Leiden 1997) 91-99; A. I. BAUMGARTEN, “Seekers after Smooth Things”, in: L. H. Scrire-
MaN /J. C. VanperKawm (eds.), Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (New York 2000) 2:857f.; J.
C. VanperKaM, “Those Who Look for Smooth Things, Pharisees, and Oral Law”, in: S. M.
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mpHn) seems to be a derogatory pun on halakah or halakot, but this too is
not beyond dispute.71

Hartmut Stegemann argued that the “man of the lie” was the founder of
the Pharisaic movement.”? He is accused of “building a city of emptiness”
and “establishing a congregation with falsehood” in 1QpHab 10:10. This
does not necessarily mean that he was the original founder of the move-
ment, however. Michael Wise proposed that he be identified with Shimeon
ben Shetach, who was active in the time of Alexander Jannaeus.”® This, too,
is speculative, but no less plausible than the view that he was the founder
of the sect. All we can safely infer is that the “liar” was an influential Phar-
isaic leader.

We need not infer from all this that the Pharisees were the only people
with whom the covenanters quarreled, but it does appear that the Phar-
isees figured prominently among their opponents. The label “Seekers after
Smooth Things” suggests that they regarded the Pharisees as too lenient or
accommodating in their legal interpretations. So while we must grant that
explicit references are lacking, and that the evidence is inferential and con-
tested, the view that the opponents in MMT included the Pharisees seems
highly plausible.

5. The question of dating

The question now arises, when would the sectarian or proto-sectarian
group reflected in the “we” of MMT, have had occasion to appeal to a ruler,
to plead for acceptance of its own legal interpretations rather than those of
the Pharisees (and perhaps others)?

The success of the Maccabean revolt and the rise of the Hasmonean state
sparked an upsurge of interest in the legal requirements of the Torah. Anti-
ochus Epiphanes had attempted to suppress the Torah as the ancestral law
of Judea. The Maccabees had fought in defence of their ancestral law, al-
though they were willing to make exceptions to it when necessary. When
the Hasmoneans came to power, they encouraged the observance of the
Torah. But many of those who were most zealous in its observance had
distinctive views as to what that entailed. The new debates about the legal
aspects of the Torah, especially in matters of purity, can be seen in such
works as Jubilees and the Temple Scroll. Eventually these debates led to

Paur/R. A. Krarr /L. H. Scuirrman / W. W. FieLps (eds.), Emanuel. Studies in Hebrew Bible,
Septuagint, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov. VTSup 94 (Leiden 2003) 465-477.

7! This interpretation is disputed by J. P. MEier, “Is There Halaka (the Noun) at Qum-
ran?”, JBL 122 (2003) 150-155.

72 SrEGEMANN 1971, 253.

73 Wise 1999, 68-73.
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the formation of distinct parties or sects, such as the Pharisees and the Es-
senes.”*

In the Antiquities, Josephus first mentions the Jewish parties, or haire-
seis, in the context of his account of Jonathan Maccabee in A.J. 13:171. In
the Jewish War, however, he introduces them much later, in the context of
the early first century CE (B.]. 2:119-166). The passage in Antiquities is of-
ten cited as evidence that the sectarian conflict reflected in MMT dates from
the time of Jonathan Maccabee, the putative Wicked Priest.”> Steve Mason,
who is not concerned with identifying the Wicked Priest, argues that Jose-
phus “believed, or wished his readers to believe, that the Jewish schools
were in existence at the time of the Hasmonean Jonathan”.”® In contrast,
other scholars have been troubled by the discrepancy with the Jewish War.
Danny Schwartz has argued that the introductory phrase “at that time”
is only a convenient way of linking inserted material with the context.””
More recently, Joseph Sievers has argued persuasively that the passage in
Antiquities 13 is out of context, and was added secondarily.”® The passage
in question is paraphrasing 1 Maccabees 12, but omits the letter to Arius
of Sparta. Sievers argues that this created a gap in a manuscript that had
already been formatted.” The passage about the three haireseis was intro-
duced to fill this gap. Josephus gives no indication that either Jonathan
or his brother Simon was engaged in controversy with any of the haireseis.
Jonathan was still engaged in conflict with the Syrians, and his Jewish op-
ponents were the Hellenizers, at least early in his career. Even in Antiqui-
ties, Josephus does not say that these parties arose in the time of Jonathan.
On the contrary, he claims that they existed “from the most ancient times”
(A.]. 18:11). He does not in fact seem to know when they originated.

The earliest instance of sectarian conflict in Josephus concerns the Phar-
isees and John Hyrcanus (A.]. 13:288-298).80 That story is problematic,
however, because it is very similar to a story told about Alexander Jan-
naeus and the Pharisees, in b. Qiddushin 66a. Hyrcanus and Jannaeus are
each accused of being unfit for the High Priesthood because his mother
had been a captive. Itis likely that the two kings were confused in oral tra-

7 See CoLrLins 2017, especially chapter 5, 97-113, on the “halakic turn” in this period.

75 E. g. QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 119.

76 Mason 2001, 201.

77 D. R. Scawartz, “Josephus and Nicolaus on the Pharisees”, JS] 14 (1983) 157-171.
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Jewish Quarterly Review 72 (1982) 241-268. See, however, the critique of Schwartz’s position
by Mason 2001, 199-201.

78 J. SIEVERS, “Josephus, First Maccabees, Sparta, the Three Haireseis — and Cicero”, JS]
32(2001) 24-51.
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of Jonathan Maccabee.
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dition. Opinion is divided as to which form of the story is older.®! Shaye
Cohen declared that “in not a single case is the rabbinic version earlier than
the ]osephan”.82 In contrast, Vered Noam has argued that “it is evident
that the parallels between the Josephan and rabbinic stories stem from the
use of a shared pool of traditions rather than resulting from Tannaitic or
Amoraic familiarity with some version of Josephus’s writings”. She contin-
ues: “this conclusion fundamentally overturns the sweeping assumption
that Josephus’s account offers the earlier, preferred version of these sto-
ries.”® She notes that the parallel stories often appear as interpolations into
an existing Josephan account.3* In this case, Mason also argues that “Jose-
phus took over a traditional Jewish story about a rift between the Phar-
isees and John Hyrcanus (A.]. 13:289-296) and included it in his narrative
of events under that High Priest.”®

There was well-known conflict between the Pharisees and Alexander
Jannaeus, and the Pharisees, at least, were well established by then, but
they could already have been a force in the time of Hyrcanus, although the
evidence is more dubious in this case. There is no evidence, however, of
conflict involving Pharisees or any of the other haireseis before the time of
Hyrcanus.

According to Josephus, Hyrcanus had been a disciple of the Pharisees,
but after this conflict he transferred his allegiance to the Sadducees, de-
serted the Pharisees, and abrogated the regulations which they had estab-
lished for the people (A.]. 13:296). The Pharisees remained out of favor dur-
ing the remainder of his reign and that of Alexander Jannaeus. When Jan-
naeus was dying, however, in 76 BCE, he urged his widow Salome Alexan-
dra to make peace with the Pharisees, and yield a certain amount of power
to them, which she did. According to Josephus

she permitted the Pharisees to do as they liked in all matters, and also commanded

the people to obey them; and whatever regulations, introduced by the Pharisees in
accordance with the tradition of their fathers, had been abolished by her father-in-law

81 M. J. GELLER, “Alexander Jannaeus and the Pharisee Rift”, JJS 30 (1979) 202-211 argued
for the priority of the Talmudic account, on the basis of other turbulence in Jannaeus’s
reign. E. Nober, “Asidaioi and Essenes”, in: A. HILHORST / E. PuecH / E. TIGCHELAAR (eds.),
Flores Florentino: Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Early Jewish Studies in Honour of Florentino Garcia
Martinez. JSJSup 122 (Leiden 2007) 70-74. Conen 1986, 7-15, argues for the priority of
Josephus’ account. So also A. ]. SALDARINI, Pharisees, Scribes and Sadducees in Palestinian
Society: A Sociological Approach (Wilmington 1988) 86, n. 17.

82 Conen 1986, 13f. Compare STEMBERGER 1995, 109: “We may conclude with some cer-
tainty that there was direct dependence by the rabbis on Josephus.”

83 Nooam 2016b, 1015. See also V. Noam, “The Story of King Jannaeus (b. Qiddushin 66a):
A Pharisaic Reply to Sectarian Polemic”, HTR (2014) 31-58.

# Noam 2016b, 1005.

% Mason 2001, 227.
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Hyrcanus, these she again restored. And so while she had the title of sovereign, the
Pharisees had the power (A.]. 13:408-409).%

A missive such as we find in 4QMMT could conceivably have been sent to
any of the Hasmonean rulers, from Hyrcanus I to Hyrcanus I, to press the
views of the sender on halakic issues.?” The earlier years of Hyrcanus I,
or the time when he was deciding to switch his allegiance away from the
Pharisees, might provide a possible setting, if indeed the story of his con-
flict with the Pharisees is historically reliable. An alternative setting might
be found after the death of Jannaeus, when the Hasmonean rulers were
again considering a switch of allegiance. In this case the plea would most
probably have been addressed to Hyrcanus II, who served as High Priest
while his mother, Salome Alexandra was queen. I have argued elsewhere
that Hyrcanus II is a plausible candidate for identification as the Wicked
Priest of the Pesharim.® If he was the recipient of MMT, he had presum-
ably not yet been cast in that role.

The much-derided view that MMT was sent by the Teacher to the figure
known in the Pesharim as the Wicked Priest is ultimately unprovable, but
it would cast light on an enigmatic passage in the Pesharim. According to
the pesher on Psalms, the Wicked Priest sought to murder the Teacher “and
the Torah which he sent to him”.%° Qimron and Strugnell suggested that
the Torah in question was none other than MMT; at the least it was some
kind of legal document sent by the sectarian leader to the High Priest.”®
The suggestion was accepted by such diverse scholars as Michael Wise and
Hanan Eshel.®! It is of course speculative.”> MMT does not refer to itself
as a “torah,” and the word normally refers to the Law of Moses, not to
its interpretation, in the Scrolls. The passage in Pesher Psalms remains
enigmatic in any case. The proposal that it refers to MMT remains, I think,
an attractive proposal, despite all the uncertainty that surrounds it, but it
is certainly speculative, and no weight can be placed on it.

8 See the discussion of this episode by Mason 2001, 82115 (on the account in the Jewish
War), and 246-259 (on the Antiquities).

% SreupeL 2006, has suggested that the Prayer for King Jonathan (4Q448) was a preface
to MMT. Steudel favors the view that the addressee in both compositions is Jonathan Mac-
cabee, but he was never king. The King Jonathan of 4Q448 can only be Alexander Jannaeus.
4Q448, however, is a very different kind of text from MMT, and it is unlikely to have been
part of the same composition.

% Corrins 2010, 111-113. So already Wise 1999, 67-73. The identification was origi-
nally proposed by A. DurPoNT-SOMMER, The Essene Writings from Qumran (trans. G. Vermes;
Gloucester, MA 1973) 351-357.

8 4QpPs® frags. 1-10 4 8-9. The “man of the lie” rejected the torah according to 1QpHab
5.

% QimroN / STRUGNELL 1994, 175.

°L Wisk 1999, 65-68; EsuEr 2008, 46f.

% See pE Looer 2015, 127-130.
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6. Conclusion

It remains true that there is no explicit historical information in 4QMMT.
It is quite possible to take a minimalist approach and leave it at that, and
it is certainly easier to point out the problems with any positive construc-
tion than to offer an alternative.”® It is also possible, however, with all due
tentativeness, to draw some inferences from this fragmentary and contro-
versial text.

MMT allows for some significant historical inferences. These are always
tentative and will probably always be contested because of the fragmen-
tary and elliptic nature of the evidence. Some are more speculative than
others. The attempt to identify the sender and the recipient as a specific
sectarian leader and a specific High Priest is obviously highly tentative.
The most we can say is that the hypothesis that it was sent by the Teacher
to Hyrcanus II (or less plausibly in my view to Hyrcanus I) is attractive,
and would explain some data in the Scrolls. The date we assign to the com-
position will obviously depend on the identifications proposed. It seems
clear that the text dates from the Hasmonean era, since the manuscripts
are dated to the period 75 to 50 BCE, approximately. It seems to me, how-
ever, that there is no basis for pushing the date back as early as 150 BCE, as
has widely been supposed. The kind of intensive halakic debate reflected
in MMT first arose in Judaism in the wake of the Maccabean revolt, and
presumably took some time to develop. On the broader significance of
the text, we may speak with a little more confidence. If we may at least as-
sume that the “we” group in MMT is some form of the sectarian movement
known from the rule books, then this text adds considerable weight to the
view that the sect arose because of halakic disputes, and not because of dis-
putes over the High Priesthood as has often been assumed. This view does
not really depend on 4QMMT. It can already be deduced from the Dam-
ascus Rule, and less directly from other Scrolls. But before MMT came to
light, scholars did not generally see things this way. MMT then has had
considerable impact on our understanding of the concerns of the sectarian
movement, and of its general historical context, even if there is no consen-
sus about more specific historical details.

% As exemplified by pE Looner 2015.



4QMMT and / as Hellenistic Literature
Lutz Doering

1. Introduction

At first sight, the question of what 4QMMT might have to do with Hel-
lenistic literature could seem a little startling. MMT is in Hebrew, it has
a (probably secondary) section referring to the 364-day calendar,! it deals
to a large extent with matters of halakhah,? and its legal positions look
strict and particularistic. Does this not suggest an antagonistic stance over
against Hellenistic literature, very much like “fire and water” or, more ap-
propriately for the Scrolls, like “light and darkness”, as M. Hengel once
summarised his initial impression when dealing with “Qumran and Hel-
lenism”?® And yet, it would be a mistake to assume that the Scrolls found
in the Qumran caves had nothing to do with Hellenism. Hengel himself
is famous for pointing to “the encounter” of “Judaism and Hellenism”,
including the Qumran Scrolls (“early Essenism”, as per Hengel),4 but he
had both vocal forerunners and successors. Some among the latter are no
longer content with either the dichotomy of “Qumran and Hellenism” or
the notion of “influence” of Hellenism on Qumran, and instead suggest
that the yahad and its predecessors were enmeshed in Hellenistic cultural
practices —a lead we shall follow here as well and which informs the word-
ing of the title of the present contribution.

Let us start with a brief review of how the relationship between Qumran
and Hellenism has been approached in scholarship. Among the earliest
scholars claiming significant inroads of Hellenism into Palestine was M.
Hadas. For him, rabbinic teaching “can only be described as a species of
Socratic dialectic”.? The biblical book of Job bears remarkable resemblance
to Greek tragedy, and Ecclesiastes imitates the Cynic-Stoic diatribe.b As
to the Scrolls, Hadas follows earlier suggestions by A. Dupont-Sommer
about “the organizational affinity between the Qumran community and

! See the chapter by Johnathan Ben-Dov in this volume, p. 105-116.
2 See the chapter by Vered Noam in this volume, p. 137-159.

3 Hencer 1978, 333.

4 Apart from HenGeL 1978, see Id. 1988, 394-453.

® Hapas 1959, 79.

§ Hapas 1959, 133-144.
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the Pythagorean brotherhoods”.” Others, such as C. Schneider, were scep-
tical about some of Hadas’s detailed suggestions but affirmed the thor-
oughgoing impact of “an intellectual koiné” that also affected Qumran.®
Like H. Bardtke shortly before him,’ Schneider saw particular similarities
between sectarian organisation in the Qumran Scrolls and Hellenistic asso-
ciations.10 Hengel, too, took up this approach brieﬂy11 but pointed out that
the Qumran community resembled Hellenistic associations only in its legal
form though not in its self-understanding: the latter was driven by its con-
viction of being God’s holy remnant, living in the end time, and holding an
exclusive truth claim.!? M. Weinfeld provided a more detailed comparison
between the organisation as well as the penal code of the Qumran commu-
nity and the statutes of Hellenistic associations.!® In an appendix, Wein-
feld argued specifically against the alternative view of L. H. Schiffman who
claimed that the Qumran community intended to fulfil ideals contained in
the Jewish scriptures.”* Following articles by several scholars engaging

7 Hapas 1959, 195; cf. 218; DuronT-SommEeR 1950, 113; Id., The Jewish Sect of Qumran and
the Essenes (London 1954), index, s.v. “Pythagoras”. This is a thesis that has more recently
been revisited by J. TayLor, Pythagoreans and Essenes: Structural Parallels (Paris / Louvain
2004); it had already played a role in 19th and early 20th century work on the Essenes (see
ibid. 2).

8 ScuneDER 1963, 300: “eine klar zu beschreibende Koine aller Lebensgebiete, die
das gesamte hellenistische Gebiet noch irgendwie bestimmte und der sich niemand ganz
entziehen konnte”; 301: “... eine Auswirkung dieses Stromes einer geistigen Koine”. — A
contextual remark might be in order here: Carl Schneider is an example of how closely
interests in Hellenism could have been interwoven with anti-Jewish, even antisemitic, in-
terpretation during and after the NS regime. Schneider became a member of the NSDAP
in 1933 and a contributor to the Eisenach “Institute for the Study and Elimination of Jewish
Influence on German Church Life” in 1939. According to A. Merz, he was “one of the worst
literary antisemites among the professors of theology”, and his work after 1945, when he
was unable to resume his professorship and instead worked as pastor and culture officer in
Speyer, continued some of his earlier approaches in the form of a “Philhellenism” coupled
with “controlled antisemitism”: A. MErz, “Philhellenism and Antisemitism: Two Sides of
One Coin in the Academic Writings of Carl Schneider”, Kirchliche Zeitgeschichte 17 (2004)
[314-330] 317. 328.

® BARDTKE 1961; Id., “Qumran und seine Probleme”, Theologische Rundschau 33 (1967)
[97-119; 185-236] 217-236. Bardtke was the first to point to the Hellenistic associations as
the legal form of corporation visible in the Dead Sea Scrolls (although E. ZiesarTa had al-
ready viewed Philo’s Essenes along these lines: Das griechische Vereinswesen. Preisschriften
... der Fiirstlich Jablonowski’schen Gesellschaft 34 [Leipzig 1896] 130: “... ihre Organisa-
tion erschien dem Griechen durchaus wie die der Kultvereine”).

10 ScunEpER 1963, 305-309. However, Schneider limits the relevance of the issue: “Die
Frage nach Hellenistischem ist hier also nur da aufzuwerfen, wo deutlich Nichtjiidisches
zu erkennen ist.”

! HenceL 1988, 446-448; Id. 1978, 342-352.

12 Cf. HenceL 1978, 350. Similarly already BarpTke 1961, 104 n. 76.

3 WEINnFELD 1986. The body of the analysis (without appendices) comprises less than 50
pages.

4 WrinrELD 1986, 71-76, taking issue with L. H. ScuirrmaN, Sectarian Law in the Dead Sea
Scrolls: Courts, Testimony and the Penal Code. BJS 33 (Chico 1983).
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with Weinfeld’s work,?® Y. M. Gillihan published a more comprehensive
analysis of the D, S and Sa texts in the context of voluntary associations, in
which he claims that the Scrolls significantly appropriated civic ideology
in order to forge an alternative politeia, similar to the Epicureans, Cynics,
Stoics, and later also Paul’s ekklésiai: “Members of these associations iden-
tified themselves as citizens of a commonwealth other than and superior
to the reigning state”.10 Tt seems that such a self-understanding, if correct,
has important implications for the politics of communication and the pro-
duction of literature. We shall come back to this below (§ 3.1). However,
it should be noted that a recent evaluation by B. Eckhardt views much less
specific connection between the yahad and Graeco-Roman associations. In
particular, Eckhardt, echoing Hengel’s reservation from a different per-
spective, argues that most Graeco-Roman associations were assimilative
to their respective societies, while the yahad provided an alternative to its
surrounding society; Gillihan’s observations on civic ideology may apply
to both the yahad and philosophical schools, but the latter should be distin-
guished from (cult) associations.!”

As mentioned above, several authors recently pointed out that the con-
strual of the issue in terms of “Qumran and Hellenism” is problematic
since it reifies both “Qumran” and “Hellenism” and in fact disjoins them
before typically allowing more or less “influence” of Hellenism on Qum-
ran texts. Instead, these scholars suggest that we should proceed from the
assumption that the authors of the Qumran Scrolls were enmeshed in the
Hellenistic culture of their time, and hence determine in which cultural dis-
courses and practices the authors of these texts were engaged.'® One such
practice is commentary writing. Already Schneider had pointed to the
similarities between the Qumran pesharim and Alexandrian commentary

13 See especially M. KLingHARDT, “The Manual of Discipline in the Light of Statutes of
Hellenistic Associations”, in: Wise 1994, 251-270, claiming that the Rules Scrolls represent
the rules of individual synagogue associations; M.-F. BasLez, “Recherches sur le yahad des
manuscrits de Qumran”, in: N. BeLaycre / S. Mimount (eds.), Les communautés religieuses
dans le monde gréco-romain. BEHER 117 (Paris 2003) 75-92, considering “Semitic associa-
tions” alongside Hellenistic ones; R. HERRMANN, “Die Gemeinderegel von Qumran und
das antike Vereinswesen”, J. FrRey / D. Scuwartz / S. GRIPENTROG (eds.), Jewish Identity in
the Greco-Roman World. AJEC 71 (Leiden 2007) 161-203, providing a balanced account of
the status quaestionis, arguing against direct “influence” from Greek associations onto the
yahad, yet explaining the similarities against a common social environment shared by the
latter with other associations.

16 Grerman 2012, 506.

17 Ecknarpr 2019 allows for the equivalence of the terms yahad and xowév and points
to similarities in the areas of (priestly) leadership, membership, and meetings (89f.). He
admits that parallels between Hellenistic associations and the yahad exist, “but not a single
one can be adduced without reservations” (91).

18 Gee P. B. HarTOG / J. JoxiranTa, “The Dead Sea Scrolls in Their Hellenistic Context”,
DSD 24 (2017) 339-355; B. G. WrigHT, “Were the Jews of Qumran Hellenistic Jews?”, DSD
24 (2017) 356-377.
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literature,'® and several essays in recent years have probed historical con-
nections between Qumran and Greek commentaries.?> A more sustained
attempt is a recent study by P. B. Hartog, which compares the Qumran pe-
sharim with the hypomnemata on Homer’s Iliad and claims that both corpora
manifest a turn towards tradition, stimulated by increased intercultural
contacts.?! Already earlier, S.J. D. Cohen, when — reminiscent of the older
paradigm - looking for “Hellenism in unexpected places”, found it in the
Hellenistic practice of thematic lists drawn from authoritative texts.22

In what follows, we shall therefore look at those cultural discourses and
practices from the Hellenistic period that are relevant for MMT: calendar
and law, the genre and deployment of epistle and treatise, as well as some
forms that MMT has in common with (other) “Hellenistic literature” (i.e.,
literature from the Hellenistic[-Roman] period), predominantly in Greek.

2. Discourses on Calendar and Law
in the Hellenistic Period

Although it is likely that the calendar section was not originally part of
the composition that we call MMT, it is nevertheless worth commenting
upon briefly, since it was copied at the top of one of the MMT manuscripts,
4Q394.% Using calendars for the politics of identity is very much a phe-
nomenon of the Hellenistic period, where calendars differing from that of
the ruling kingdom or empire were used to express an element of national
identity®* or of political and cultural dissidence.” In particular, the move
of aligning the calendar with nature, as suggested by the Sabbatical struc-
ture and the (near) alignment with the solar year in the similar (though not

19 ScuNEIDER 1963, 302-305.

20 M. Bockmutnt, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of Biblical Commentary”, in:
R. A. CremenTs / D. R. Scuwartz (eds.), Text, Thought, and Practice in Qumran and Early
Christianity. STD]J 84 (Leiden 2009) 3-29; A. LaNGE / Z. PLESE, “The Qumran Pesharim and
the Derveni Papyrus: Transpositional Hermeneutics in Ancient Jewish and Ancient Greek
Commentaries”, in: A. LanGe / E. Tov / M. WEeicoLp (eds.), The Dead Sea Scrolls in Context:
Integrating the Dead Sea Scrolls in the Study of Ancient Texts, Languages, and Cultures. VTSup
140. 2 vols. (Leiden 2011) 2:985-922; KraTz 2014.

21 P. B. HarroG, Pesher and Hypomnema: A Comparison of Two Commentary Traditions from
the Hellenistic-Roman Period. STD] 121 (Leiden 2017).

225, 1. D. Couen, “Hellenism in Unexpected Places”, in: J. J. CoLrins / G. E. STERLING
(eds.), Hellenism in the Land of Israel. Christianity and Judaism in Antiquity 13 (Notre Dame,
IN 2001) [216-243] 217-223. Cohen compares 4Q339 (4QList of False Prophets) and 4Q340
(4QList of Netinim) with lists drawn from e.g. Homer and Greek mythographers.

2 For details, see the article by Jonathan Ben-Dov in this volume, p. 105-116.

% Ben-Dov 2017, 10: “The idea of a national calendar is a novelty, harnessing the calen-
dar to the effort of identity formation”.

%G, StERN, “Calendars, Politics, and Power Relations in the Roman Empire”, in: BEn-
Dov / DoerinG 2017, 31-49.
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identical) calendars of the book of Jubilees and the Dead Sea Scrolls, should
be seen in the wider context of correlating the Judaean legal tradition, that
is, Torah and halakhah, with natural law.2® The calendar thus proves to be
part of the same national law that is claimed to be concordant with natural
law. If it is correct that the calendar was copied onto 4QQ394 in order to
indicate that the 364-day calendar was one cause for the schism between
the yahad and its opponents, or was at least controversial between them,?’
then 4QQ394 can be taken as an example of practical calendar politics in the
Hellenistic period.

Moreover, the legal approach in Jubilees and later also the yahadic Dead
Sea Scrolls is strongly interested in establishing the aforementioned con-
cordance with natural law. In doing so, it appears to reflect, and to respond
to, Graeco-Roman discourses of natural and positive law.?8 Jub 2-3 clearly
resolves the relationship between universalism and particularism of law
by suggesting that the Torah provides the “texture of creation”, that al-
ready Creation Sabbath aims at Israel, who is honoured with keeping Sab-
bath together with God and the two higher classes of angels, and that the
Protoplasts are portrayed like Israelites observing purification periods. In
MMT discourses on natural and positive law might be reflected in pro-
nouncements about the “nature” of things, such as the (liquid) streams (iv
5-8 [B55-58]), the bone of a corpse (v 2—4 [B72-74]), and the prohibition of
kila’im and sha‘atnez (cf. v 5-11 [B76-82]).%°

3. Between Epistle and Treatise: The Genre of 4QMMT
and Hellenistic Literature

As is well known, J. Strugnell and E. Qimron, in their preliminary discus-
sions, did not hesitate to call MMT “a halakhic letter”.3° In their DJD 10
edition, however, they have become less sure about the genre of MMT. The
main body of the edition of MMT states that both formal features and con-
tents “suggest that it should be classed with corporate or public letters sent
from one group to another, or even with treatises, rather than with the pri-

% Ben-Dov 2017, 10f.

27 Cf. ScruirrmaN 1996, 85; KisTer 1999, 360. See the discussion by Jonathan Ben-Dov in
this volume, 112-116.

% C. Haves, What’s Divine About Divine Law: Early Perspectives (Princeton 2015) esp. 125~
139.

? Cf. the tendency towards “legal realism” claimed for the Dead Sea Scrolls by D. R.
Scuwartz, “Law and Truth: On Qumran-Sadducean and Rabbinic Views of Law”, in: D.
Dimant / U. Raprarorr (eds.), The Dead Sea Scrolls: Forty Years of Research. STD] 10 (Leiden
1992) 229-240; C. Haves, “Legal Realism and Sectarian Self-Fashioning in Jewish Antig-
uity”, in: S. STERN (ed.), Sects and Sectarianism in Jewish History. IJS Studies in Judaica 12
(Leiden 2011) 119-146.

30 QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1985a and b.
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vate letter”, although the “distinction between the epistle and the treatise
is hard to draw”.?! As we now know, Strugnell was unhappy with this
description, apparently redacted by Qimron. Both in Appendix 3 to the
DJD edition and in his notorious “Second Thoughts on a Forthcoming Edi-
tion”, Strugnell distanced himself from Qimron’s view of the genre (“his
epistle”), pointing out that he has “questioned the use of the term ‘epis-
tle’..., finding it inappropriate on form-critical grouncls”.32 In his “Second
Thoughts”, Strugnell also disclosed that he had in fact introduced the sug-
gestion that MMT might be a treatise but that he now thought that “the
treatise is, at least in Hellenistic literature, a very ill-defined genre”, and
that “the suggestion, which you will find mentioned in the editio major, that
this was a treatise, rather than a letter, should be withdrawn”. Instead, he
now proposed “that we have in these lines a free-standing introduction
to a collection of laws, perhaps consciously modelled on the opening of
Deuteronomy”.3® To be sure, the main text of the edition is not as clear
about MMT as a treatise as Strugnell insinuated.

In an earlier reassessment of the genre of MMT, I suggested that the
text shows at least three features that fit the letter, broadly understood as a
“form of communication” or “basic text type”, quite well: “sustained and
dialogically construed direct discourse, with a plural narrator; advance-
ment of the halakhic discourse by w1/ w’p 1, similar to meot 6¢ in Greek
letters; and a veritable epistolary epilogue”.3* While the two latter aspects
will be further discussed below, a few comments on the first feature — di-
rect discourse — may be apposite here. First of all, there is some agreement
that 4Q397 14-21 10, AYin 1502 panw 1298 1i[ana (viii 2 [C10]) with no ob-
ject attached to 131213, means “we have written fo you (sg.), so that you may
understand the book of Moses etc.”. Nevertheless, it has been claimed that
4Q398 14-17 i 2 provides an alternative reading, fWin 98[oa panw] ou[ana
“we have written them down etc.”, and that this reading does not point to
an epistolary situation.?> However, this reading has been challenged by
E. Puech, who reconstructs iin 98[oa Jomuma[n onrw navR 11am3 gy, “and
also we have written to you (sg.), so that you (pl.) understand the book

31 QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 114.

32 SrruGNELL, in: QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 205; the same wording in STRUGNELL 1994,
67.

3 SrruGNELL 1994, 63; similarly, STRUGNELL, in: QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 204.

34 Doerineg 2012, 207. For the letter as a “form of communication” see K. ERMERT, Brief-
sorten: Untersuchungen zu Theorie und Empirie der Textklassifikation. Reihe Germanistische
Linguistik 20 (Tiibingen 1979) 1 and passim; for the letter as a “basic text form” (Grund-
textsorte) see G. M. DiewaLp, Deixis und Textsorten im Deutschen. Reihe Germanistische
Linguistik 118 (Ttuibingen 1991) 278-304. 330. Cf. the summary in Doering 2012, 18f.

* Thus Fraape 2000, 513f. n. 19.
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of Moses”, taken to be a variant of the phrasing in 4Q397 14-21 10,3 with
a return to the plural address in the w-clause as also attested in the pre-
ceding lines of the latter fragment. In viii 12-13 (4Q398 14-17 ii 2; 4Q399
i 10 [C26]), it would generally be possible to understand 11202 MR 81
%R as “and also we have written down for your (sg.) benefit”, followed
by the phrase “some works of the law”.%” However, even here the word-
ing is more readily taken in the sense of “and also we have written to you
...”: the notion of “writing down for someone’s benefit” usually requires
the latter’s presence, as in Judges 8:14, where the young man of Succoth
is writing “for the benefit of” Gideon by listing, in Gideon’s presence, the
names of officials and elders of his town. This is evidently not the situa-
tion in MMT, where the readers first of all need to receive the writing. Taken
together with viii 2 (C10), the notion of “writing to you” is preferable here
too.

Based on the three observations mentioned above, I concluded that any
generic assessment of MMT must take account of the epistolary traits of the
text.3® Thus, Strugnell’s classification of the text as “a collection of laws,
pronouncements, or the like”® or H. von Weissenberg’s reference to the
Bundesformular®® are insufficient in this respect. In my view, the discus-
sion has been unduly influenced by questions about the historical situation
in which MMT might have functioned, and decisions on this matter have
impacted on genre classification. Clearly, MMT is available in multiple
copies, but that does not rule out that it belongs to an epistolary genre, as
shown by the letters of Paul, which have been equally copied and reread
by subsequent communities of readers. In my earlier study, I concluded
that MMT is similar to corporate letters and to epistolary treatises, and that a
final decision on the classification is difficult due to the fragmentary state
of preservation, especially the question of whether and how the extant ha-
lakhic section was originally preceded by any text now lost.

In comparing MMT with (other) “Hellenistic literature” relevant for the
composition as a whole, we shall therefore first discuss the comparative
evidence for corporate letters, then for epistolary treatises or letter essays,
before looking at structural features as well as some epistolary phrases.

36 Puech 2012, 313. 324. See note to line 2 of col. viii of the Reconstructed Text in this
volume, p. 50.

%7 Cf. QiMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 85; FraaDE 2000, 513f. n. 19, 517.

% Dogring 2012, 210.

% STRUGNELL, in: STRUGNELL / QiMmrON 1994, 204.

4 Von WErsseNBERG 2009, 231.
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3.1. Official and Other Corporate Letters

The overall evidence for ancient Jewish letter writing shows some predom-
inance of corporate letters, either from or to groups of persons, or both.
This has more to do with modes of transmission than with a reluctance or
inability of Judaeans to write private letters: the find contexts at Elephan-
tine, in the Judaean Desert, and at Herakleopolis feature several archives
in which letters kept for storage were preserved, whilst other Judaean let-
ters have become part of Scripture or other literature. All of these letters
go beyond the private realm: they are “official letters”, used in the admin-
istration of various Judaean groups.

As to the classification of letters, H.-J. Klauck*! distinguishes between
(1) non-literary (or documentary) letters, comprising private letters, official
letters, and business letters, (2) diplomatic letters, that is, royal or imperial
letters as a special group of official letters, preserved in inscriptions or quo-
tations by historians, and (3) literary letters. “Official letters” (other than
diplomatic letters) are thus primarily attested in documentary form (on pa-
pyrus or leather). However, they could also move into the class of literary
letters, insofar as they have been included in literature or even invented
for literary purposes.

Thus, the letters from the Jedaniah archive at Elephantine, preceding
the Hellenistic period, function as part of the administration of the Judaean
garrison in the context of communication with Persian officials.*? The first
introductory letter to 2 Maccabees, probably authentic and composed in
either Hebrew or Aramaic, is directed “to the Judaean brothers in Egypt”
by “the Judaean brothers in Jerusalem and in the land of Judaea” (2 Macc
1:1), while the second introductory letter, whose authenticity is debated,
is sent by “those in Jerusalem and Judaea and the gerousia and Judas” “to
Aristobulus the teacher of king Ptolemy, who is from the stock of anointed
priests, and the Judaeans in Egypt” (2 Macc 1:10b).** Thus, we have here a
singling out of a prominent addressee alongside the group he represents,
which could be compared with MMT. Among the administrative letters
from the Judaean politeuma at Herakleopolis, we could take P.Polit.Jud. 18
as an example, which is directed from “Alexander and the judges from
Peempasbytis to Str[aton and the judges (i.e. archontes) in Herakleopolis”,
while nos. 19-20 are reports by village elders to the archontes. Set at the
time of the First Revolt, the letters between the Jerusalem delegation and
Josephus in Galilee are corporate, official letters (Jos. Vita 2171.; 226f.; 229;
235).4 Documentary specimens from the Bar Kokhba war comprise the

“! Krauck 2006, 68-70.

4 Gee DoErING 2012, 37-44, with further literature.

43 See DOERING 2012, 160-164, with further literature.

“ E.g. Vita 217: “Jonathan and those sent with him by the Jerusalemites to Josephus,
greeting. We have been sent by the leaders in Jerusalem, because they have heard that
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letter from Yeshua and Eleazar, the administrators of Beit Mashikho, to
Yeshua b. Galgula (Mur 42) as well as to some extent the letters by Bar
Kokhba himself, insofar as they seem to be issued by some of his staff
(see the remark n1an2). As a final example of Jewish official, corporate let-
ters, mention can be made of Tosefta Sanhedrin 2:6, the letters ascribed to
Rn. Gamaliel and the elders to areas at the fringes of the land of Israel
about tithing and to various areas of the Diaspora about intercalation.*> It
is a reasonable suggestion that the rabbis here continue a privilege of the
high priest and the sanhedrin before 70 CE,* as is imagined in Acts 9:1-2;
22:5, where Paul requests from them letters to the synagogues at Damas-
cus. More generally, Jewish Scriptures contain several “diplomatic” let-
ters, whether authentic or not, such as the royal letters in Ezra 4-7, the let-
ters of “subverted” kings in Dan 3—4; 6 and 2 Macc 9:19-27, or the probably
authentic diplomatic letters in 2 Macc 11:16-38.

While it cannot be completely ruled out that the “we” of MMT is a “royal
we” as found in some Hellenistic royal letters,* it is more likely that it re-
flects the group for which the addressor writes.*3 In Greek letter writing,
corporate address is largely limited to official letters. Many of these are
diplomatic (royal) letters.*” While Greek cities usually preferred the decree
as a more precise form, “some poleis made use of letters for official com-
munications”. Such letters “fall into two basic categories: self-sufficient of-
ficial letters that on their own convey a decision, specific information, or a
request; and the so-called ‘covering letters,’ sent to accompany a decree”.>°
While many such letters are preserved in inscriptions, they have occasion-
ally been transmitted in literature, such as the letter of the magistrates of
Laodicea to the proconsul Gaius Rabirius (Jos. A.]. 14:241-244, dated to 47—
46 BCE). Similarly, we find numerous letters from Roman magistrates al-

John of Gischala has laid many snares for you, in order to rebuke him and exhort him to
obey you in the future.”

* Plural verbs predominate here; for the letter to the inhabitants of the Diaspora, ms.
Erfurt has the interesting reading, “it seemed good to me and my colleagues that we have
added thirty days to this year”.

* Either by anachronistic ascription to Gamaliel I or by more credible ascription to
Gamaliel II, who is elsewhere clearly connected with authority over the calendar; see C.
HEzsER, Jewish Literacy in Roman Palestine. TSA] 81 (Ttibingen 2001) 268 (who tends to the
former); DoeriNG 2012, 351-364 for full discussion with further literature.

¥ E.g. WELLEs 1934, no. 44 = OGIS 244 (Antiochus III to a governor, 189 BCE); WELLEs
1934, no. 67 = OGIS 331/IV (King Attalus to the council and people of Pergamum, 135 BCE);
WELLES 1934, no. 71 = OGIS 257/1 (Antiochus VIII or IX to Ptolemy X, 109 BCE).
worded with the second part in the plural, probably hinting at the wider group at home:
el €gowoal eV av éxol, éppawueOa 6¢ xat nueic (“we are also [well]”), e.g. in PSI1V 331, a
letter from Epharmostus to Zeno.

* Collected in WeLLEs 1934.

% Ceccareri1 2013, 311f. Ceccarelli lists these letters in her Appendix 3, 365-383.
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ready in the Republican period, often inscribed on stone as well.5! A num-
ber of letters by Roman magistrates from the time of Caesar and shortly
thereafter is contained in the dossier of documents collected by Josephus
in A.J. 14:190-264.52

Apart from these contexts, corporate letter writing occurs in such
groups that provide, as I have suggested earlier, an “inner public sphere”53
or, as Gillihan might say, develop an alternative politeia: philosophical fra-
ternities, such as the Epicureans, translocal associations, and the early
Christians. Epicurus wrote letters to individuals and groups, such as “the
friends in Lampsacus”, “the friends in Asia”, or “the philosophers in Myti-
lene”.3* In the Letter to Menoeceus,® he outlined elements of his philosophy
and closed with an exhortation to “exercise these and related precepts day
and night, both by yourself and with the one who is like-minded”. After
Epicurus’s death, letters continued to play a role in community building
amongst his followers.>® As for associations, there is only sparse evidence
for letter writing, probably due to the smaller, more local radius of most as-
sociations. However, ethnic associations do communicate with their home-
land or polis, such as the Tyrians in Puteoli, who wrote to Tyre about the
maintenance of the ancestral cult.” I would see some of the Judaean epis-
tolary communication discussed above along similar lines. In contrast,
some of the “world-wide assemblies” of artists communicated predomi-
nantly with the institutional public sphere of the Roman empire.?® Finally,
in adopting and adapting the letter form for communication with Christ-
believing communities, Paul may have taken Jewish epistolary communi-
cation as one of his models.”® In his letters, Paul writes as letter author
to communities (in most of his letters) or to individuals within the social
context of their communities (in the letter to Philemon). In all of his au-
thentic letters except for Romans he makes use of co-senders: Sosthenes (1
Cor), Timothy (2 Cor, Phil, Phm and - if orthonymous — Col), Silvanus and
Timothy (1 Thess), and even “all brethren who are with me” (Gal). Use

®! R. K. Suerk, Roman Documents from the Greek East: Senatus Consulta and Epistulae to the
Age of Augustus (Baltimore 1969); Id. (ed., trans.), Rome and the Greek East to the Death of
Augustus (Cambridge 1984).

52 On which see M. Puccr BEN ZEEvV, Jewish Rights in the Roman World: The Greek and Roman
Documents Quoted by Josephus Flavius. TSA] 74 (Tiibingen 1998).

53 DoEeriNG 2012, 386-393, following D. Mendels’s adaptation of . Habermas’s notion of
Offentlichkeit: D. MenpELs, The Media Revolution of Early Christianity: An Essay on Eusebius’s
“Ecclesiastical History” (Grand Rapids, MI 1999) 5f.

* Frags. 96-98, 101-104 ARRIGHETTL

* Diog. Laert. 10:122-135.

* Cf. M. ErvEr et al., Die Hellenistische Philosophie (Basel 1994) 205-215.

57 OGIS 1I 595; see DoerING 2012, 390-392, with further literature.

% Cf. the letter of Claudius to the “World-Wide Assembly of Dionysiac Artists”, P.Oxy.
XXVII 2476.

5 For a fuller argument see DoErING 2012, 377-428, with further literature.
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of co-senders is a feature more frequent in official letters than in private
letters, where it is sparsely attested.® It is debated whether the “we” pas-
sages found in Paul’s letters imply that they were also co-authored by Paul
together with the co-sender(s). Thus, 1 Thess is largely worded in first per-
son plural, whereas in 1 Cor only short sections feature first person plural.
According to ]J. Murphy-O’Connor, Sosthenes was co-author only of these
sections (1 Cor 1:18-31; 2:6-16), while S. Byrskog has questioned the relia-
bility of this distinction.®! It might be suggested that Paul (except in Rom)
wrote as the leader of a team mission who drew on the co-responsibility of
co-workers and only rarely expressed this also in terms of the first person
plural. Nevertheless, where Paul does use the first person plural, he might
do so out of actual or imagined co-authorship.

Thus far, the corporate authorship (“we”) of MMT as well as its address
oscillating between “thou” and “you”, together with references to a third
party (“they”), can be well aligned with corporate, and in particular offi-
cial, letters from the Hellenistic-Roman period. Such letters may pertain
to an inner public sphere (e.g., a sect, the Judaeans in the Diaspora) or the
outer, institutional public sphere (e.g., a Hellenistic king, the Roman ad-
ministration).

3.2. Epistolary Treatises, Letter-Essays

While Strugnell thought that the treatise is an “ill-defined genre”, it is un-
deniable that such a label has some heuristic value, and individual texts of
Fachprosa could well be placed in this rubric. Greek terms often used (emi-
cally) in this respect are Adyoc, cUvvtaéig or cvyyoapua. However, since
we ought to maintain the above requirement that a text fruitfully com-
pared with MMT must show epistolary traits, a large number of treatises
do not qualify, including most of Philo’s works.> However, we find nu-
merous epistolary treatises in both Greek and Latin literature. Following
D. R. Langslow, we can distinguish two main types: type A has a dedica-
tion, either a superscript (“[A] to [B]”) or a preface in which a dedicatee

 For private letters see some of Cicero’s letters to Tiro: Fam. 16:1.3-7.9.11 (Tullius et
Cicero, Terentia, Tullia, Qintus [Cicero’s brother] et Quintus [the latter’s son]). In letters to his
wife and daughter, Cicero may include his son Marcus Tullius as co-sender: Fam. 14:14.18.

ol Cf. J. MurrHY-O’CONNOR, Paul the Letter-Writer. Good News Studies 41 (Collegeville,
MN 1995) 24-30, with S. Byrskog, “Co-Senders, Co-Authors and Paul’s Use of the First
Person Plural”, Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 87 (1996) 230-250.

2 Which he, usually referring back to some preceding work, calls Aéyog (cf. Prob. 1),
Yoo (cf. Somn. 1:1), or cvvra&is (cf. Her. 1; Mut. 53; Abr. 2;13; Mos. 2:1; Decal. 1; Spec.
1:1; 2:1; Praem. 3). But see below on Prob. and cf. also the use elsewhere of tot “let me tell
you”; see P. BorGeN / K. FuGLseTH / R. SkaRsTEN (eds.), The Philo Index: A Complete Greek
Word Index to the Writings of Philo of Alexandria (Grand Rapids, MI / Leiden 2000) s.v.
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is addressed in the vocative (as in Philo’s only epistolary treatise, Prob.),%
while type B features an epistolary framework.°* Topics of such epistolary
Fachliteratur could be so varied as geometry (already Archimedes [287-212
BCE] begins his treatises with an epistle), philosophy (Seneca’s Epistulae
Morales and again Epicurus’s letters come to mind, but also Plutarch’s On
Tranquility, with epistolary preface and continuing “I-thou” style), rhetoric
(Quintilian prefaces his Institutions with both an epistolary and a rhetorical
preface), natural history or medicine (see Pliny the Elder’s Natural History
for the former, Scribonius Largus’s Compositiones for the latter, both featur-
ing epistolary prefaces).®> L. Alexander has drawn on a number of tech-
nical and scientific treatises deploying various types of dedication to elu-
cidate the preface of Luke, and G. Brooke has suggested classifying Luke-
Acts as a confirmatory instructional treatise, a classification he has also
proposed for MMT.%® However, Luke-Acts limits second-person address
to the dedications, and scholars like G. Sterling prefer aligning Luke-Acts
with “apologetic” historiography like that of Berossus, Manetho, and Jose-
phus,®” all of which — unusual for Greek “Thucydidean” historiography —
feature (or are said to have featured) dedications.%®

Langslow, in turn, divides both types of epistolary treatises into three
subtypes: In subtype (1) the epistolary domain is limited to the preface
(and, where extant, the letter closing); in subtype (2) it extends to both
preface and summarising introduction; and in subtype (3) it permeates
the entire treatise.®® It is clear that — if classified as an epistolary treatise —
MMT, on account of its sustained second-person address, would have to
be compared with examples of subtype 3. As early Greek specimens of this
subtype, Langslow mentions letters by Plato and again by Epicurus (prob-
ably the Letter to Menoeceus). A later Latin example would be Cicero’s in-
struction on political manoeuvring in his first letter to his brother Quintus
(Quint. fr. 1). A Hellenistic-Jewish text that could be classified as an epis-
tolary treatise of Langslow’s type B, subtype 3, though with much sparser
resumption of second-person address, is the Letter of Aristeas.”” Moreover,

8 Prob. 1: “My former treatise, O Theodotus (6 pév mEdTeQos Adyos v MLy, @
®eddote), was intended to prove that every wicked man was a slave...”

* Cf. Lancsrow 2007, 211-234.

 Cf. Aung 1987, 167.

% Cf. Arexanper 1993, 50-63; Brooxe 1995 / 2005, 166-168.

57 G.E. SterLING, Historiography and Self-Definition: Josephos, Luke-Acts, and Apologetic His-
toriography. NT.S 64 (Leiden 1992) 103-136. 226-393.

% This is also noted by ALEXANDER 1993, 27f.

% Cf. LancsLow 2007, esp. 215-224.

70 DoEring 2012, 217-232, see esp. 222f. for resumptions of second-person address in the
Letter of Aristeas. L. M. WartE, “Epistolarity, Exhortation, and Apologetics in the Epistle of
Aristeas”, Early Christianity 6 (2015) 179-219, similarly arguing for the epistolarity of the
Letter of Aristeas, appears to criticise this classification as “formalistic” (181 n. 10; whatever
this may mean), though his own suggestions (“’historical narrative’ [though fictional, to
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the genre of the Greek epistolary treatise might be a solution for the impasse
in which the search for a genre for the Epistle of Barnabas is stuck, with some
scholars capitalising on the “thinness” of the epistolary “garb” and others
forcefully arguing for the text being a letter.”!

With a slightly different terminology and definition, L. Stirewalt, Jr.,
has discussed, under the rubric of the “Greek letter-essay”, a number of
Greek texts we might call epistolary treatises, counting in this group also
2 Maccabees, prefaced by two introductory letters, and the Martyrdom of
Polycarp, which, as is well known, has epistolary features. As understood
by Stirewalt, the “letter-essay” supplements another work or substitutes for
a projected one by the same author, and its content is made available to a
third party beyond the addressee. The body of the letter tends to be in ei-
ther third or first person but rarely in direct “I-thou” discourse, although
there are exceptions, such as, once more, Epicurus’s Letter to Menoeceus and
partially also Dionysius of Halicarnassus’s Letter to Cn. Pompeius.”? Itis de-
batable whether the reference to another work is a necessary requirement
for the epistolary type “letter-essay”;”> one might of course argue with re-
spect to MMT that sending “some of the works of the Torah” refers to a
wider array of which the present text presents merely a digest, although
we will suggest a slightly different way of understanding this phrase be-
low (§ 3.4).

It could be argued, however, that epistolary treatises should be kept
distinct from letters since Demetrius, On Style 223-235 contrasts the letter
with the treatise, especially in § 228 (trans. M. Trapp, my italics):

The length of a letter should be restricted, just as should its stylistic range. Those that

are too long, and in addition rather pretentious in style, would not count as letters in the

true sense, but as treatises with ‘Dear So-and-so’ attached (o0 pa v aAnBewav émotoAat

YEVOLVTO &V, GAAX OLUYYQAUHATA, TO XAiQELV EXOVTA TQOTYEYQAHMEVOV), like many

of Plato’s and that one of Thucydides’.”*

be sure] conveyed as privileged, personal communication in epistolary form” or “perhaps
... epistolary novella” [206]) suffers from the lack of formal (sic) comparison with other
relevant specimens. It would be difficult to find them among the materials discussed by P.
A. RosENMEYER, Ancient Epistolary Fictions: The Letter in Greek Literature (Cambridge 2001)
(see 234: Chion of Heraclea “is our only surviving example of the ancient epistolary novel”),
and there are differences between the Greek “novel” and the “novella”, which seems a
rather problematic category; see M. FusiLro / L. Garrt / H.-P. Scuonseck, “Novella”, DNP
8 (2000) 1024-1027.

7! For the former see F. ProsT™EIER, Der Barnabasbrief. KAV 8 (Gottingen 1999) 86-89,
classifying Barn. as a “treatise” (but not an epistolary one), for the latter, R. Hvarvik, The
Struggle for Scripture and Covenant: The Purpose of the Epistle of Barnabas and Jewish-Christian
Competition in the Second Century. WUNT 2/82 (Ttibingen 1996) esp. 80 with n. 88.

72 Cf. M. L. StirewaLT, “The Form and Function of the Greek Letter-Essay” [1977], in:
K. P. DonErIED (ed.), The Romans Debate: Revised and Expanded Edition (Edinburgh 1991)
147-171.

73 AUNE 1987, 167 appears to use it simply for what we call here an “epistolary treatise”.

& Perhaps a reference to the letter of Nicias in Thuc. 7:11.1-15.2; Krauck 2006, 186.
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Also relevant is § 231:

If someone were to write <in a letter>" about logical problems (cogiopata) or natural
science (puoloAoyiag), he might indeed write, but it would not be a letter that he was writing
(Yoaget pév, o0 punv émotoAnv yoaget). The aim of a letter is to convey friendly feel-
ings (pulopeovnoic) succinctly (cUvtopog), and to express a simple subject in simple
terms.

In assessing these remarks, we ought to note that this otherwise unknown
Demetrius, currently dated to the mid-second century BCE,”® adds the
section on letter writing to his treatment of the “plain style” (xaopaktr)o
loxvoc). His is a general stylistic approach to letter writing that centres on
friendly disposition (@ulopodvnoig) and views the letter as representing
an “image of the soul” (§ 227: eik6va éxaortog g éavtod Puxng).”” Tt
clearly takes the private exchange of friends as the model situation of let-
ter writing. Only at the end of the section on letter writing does Demetrius
turn to other situations, which are at the same time presented as the excep-
tion rather than the rule (§ 234):

Sometimes we write to cities and kings: this kind of letter ought to be in some way

slightly more elaborate, as one should adapt to the person being written to, but not so

elaborate as to become a treatise rather than a lefter (¢Enopévn HéVTOLOUY OTE OUYYQA MO
elvat avt’ émotoAng), like Aristotle’s letter to Alexander and Plato’s to Dion’s friends.

Again, the slightly elaborate style here is distinguished from the “treatise”.
Demetrius still takes the private exchange of friends as the model, from
which the letters “to cities and kings” are adapted. In doing so, he reflects
the wide spread of Greek epistolary practice within private communica-
tion since its beginnings around the 5th century BCE (when urgent private
messages, business instructions, perhaps also military commands and de-
fixiones still dominate).”® However, alongside the private letter there cer-
tainly were other letter types in the Graeco-Roman world, such as diplo-
matic and other official letters as well as philosophical and other literary
letters.”” Promoting one particular ideal situation of letter writing (the
plain and brief exchange between friends), Demetrius “has a rather one-
dimensional concept of the text type of the letter”®” and conversely attests
to the existence of other varieties of letter writing, including epistolary trea-
tises (like those of Plato and Aristotle), which ostensibly did not comply

7> Curiously, Trarp 2003 does not render &v ¢TOTOA.

76 See Trapp 2003, 43. Demetrius was later identified with Demetrius of Phalerum, Aris-
totle’s pupil.

77 See KoskeNNIEMI 1956, 21-27. Cf. now FoGeN 2018, 45-47.

78 See the list of certain or probably early Greek letters in CeccarerLr 2013, Appendix 1.
Significantly, Greek letter writing, which was to become so dominant culturally, had been
a rather latecomer to the scene, with letters in the cultures of the Near East having been in
use for official, business, and private purposes already for centuries.

7 See the classification proposed by Krauck 2006, above, at n. 41.

%0 Focen 2018, 47.
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with the standards he set for his epistolary ideals.8! This tells us more
about Demetrius’s concept than about general genre boundaries between
letter and treatise.

In sum, this section has shown that scholars of Graeco-Roman and early
Christian literature, although using varying terminology, have less qualms
about speaking of epistolary treatises (or the like) than Strugnell had.

3.3. Structural Features of Hellenistic Letter Closings

During the Hellenistic period, the Greek letter in its various uses devel-
oped structurally. As is well known, the salutations in the letter open-
ing and closing centred on a small number of words, with xaipewv and
£€00wo0/€0pwo B¢ being by far the most frequent, and alternative verbs be-
ing largely limited to specific letter types such as the philosophical letter or
the epistolary petition. For comparative purposes, we are here mostly in-
terested in the letter closing, since it could be compared with MMT’s “epi-
logue” .82 In this respect, from about the second century BCE the final salu-
tation could be expanded to include words addressing either the addressee
(e.g. P.Oxy. XLII 3063 épowoo @iltate, “be strong, dearest”; P.Oxy. XLII
3065 ¢[powoB]at vuag evxopat ToAAoig xoovols, “I pray that you might
be strong for a long time”) or further persons (e.g. P.Giss. 24 €opwoo pot
oLV 101G 001G Tt oL, “be strong for me together with all of yours”).83 In ad-
dition, between the third century BCE and the second century CE we often
find a health wish before (sometimes also after) the farewell wish: the for-
mula valetudinis finalis. In many cases it states something like, émipuéAov
oeavtov v'Oywivye (“Take care of yourself, in order that you may be
healthy”, thus P.Mert. II 62). Moreover, from the first century BCE, we
increasingly find greetings from and to further people. Finally, some let-
ters feature an addendum (or postscript in the modern sense) that restates
the main message of the letter.®* This seems to be similar in function to the
epilogue or peroratio in a speech, which according to H.-J. Klauck “summa-
rizes its main points one last time, with the aim of refreshing the memory
and affecting the emotions”.® Letters may also refer to plans for a future
visit and face-to-face communication taking place on this occasion.® More-

81 Also, Seneca’s epistles, resembling “small treatises”, would have fallen short of
Demetrius’s standards for genuine letters: Fécen 2018, 63.

8 See below atn. 95 for how the term “epilogue” is employed with respect to MMT here.

%3 See Wemma 1994, 31-34.

84 See WrIMA 1994, 52-55. WEIMA 1994 also discusses the addition of the final salutation
in the author’s own hand (“autograph”) and the “illiteracy formula” in the case of illiterate
authors, as well as a dating formula (45-52), but these are less relevant in our context.

% Krauck 2006, 220. See Quintilian, Inst. 6:1.51.

8 Examples in Krauck 2006, 37f.
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over, Greek letters may contain a reflection on the act and purpose of writing,
in either the letter opening or closing.?”

Some of these expansions can also be found in letters in either Hebrew or
Aramaic, as well as in further Jewish letters.8 Two Bar Kokhba letters ex-
pand the final salutation: Mur 42, in Hebrew, ends with “Be (in) peace, and
the entire House of Israel” (587w n"a 521 obw minR), while the Aramaic let-
ter P.Yadin 58 reads, “Be (in) peace, and to the men of Qiryat ‘Arabayyah”
(727w np a351] 5w min). A Hebrew letter from the Bar Kokhba corre-
spondence features addendum-like phrases.89 Jewish letters in the literary
tradition show more traces of what might be called an epistolary epilogue.
Thus, 2 Macc 2:16-18 can be viewed as an epistolary epilogue that “reca-
pitulates the occasion for the entire letter”,” referring to the act of writing
and providing an eschatological outlook, and 2 Bar 86:1-3 inscribes the re-
ception of the Letter of Baruch onto its addressees by exhorting them to
read it in their assemblies and to remember Baruch through this letter, as
he remembers the addressees.”! The Letter of Aristeas, too, features a brief
epilogue, which refers to the act of writing (anéxeic v dujynow) and to
the continuation of writing (melpdoopat d¢ kat Tt Aot TV &&AGYywWV
avayoagewv; Arist. 322).

As is well known, Paul develops a characteristic closing of the let-
ter body and the letter proper, which may feature so-called intercessory
prayers (“may the God of peace ...”),” final exhortations, greetings, in-
structions to have the letter read communally, plans for visits, reflection
on the act of writing, and a final “grace” wish. In my view, Paul develops
this section not only from the general Hellenistic developments mentioned
above but draws also on Jewish practices, such as the mention of “peace”
at the end of Jewish letters and perhaps also the exhortations and read-
ing instructions found in some of the Jewish letters.”® Non-Pauline letters,

87 R. Buzon, “Die Briefe der Ptolemierzeit: Ihre Struktur und ihre Formeln”, Dr.phil.
thesis (Heidelberg 1984) 21. 168; cf. Trarpr 2003, 36, for references to the “process of cor-
respondence itself” near the beginning and to “the length of one’s own letter” near the
end.

8 Already Imperial Aramaic letter writers may reflect on the purpose of sending the
letter “in either the initial greeting or in the concluding formula”, deploying verbs in the
epistolary perfect (on which see further below): Dempsey 1990, 8.

8 Mur 44, where it is stated after the “peace” greeting: “I have designated the person
who is to give you his wheat. They may take it after the sabbath.” Cf. Wemva 1994, 73f.

0 Krauck 2006, 269.

1 See in greater detail L. DoEriNG, “Configuring Addressee Communities in Ancient
Jewish Letters: The Case of the Epistle of Baruch (2 Baruch 78-86)”, in: CEccareLL1 / DoEe-
RING / FOGEN / GILDENHARD 2018, [271-287] 281-284.

%2 Tt is debated whether these should be reckoned with the body closing or with the letter
closing. For the former, M. MULLER, Vom Schiufd zum Ganzen: Zur Bedeutung des paulinischen
Briefkorpusabschlusses. FRLANT 172 (Gottingen 1997) esp. 59f.; for the latter, Weima 1994.
Krauck 2006, 302. 372f. assesses each instance individually.

% See in detail DoErING 2012, 422-427.
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such as 1 Peter (5:10-14) or 2 John (12-13) and 3 John (13-15), adopt similar
features for the body and letter closing. In both Pauline and non-Pauline
letters we find references to the act of writing,94 and it may be important to
note that even Hebrews, which does not label itself a “letter” but a “word
of encouragement” (A6yog g tapakAjoewc), reflects in the same verse
(Heb 13:22) on the brevity of the text sent (see further below, § 3.4).

In light of these parallels, 4QMMT viii 12-18 (C25-32) might be viewed
as an epilogue with similar features.”® The phrase, “And also we have writ-
ten to you (sg.) some of the works of the Torah which we think they are
good for you and for your people”, clearly indicates a resumption as char-
acteristic of epistolary epilogues, and it provides a reference to the act of
writing where we would structurally expect it in letters and related texts.”®
The ensuing exhortation and eschatological outlook similarly match some
of the Jewish specimens and, text-pragmatically, resemble the way Paul
would later develop his letter closings (although he might have objected to
the contents of MMT!). Obviously, a “peace” greeting as usual in Hebrew
and Aramaic letters is missing from MMT. It might have been dropped in
the course of textual transmission, or the phrase “for the good of you and
of Israel” might be understood as alluding to it.”

3.4. Epistolary Phrases

Some of the developments described in the previous section reflect the as-
pect of friendly disposition, of philophronésis, highlighted by Demetrius in
his On Style; even apart from reflection about the ideals of letter writing,
these features have increasingly permeated letter writing during the Hel-
lenistic (and Roman) period. In addition to phrases addressing the well-
being of the correspondent, prayer on behalf of the addressee (in Hellenis-
tic letters represented by the proskynéma formula), and greetings and salu-
tations, we should here also mention statements on the act of writing. Such
statements comment on the use of the letter and thus fulfil an important
text-pragmatic role, suggesting to the addressee how to understand, and
what to do with, the letter. Some of the statements on the act of writ-

* Rom 15:15-16; 1 Pet 5:12; 2 John 12; 3 John 13; 1 John 5:13; cf. also 2 Macc 2:16; cf.
F. ScuNIDER / W. STENGER, Studien zum neutestamentlichen Briefformular. NTTS 11 (Leiden
1987) 109f.

% Cf. Krauck 2006, 250f.; DoeriNG 2012, 206f. The claim is thus that within section C, in
this volume called “Parenesis”, the final section constitutes an “epilogue”.

% Von WEIsseNBERG 2009, 166 argues that “references to the act of writing are not a suf-
ficient indicator of the epistolary genre”. But as we have seen it is not only the reference as
such that MMT shares with many letters, it is also the structural position, and presumably
function, of this reference.

¥ Compare the extension of some of the epistolary salutations to “all of ...” in the exam-
ples P.Giss. 24 and Mur 42 above.
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ing might contain stock phrases highlighting the modesty of the letter, which
is meant not to overwhelm the addressee. Thus we find New Testament
letter writers asserting that they have written “briefly” (dt" 0Atywv [1 Pet
5:12]; dux Poorxéwv [Heb 13:22]) or made only “some points” (&m0 pégoug
[Rom 15:15]). It might be considered understanding the phrase 13127 n¥pn
12 “some of our words are in order” in 4QMMT viii 17 (C30) as a similar
expression of modesty: surely, the author does not want to limit the va-
lidity of his words to merely some part of them! Moreover, one should also
consider a similar interpretation of the phrase, nnn *wyn nepn, “some of
the works of the Torah” in viii 13 (C27), where it is immediately connected
with the act of writing. Such a moderating notion might even be present
in the phrase 13127 n¥pn “some of our words” i 5 (B1) at the beginning of
the halakhic section.

Another epistolary phrase connected with philophronesis is mutual re-
membrance.”® We can clearly see this in 2 Bar 86:1-3 but also in some of
Paul’s letters. There is no direct statement of mutual remembrance in MMT
(although David and the kings of Israel are to be remembered), but viii 14
(C27-28) can be taken as reflecting mutuality in the concession that “we
have seen with you wisdom and knowledge of the Torah”. More gener-
ally, the conciliatory tone and the positive hope for the addressee appear
to play a role similar to mutual future commemoration.

In many of the statements on the act of writing in letters we find the
use of epistolary tenses, which indicate that the temporal circumstances of
an enunciation are not determined by the moment of writing but rather
of receiving the letter. Examples would be “I have written to you” or “I
have sent you”, referring to a missive that (from the sender’s perspective)
is yet to be sent. Such use of tenses is well-known from Latin epistolary
style, and it is broadly attested in Greek papyrus letters, notably in the
use of the epistolary aorist and the epistolary perfect.”” An example in a
Greek Jewish letter is the aorist éyodapev in 2 Macc 2:16.1% In the New
Testament, the above-mentioned statements on the modesty of the letter all
contain the epistolary aorist (¢yoaa: Rom 15:15; 1 Pet 5:12; éméoteida:
Heb 13:22). The epistolary perfect is already attested in the older Hebrew
letters and in both Imperial and Roman-period Aramaic letters.!?! As for

% Cf. KoskeNNIEMI 1956, 145.
* Cf. Koskenniemr 1956, 78f. 189-200.

100 Cf. ScnwarTz 2008, 168. Schwartz similarly views in 2 Macc 1:7 yeyodgapiev a trans-
lation of a Hebrew or Aramaic perfect, thus deviates from the majority view regarding this
a reference to an earlier letter.

U Cf. D. N. Parpeg, “The ‘Epistolary Perfect’ in Hebrew Letters”, Biblische Notizen 22
(1983) 3440, with some qualifications provided by M. RocLanD, “The Hebrew ‘Epistolary
Perfect’ Revisited”, Zeitschrift fiir Althebraistik 13 (2000) 194-200; Dempsey 1990, listing two
examples from the Aramaic Bar Kokhba letters (P.Yadin 50, 63 [though here the context is
unclear]).
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MMT, the perfect form 1an2 (viii 2, 13 [C10, 26]), probably to be taken as
“we have written (sc. to you)” (see above), may similarly be considered to
be an epistolary perfect.!%2

A final phrase I would like to discuss here is the deployment of by1/
by 81, “and concerning / and furthermore concerning” in section B of
MMT, which already in DJD 10 has been compared with the use of rtegi d¢
in Paul’s letters.!% H. von Weissenberg demurs on the grounds that this
“is not specifically a formal feature of letters”, 104 referring to C. Hempel's
observation that %y introduces legal statements in the Damascus Docu-
ment (= D), in 4Q159 (4QO0rd?), and in 4Q251 (4QHal A), and “seems to
have been the standard way of compiling strings of halakhic statements or
expositions in the late Second Temple period”.! However, I have sug-
gested that while in these rule texts 5 occurs in the superscriptions of en-
tire rubrics (“On cleansing with water”, “On the Sabbath”, etc.), in MMT,
by contrast, 5y a81/ 51 introduces individual halakhic statements in a string
(note the preceding &1/ -1).1% Some of the issues thus introduced are qual-
ified by “we think”, “we say” (iv 5.14-15; v 2-3 [B55, 64-65, 72-73]) or “it
is written” (v 5-6 [B76-77]).197 This is similar to the discursive structure
of mept d€ + genitive in Paul’s letters, where the particle 5¢ provides both
a link and a contrast with the preceding context,'®® and where sometimes
phrases like “we know” (1 Cor 8:1), “I have no command of the Lord” (1
Cor 7:25) or “I do not want you to be uninformed” (1 Cor 12:1; 1 Thess
4:9) qualify the topic. There is ample evidence for similar use of mept dé
+ genitive in Greek documentary letters,!”” and within Jewish literature a
similar phrase with mtegtis found in a letter by the Romans about the treaty
with the Judaeans transmitted in 1 Macc 8:22-32 (here: 31 xat meol + gen-
itive).'1 Amongst Latin letters, one might compare, for example, the use
of de in one of Cicero’s letters to Atticus, introducing new topics (de fratre;
de comitiis meis).!'! In sum, while this is certainly not an exclusively episto-

12 Thus Scuwartz 2008, 140, referring to 4QMMT viii 13 (C26) as evidence for the epis-
tolary perfect in Hebrew.

103 QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 113f.

104 von WEIssENBERG 2009, 163; cf. also 110f.

195 Hemper 2000a, 73.

1% Dogring 2012, 202f. So already J. Baumgarten in private communication to C. Hempel,
see HempeL 20003, 73 n. 16; and J. M. BAUMGARTEN, “The Laws of the Damascus Document
— Between Bible and Mishnah”, in: BAumcarTEN / CHAZON / PiNNICK 2000, [17-26] 24 n. 10.

107 Cf. the restorations in DJD 10 for i 12 (B8) and v 7 (B77, end).

108 1 Cor 7:1.25; 8:1; 12:1; 16:1.12; 1 Thess 4:9; 5:1; cf. 1 Cor 8:4; 1 Thess 4:13 meol + gen.; 2
Cor 9:1 mepl pév ydo.

1 The passages are provided by P. Arzr-GrasneR et al., 1. Korinther. PapKNT 2 (Gottin-
gen 2006) 243-245; and listed in Doering 2012, 203 n. 164.

10 Cf. the syntactically more integrated phrases in a letter by the Spartan king Arius to
the high priest Onias in 1 Macc 12:20-23, here 21: mepi te + genitive; 22: mepi + genitive.

! Cicero, Att. 1:10, lines 5, 6.



198 Lutz Doering

lary phrase, it does have a place in letters, where it advances the discussion
of individual topics.

4. Conclusion

Contrary to first impressions, MMT shows numerous intriguing similari-
ties with (other) Hellenistic literature. It might reflect traces of an appropri-
ation of civic ideology in portraying its ideal rules, not least in addressing
a mighty addressee exhorted to reflect on royal precedence, in a way that
has been claimed for sectarian rule texts. It reflects, at least in the form
handed down in one manuscript (4Q394), calendar discourses as common
in the Hellenistic period, and MMT in all of its copies may be seen as tak-
ing part in Hellenistic discourses on natural and positive law. Most impor-
tantly, however, MMT shows significant similarities with both letters and
epistolary treatises from the Hellenistic-Roman period, ranging from the
corporate address through matters of disposition and structure to individ-
ual, and here particularly epistolary, formulae. While the precise genre of
MMT remains difficult to determine, these similarities should not be over-
looked and may justify alignment of the text with the epistolary form of
communication.



Contextualizing Paul’s “Works of the Law”:
4QMMT in New Testament Scholarship

Jorg Frey

1. The Scholarly Framework: The Qumran Discoveries
and the New Testament

From the very beginning of the Dead Sea discoveries, the Scrolls were re-
lated to and utilised for the interpretation of early Christian documents.
The discovery of new Hebrew and Aramaic texts from the 1% centuries BCE
and CE filled a severe lacuna in our sources of Second Temple Judaism be-
cause before 1947 Hebrew and Aramaic sources from the time between the
latest Hebrew Bible texts (Daniel) and the earliest Rabbinic were almost un-
known, which meant that scholars could only draw on Greek authors and
texts (LXX, Philo, Josephus) or some Pseudepigrapha preserved in other
ancient languages (Syriac, Latin, Ethiopic, Slavonic etc.) when discussing
the history and traditions of that period of Judaism. This lacuna strongly
limited the possibilities for appropriately assessing the Jewish background
of early Christian texts. Against this backdrop, the discovery and schol-
arly evaluation of more than 900 fragmentary manuscripts in the 11 caves
near Khirbet Qumran has enormously contributed to a rediscovery of the
Jewish roots of the Jesus movement and early Christianity and to the over-
coming of the then dominant history-of-religions paradigm for explaining
Pauline or Johannine thought against a non-Jewish background or even an
alleged pre-Christian Gnosticism.!

During the first two or three decades after the discoveries, the Qum-
ran debate was limited to the small number of texts published in the early
period, i.e., mostly the important Scrolls from Cave 1 (1QS, 1QH?, 1QM,
1Qplsa) and the so-called Damascus Document (CD) already known from
the Cairo Geniza, whereas the vast majority of texts, especially from the
numerous fragments from Cave 4, were still inaccessible to wider scholar-
ship. The themes discussed in this early period include topics of primarily
‘Christian’ interest, such as Messianism and Scriptural interpretation, du-

L Cf. Frey 2006, 458-461 and 2012b, 535f. For an overview cf. my comprehensive RAC
article: “Qumran”, RAC 28 (2017) 550-592; Engl. trans. (by J. Cerone): “Qumran: An
Overview”, in: Frey 2019, 45-81 .
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alism and eschatology, purification rites and community meals, the Qum-
ran calendar and the comparison of the Qumran community and the com-
munity of the Jesus followers with regard to their offices, structure, ad-
mission procedure, and discipline.2 Some scholars even boldly suggested
a direct analogy between the ‘new covenant’ of the Scrolls and the Chris-
tian ‘new covenant’® or a historical connection between John the Baptist,
Jesus, or the author of the Fourth Gospel and the Qumran communi’cy.4

The scholarly focus changed, when after the publication of the Temple
Scroll® in 1977 not only a wide variety of different para-biblical, liturgical,
calendrical, and sapiential texts was made known® but also the importance
of halakhic issues was more widely acknowledged and the more ‘Jewish’
themes of halakhic debates became dominant in subsequent research.” The
impatience among scholars grew when the publication of the numerous
promising texts was further delayed and only some preliminary informa-
tion had been given to the public, with the texts themselves still being kept
in secrecy. This was the soil on which conspiracy theories grew, including
the suspicion that the new texts could totally change the traditional and
scholarly views about Jesus and the early Christians.® It is no coincidence
that MMT was the example where the battle was fought with leaked or
unauthorised publications and finally a lawsuit about the authors’ rights
with regard to his reconstructions.’

The information about an “Unpublished Halakhic Letter from Qum-
ran” stimulated the discussion not only among specialists of Jewish ha-
lakha and calendar issues but also among New Testament scholars, for
various reasons: There was, first, the suggestion that this letter might have
been written by the “Teacher of Righteousness” himself, which would mean

2 7. Frey, “Qumran Research and Biblical Scholarship in Germany”, in: DimanT 2012,
[529-564] 533f. A survey of early research (from a sceptical perspective) is provided by H.
Braun, Qumran und das Neue Testament, 2 vols. (Tiibingen 1966).

3 Thus in an early attempt DuronT-SomMmER 1950, 119-122. For critical evaluation, see
Frey 2006, 419-424.

4 Cf. J. Frey, “Jesus, Paulus und die Texte vom Toten Meer: Forschungsgeschichtliche
und hermeneutische Perspektiven”, in: J. FRey / E. E. Popkes (eds., with S. TATWEILER), Jesus,
Paulus und die Texte von Qumran. WUNT 11/390 (Tiibingen 2015) [1-29] 15-18.

® Yapin 1977.

® DimanT 2012a, 6: “it was realized that the library is not a homogeneous sectarian-
apocalyptic collection.”

7Cf. L. T. ScurrrmaN, Reclaiming the Dead Sea Scrolls (Philadelphia 1994) 83-89. Cf.
DimanT 2012a, 7: The publication of MMT “turned the Qumran halakhah into a major
research preoccupation”.

8 The main scholar behind such suspicions was Robert Eisenman. Cf. Ersenman / Wise
1992 (with the German translation published under the rather inappropriate title “Jesus
und die Urchristen” [Eisenman / Wise 1993]).

° Cf. FLint / VanperKam 2002, 392-397.
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that it could provide first-hand knowledge about this enigmatic figure.!®
The juxtaposition of two interpretations of the Torah reminded scholars
of the antitheses of Jesus in the Sermon on the Mount with the prominent
formula “you have heard that the ancients were told..., but I say to you...”
(Mt 5:21-48). The mention of the separation of a group by use of the verb
wIa (parash, “to separate oneself”) evoked questions about the separation
of the Pharisees!! or about other Jewish factions or ‘sects’. Furthermore,
the presence of a polemical letter in the Qumran corpus suggested itself
for comparison with Paul’s polemical letters, esp. Galatians. Finally (and
most importantly) the phrase “migsat Ma'ase ha-Tora” (“some of the works
of the Torah”), which was quoted in the preliminary notification on the text
and even chosen as the scholarly name of the composition,!? appeared to
be a sensational discovery: It was the first and still is the only exact Jewish
parallel to the Pauline phrase éoya vopov (“works of the law”), which is
intensely debated with regard to its meaning and has a pivotal position in
the debate about Paul’s view of justification and the Jewish Law.

This discovery was just made public when a new debate had started to
occupy New Testament scholarship, the debate about the so-called “New
Perspective on Paul” as opposed to an ‘Old” or Lutheran perspective on
Paul.’® The latter was represented by interpreters in the tradition of the
Reformation, including the Bultmann School. In this debate, basic ele-
ments of the traditional interpretation of Pauline theology (and thus the
center of the Protestant doctrine of justification) were at stake, and inter-
preters in the Lutheran tradition, especially from Germany, were accused
of an inappropriate view of Judaism or even of a distinctive anti-Jewish
bias. In this increasingly fervent debate, the new parallel was quickly uti-
lized as an argument for the ‘New Perspective’ — although its real meaning
and its applicability for the understanding of Paul were still unclear at that
time.

19 Thus QiMRON / STRUGNELL 19853; cf. also STEGEMANN 1993, 148-151, with the heading:
“Die Weisung des Lehrers an Jonatan” (148), and Berz 1994, 194, with reference to the
remark in 4Q171 (4QpPs37) iv 7-10. The idea was eagerly adopted among non-specialists
and NT scholars.

! This term, probably used not by the Pharisees themselves but only by outsiders, is
derived from the verbal root w1a. In the present context, it seems to be used positively by
a member of a group that separated itself from another group, probably the majority of
Israel.

12 An original title is not preserved. Earlier names include 4QMishn or just ‘a Halakhic
Letter.” Cf. John STRUGNELL in QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, vii.

3 The debate exploded after earlier forerunners with the provoking book by E. P.
SANDERS, Paul and Palestinian Judaism (= SANDERs 1977), and the name ‘New Perspective
on Paul’ was given in a stimulating article by J. D. G. Dunn, “The New Perspective on
Paul” (= Dunn 1983), although the term had already been used before by N. T. Wright (cf.
Dunn 2005, 7 n. 24). On the debate between Old and New Perspective, see WESTERHOLM
2004.
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2. The “Works of the Law” and the Debate about
Pauline Theology

2.1. The Early Reactions among Qumran and
New Testament Scholars

After an early mention of the Text in the Revue Biblique in 1956,'* infor-
mation on the text with some quotations was published by Qimron and
Strugnell in the proceedings of a 1984 conference!® and in another brief ar-
ticle.!® It is no coincidence that the debate on this “revolutionary”!” text
started long before its ‘official” publication in 1994. In 1990, the textual
reconstruction (as crafted jointly by Elisha Qimron and John Strugnell),
which had been confidentially distributed at a conference, was ‘anony-
mously’ published together with a preliminary English translation in the
Polish journal The Qumran Chronicle.’® This text was, then, also reprinted
by Hershel Shanks in the original ‘Publisher’s Foreword’ of the ‘Facsimile
Edition’ of the Scrolls.’ A different (and, as we can now see, erroneous) re-
construction of MMT as originally two (!) letters was published by Robert
H. Eisenman and Michael O. Wise, together with the interpretation that
the views uttered in MMT might concur with the position of James (as
opposed to Paul) on justification. Playing with sensationalism about the
“uncovered’ texts, the book by Eisenman and Wise ultimately was to sup-
port Eisenman’s idiosyncratic views that the Qumran texts (regardless of
their palaeographical and radiocarbon date) contained encrypted informa-
tion about the early Jesus movement (with James as the ‘righteous teacher’
and Paul as the ‘wicked priest’).2? An early article by Martin G. Abegg

4 Cf. QiMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, vii.

> QiMRrON / STRUGNELL 1985a.

16 QiMRON / STRUGNELL 1985b.

17 Thus ABeGG 1994, 55: “nothing short of revolutionary.”

18 “An Anonymously Received Pre-Publication of the AQMMT”, The Qumran Chronicle 2
(December 1990) 2-9. In spite of the dubious circumstances, the fact that the text was now
made known to a greater public was enthusiastically welcomed by many NT scholars, who
were eagerly waiting for the release of the hidden Qumran texts.

19 “Figure 8: Transcription of MMT from The Qumran Chronicle — 12/90,” in the original
extended “Publisher’s Foreword” by Hershel Shanks (in Eisenman / Rosinson 1991, 1:xii—
xlv) on p. xxxi. Cf. also SuaNks’ report in Freeing the Dead Sea Scrolls. And Other Adventures
of an Archaeology Outsider (London / New York 2010) 164. Because of this republication,
the Biblical Archaeological Society was sued by Elisha Qimron for copyright infringement.
Cf. FuinT / VanpeErKAM 2002, 392f. The page with “figure 8” was, then, removed from all
copies of the Facsimile Edition following the lawsuit, with the longer Publisher’s Foreword
quoting a lot of material on the delay of publication of the Scrolls replaced by a brief one
(now xiii—xiv).

2 Ersenman / Wise 1993, 203. Cf. R. H. EisenmaN, Maccabees, Zadokites, Christians and
Qumran. Studia post-biblica 34 (Leiden 1983); Id., James the Just in the Habakkuk Pesher.
Studia post-biblica 35 (Leiden 1986). For criticism, see FrRey 2006, 424-426.
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in Biblical Archaeology Review focused on the relevance of this for the un-
derstanding of Paul, suggesting that Paul in his letters is “reacting to the
kind of theology espoused by MMT”?! and speculating whether “Essene
or other Jewish sectaries who were familiar with the phrase “works of the
law’ had become followers of Jesus”.??

Other scholars were also quick to adopt the preliminary information
and comment on the relevance of MMT for the understanding of Galatians
and the phrase ¢gya vépov in Paul.?® The eminent British New Testa-
ment scholar James D. G. Dunn, who had coined the ‘New Perspective
on Paul,” provided a first comprehensive comparison of MMT and Gala-
tians,?* which was quickly followed by a critique from his steady rival,
N. T. Wright, the other ‘champion’ of the ‘New Perspective,” who tried to
argue that the issues taken up in MMT and in Paul are so different that
MMT cannot be used to illuminate the worldview of the apostle.> A few
number of other contributions followed,?® but about ten years after the re-
lease of the text, the debate calmed down. Although NT scholars have
rarely discussed the wider framework of the text and its relevance within
the Qumran debate, nor even noticed the difficulties of its reconstruction
and interpretation, the passage about the “works of the Torah” from MMT
viii 13 (C27) is regularly quoted in works on Paul and the Jewish Law, al-
though the interpretations of Paul and the issue of contemporary Jewish
‘nomism(s)’ %’ it is claimed to support differ significantly. Although the
new parallel from MMT cannot decide the exegetical matters, the passage
helps to contextualizing Paul’s issue with his Judaizing opponents and his
use of the Greek phrase égya vopiov.

! ABEGG 1994, 54.

2 ABEGG 1994, 55.

2 Cf. BACHMANN 1993, 27-31; Kunn 1994, 209-213, GreLoT 1994, 445-448; less specific
BeTz 1994 and FLusser 1996.

2 Dunn 1997; see his own retrospective in Dunn 2005, 14.

% N. T. WricaT, “Paul and Qumran: When Paul shuns the “works of the law,” is he refer-
ring to the very works commended by the Dead Sea Scroll known as MMT?”, Bible Review
14/5 (1998) 18 and 54; also the more extensive article WriGHT 2006 (cf. the retrospective in
WriGHT 2013, 332).

6 Cf. ABEGG 1999; M. G. ABEGG, Jr., “4QMMT, Paul and ‘Works of the Law’, in: P. W.
FuinT (ed.), The Bible at Qumran: Text, shape, and interpretation (Grand Rapids 2001) 203-216;
Frusser 1996, WrigHT 2006; HogETERP 2008; comprehensively but with some misinterpre-
tations J. C. R. pe Roo, Works of the Law in Qumran and in Paul. New Testament monographs
13 (Sheffield 2007).

1. D. G. DunN, “Noch einmal ‘Works of the Law’: The Dialogue Continues”, in: L.
DunpErBERG / Ch. Tuckert / K. SYREENT (eds.), Fair Play: Diversity and Conflicts in Early
Christianity. Essays in Honour of Heikki Rdiisinen. NT.S 103 (Leiden / Boston 2002) [273—
290] 274, notes that he discovered MMT to be supportive of his interpretation as originally
phrased in Dunn 1983. On the various forms of nomism and the relevance of MMT, see
HogeTeRP 2008.
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2.2. Aspects of the Pauline Debate: Justification, “Works of the
Law’ and the ‘New Perspective’

In the present context, the main issues in the Pauline debate and the vari-
ous possibilities of interpretation can be sketched only very briefly:* ¢oya
vopov is the Greek term used by Paul in Gal 2:16; 3:2.5.20, and in Rom
3:20.28, when he argues for the view that “a human is not justified by
the works of the Law but through faith in Christ Jesus” (thus Gal 2:16:
oL dkatovtat avlBowrog £ €oywv vopou Eav urn dwx miotews Tnoov
Xototov).? In Galatians, Paul polemically refutes the position of rivalling
missionaries who tried to convince the Gentile converts in Galatia to accept
circumcision in addition to their faith in Christ. Such a view (based on the
idea that Gentile converts should formally become Jewish in order to fully
participate in the salvation through Christ) was about to undermine Paul’s
gospel of grace. So the apostle had to point out that when being circum-
cised the former Gentiles would be liable to observe the Jewish Law in its
entirety and that in case of transgression the curses on the transgressors
would also fall on them (Gal 3:10; cf. Deut 27:26). As Paul (not in his pre-
Christian period but as Jesus follower and Apostle) was convinced that no
human fully observed the law, he was equally convinced that the curses of
the law threatened everyone who had not been liberated from the power
of sin (Rom 7:7-25) and from the curse on the sinner, by the one who took
the curse on himself, Christ in his vicarious death (Gal 3:10). Thus, the
additional acceptance of circumcision would be a relapse behind God'’s
grace granted to them on behalf of Christ, or even a denial of God’s grace
in Christ. This is the reason why Paul argues so polemically against the
Judaizing counter-missionaries who preached the soteriological necessity
of circumcision and thus implicitly of doing the law.

In Romans where Paul unfolds his teaching more independently from
immediate polemical interests, the principle is repeated that “by the works
of the Law no flesh will be justified in His sight” (Rom 3:20) or that “a
human is justified by faith apart from works of the law” (Rom 3:28). Unlike
in Galatians 2:11-21, there is no link to particular boundary markers or
to the specific issues of circumcision, food, or purity. Here, Paul seems
to express a more general soteriological principle, not merely related to a
particular situation or practical issues of his mission to the Gentiles. God
will justify anyone, the circumcised and the uncircumcised, through faith

% Cf. my overview in Frey 2012b.

# 1 cannot enter the discussion about the suggestion by Richard Hays and others accord-
ing to which the phrase dix miotews Tnoov Xowotov should be interpreted in terms of a
subjective genitive (“through the faithfulness of Jesus Christ”). In my view, the reading is
inappropriate for contextual and theological reasons.
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(Rom 3:29), and any kind of boasting of election or observance of the law
is excluded (Rom 2:23; 1 Cor 1:29; 3:21).%

The precise understanding and even the theological centrality of Paul’s
teaching on justification have been intensely debated in New Testament
scholarship. While interpreters in the tradition of (particularly Lutheran)
Reformation theology usually consider Paul’s teaching of the justification
of the ungodly through faith in Christ the pivotal idea of Pauline theol-
ogy, rooted in his own conversion experience or his Pharisaic background,
others consider Paul’s distinctive views on justification merely a late devel-
opment in his thought (as they only appear in Galatians and Romans)*! or
a rather marginal idea within a wider concept of Pauline ‘mysticism’3? or
participation in the covenant or eschatological salvation. While traditional
(in particular Lutheran) interpreters often saw a sharp contrast between
Paul’s doctrine of grace and contemporary Judaism (often misconceived of
as a ‘religion of works” done for ‘earning’ eschatological salvation, hence
a religion of “self-redemption’), more recent research (not only in the con-
text of the ‘New Perspective’) has called for a number of modifications and
changes, and the abandonment of traditional clichés of Judaism.

The so-called ‘New Perspective’ was first prepared by the work of the
Lutheran bishop and Harvard professor Krister Stendahl** who made clear
that Pauline interpretation in the West (since Augustine) had suffered from
a narrow focus on individual sin and salvation and that (unlike Luther)
Paul before his conversion had not suffered under the burden of sins or
longed for a merciful God, but rather had a robust conscience. Thus,
the Reformation paradigm was proven inadequate for interpreting Paul’s
biography. The most important change in scholarship was stimulated
by the monograph by E. P. Sanders,> who polemically rejected the still
widespread cliché that Judaism in the time of Paul was a religion of works
and merit or even ‘self-redemption’. According to his analysis of a large
number of texts, Second Temple Judaism should also be considered a reli-
gion of grace, as manifest in Israel’s election and the gift of the covenant.
Thus, God’s grace, not human dignity, is the reason for election and for en-
tering the realm of salvation (or rather: the covenant). Lawful works are

* Cf. GATHERCOLE 2002.

* Thus U. ScuneLLe, Apostle Paul. His Life and Theology, transl. E. Boring (Grand Rapids
2005). See earlier U. ScuneLLE, Wandlungen im paulinischen Denken. Stuttgarter Bibelstu-
dien 137 (Stuttgart 1989). For criticism, see J. Frey, “Rechtfertigungstheologie im Ersten
Korintherbrief”, in: Id.. Von Jesus zur neutestamentlichen Theologie. WUNT 368 (Tiibingen
2016) 415-441.

%2 Thus already W. WrEDE, Paulus (Halle 1904) and A. Scuwerrzer, Die Mystik des Apostels
Paulus (Tiibingen 1930).

3 K. StenpaHL, “The Apostle Paul and the Introspective Conscience of the West”, HTR
56 (1963) 199-215.

% SaNDERs 1977.
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not required to enter but merely to stay within the realm of the covenant. In
this perspective, the religion of Second Temple Judaism and the religion of
Paul share a common structure of ‘covenantal nomism’ according to which
‘getting in’ is granted by grace whereas ‘staying in’ is ensured by appro-
priate conduct. Critically building on the views of Stendahl and Sanders,
but further applying sociological categories, James Dunn has developed
the view that Paul’s primary concern was not about the salvation of indi-
vidual humans but about the inclusion of the Gentiles in the people of God
and that when excluding the “works of the law”, Paul primarily criticises
his fellow-Jews in their use of ‘boundary markers’ such as circumcision,
purity and food laws, for distancing and excluding the Gentiles.3®

In response to Sanders’ provocative views, the question has been raised,
whether such a concept can really be considered the common general
structure in Second Temple Judaism or whether it is too much an abstrac-
tion that ignores the differences in detail. According to the critics, those
differences between various factions and texts should better be considered
in order to discern various types of nomism (or even various Judaisms).3
Other scholars have expressed the critical question whether the ‘New Per-
spective’ focuses too much on sociological issues of community formation
and identity but underestimates the eschatological dimension (of judg-
ment) and Paul’s forensic language.?” A deepened investigation of various
Second Temple and Rabbinic texts could further show that (in spite of the
priority of grace and the covenant) human deeds were still considered im-
portant in face of the eschatological judgment.® After more than 35 years,
the debate has created various sub-debates, and the lines between advo-
cates of the ‘new’ and the ‘old” perspective have partly blurred, so that
the important changes inspired by Sanders and Dunn and the remaining
legacy of aspects of the ‘Lutheran’ perspective can even be combined.*

In this whole discussion, a pivotal issue has been the meaning of the
term “works of the law”: Does Paul reject even the human attempt to fulfil

* Dunn 1983; cf. in retrospective Dunn 2005.

36 Cf. CarsoN / O’BrieN / Serrrip 2001. In particular, the views about the covenant (and
about the question of who is within the covenant and who is not) are quite different in var-
ious groups. Thus, e.g., Qumran covenanters held a concept that excluded the majority of
other Jews. Therefore, it is not without problems to find all factions united in one common
‘covenantal nomism’. Similarly, John Barclay has recently shown that Sanders’s concept of
‘grace’ is monolithic as well: “Grace is everywhere in the theology of Second Temple Judaism,
but not everywhere the same” (Barcray 2015, 565).

% P. STUHLMACHER, Revisiting Paul’s Doctrine of Justification: A Challenge in the New Perspec-
tive (Downers Grove, Il. 2001) 14-16 and 40f.; Gataercore 2002, 223. See also the critical
evaluation in Frey 2012b.

38 On the Rabbinic material s. AvEMARIE 1999; on Pharisaism s. Deings 2001 and, for a
comprehensive critique of Sander’s views s. M. HENGEL / R. DEINEs, “E. P. Sanders’ ‘Com-
mon Judaism’, Jesus and the Pharisees”, JTS 46 (1995) 1-70.

% Cf. WesTerRHOLM 2004; cf. also Barcray 2015.
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the law?® (as a misguided human attempt to gain salvation by works)?
Such a view, as prominently advocated by the Lutheran existentialist
Rudolf Bultmann, is almost totally abandoned today. It is widely accepted,
instead, that Paul was not against ‘doing’ good or lawful works as such and
that also for Paul the Jewish Law demands to be fulfilled (Rom 2:13). Paul
simply denies the soteriological value of “works of the law” as he also de-
nies the soteriological relevance of circumcision. But here the problems
get even more difficult: Does the phrase refer to the whole law or only
to a selection of laws such as, e.g., cultic laws,*! or to particular bound-
ary markers, such as circumcision and food and purity laws, which could
serve as a demarcation line between Jews and Gentiles?*? And does it
point to lawful “works’,*> with the focus on “‘doing’ or even on the merits
of obedience, or does it merely mean precepts without implying the hu-
man activity or obedience,* or is it inappropriate to separate those two
aspects, so that both aspects are linked together?%®

2.3. The Contribution of MMT to the Debate on
the “Works of the Law”

These issues were intensely debated when MMT was made public. But
what does this halakhic letter as a whole and the phrase nmnin nwyn (ma'ase
ha-torah) in particular contribute to the Pauline discussion? Is the paral-
lel a real parallel, or does it actually represent a different perspective and
focus on different aspects, so that it cannot be used to illuminate the con-
text of the Pauline usage? What is really ”revolu’tionary”46 about MMT,
or were the (early) claims about its importance an overstatement? From
the aspects highlighted by various scholars, some common features might
be too general, while others can be helpful for understanding Paul and his
contemporaries.

% Thus prominently R. BuLtmany, Theologie des Neuen Testaments (Tiibingen 1953) 263.

1 K. HAACKER, Der Brief des Paulus an die Romer. ThHK 6 (Leipzig 1999) 83f., and Id.,
“Verdienste und Grenzen der ‘neuen Perspektive’ der Paulus-Auslegung”, in: BACHMANN
2005, [1-16] 13f.

2 Dunn 1983.

% Thus A. Das, Paul and the Jews (Peabody 2003) 4042, and F. AveEmARIE, “Egyov”,
TBLNT? 1 (1996) 57-59 and Id., “Die Werke des Gesetzes im Spiegel des Jakobusbriefs.
A Very Old Perspective on Paul”, ZTK 98 (2001) 282-309.

4 Thus Bacamann 1993, 1999, 2005a and in a number of further publications, the most
recent one is “Lutherische oder Neue Paulusperspektive? Merkwiirdigkeiten bei der Wahr-
nehmung der betreffenden exegetischen Diskussionen”, Biblische Zeitschrift 60 (2016) 73—
101; cf. also R. BERGMEIER, Gerechtigkeit, Gesetz und Glaube bei Paulus. Der judenchristliche
Heidenapostel im Streit um das Gesetz und seine Werke. BThS 115 (Neukirchen-Vluyn 2010)
27-30.

% Frusser 1996; cf. Bacumann 2005a, 88f.

46 ABEGG 1994, 55.
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2.3.1. Some more General Analogies

Some features of MMT provide more general analogies with aspects of the
Pauline letters. Whereas they might not help interpreting the phrase Zoyoa
vopov, they provide a larger framework for comparing the “halakhic letter’
with Pauline epistolography.

a) If MMT can be considered an admonishing and/or polemical letter
or a letter treatise, it generally contributes to the Jewish context of Pauline
epistolography.47 The fact that the writing was later copied and studied
within the community does not contradict the idea that it was first written
as a letter addressing a figure outside or even opposed to the ”we”-group.48
Similar phenomena can also be presupposed with regard to the Pauline
letters, which were collected and studied within communities that differed
from the original addressees. The fact that the letter was preserved and
copied rather points to the importance of its content or its author for later
group members.

b) The author is using the plural “we,” which is also used occasionally
in Paul. The meaning and implications of such a plural (“we” as an ‘au-
thorial’ plural with the meaning “I” or “we” representing a real plurality
of senders) have been intensely debated in Pauline research. In MMT, the
“we” obviously refers to a plurality, represented by the author, namely
to the group that has “separated’ itself from a larger body of the people
and actually practices the halakha exposed in MMT, and occasionally, the
writing also refers to a “they”-group. These references are not only an in-
teresting clue for figuring out the development of factions and groups at
the time of composition of MMT,* they can also be compared with the
communication structure in Pauline (and other NT) epistles:* In MMT,
the author addresses a “you” as a ruler or representative of Israel, with the
aim to convince the addressee of his own legal viewpoint for his own ben-
efit and also that of whole Israel.%! In spite of the separation or opposition,
the tone of the letter is not hostile but apparently still open enough to con-
vince the addressee, although it is unclear whether the addressee should
be associated with all the dissenting views mentioned in MMT part B. In
Galatians, the communication structure is clearer: Paul (using “I” or also
“we”) addresses a “you” group (i.e. the communities he wants to convince)

47 Cf. DoerING 2012, 194-214, 424 and 503; most recently MiLLER 2015. On the genre of
MMT and its epistolographic elements, see also the contribution by Lutz Doering in the
present volume.

48 Cf. the criticism in Fraape 2000 and the discussion in DoeriNG 2012, 194-199.

¥ QiMRroN / STRUGNELL 1994 identify the “they”-group with the Pharisees or their prede-
cessors, whereas other authors want to see the Pharisees in the background of the “you”-
group, see DEINEs 2001, 465-474.

%0 Cf. Dorring 2012, 200-207, also Kampex 1996, 129-135.

°! Cf. also DEnEs 2001, 463-465.
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but also mentions a “they” group of rival preachers or opponents who are
not directly addressed but only indirectly mentioned and polemically re-
jected.

¢) Another similarity can be linked with the thematic variety in MMT
and also in some of the Pauline epistles in which various halakhot (MMT)
or topics (Paul) are dealt with in certain sequence.’> MMT connects the
teaching on the various halakhot by the markers 51 (w’l) or 5 a1 (w’p ‘),
whereas Paul in 1 Corinthians introduces the topics or problems he was
asked for in the letter of the community (cf. 1 Cor 7:1) by the use of the
structuring meot d¢ (1 Cor 7:1.25; 8:1; 12:1; 16:1.12).53

d) It has further been mentioned that both writings refer to calendrical
matters, but while the calendrical instruction (regardless of original or a
later addition) is a major part of MMT (part A, at least in the manuscript
4Q394),%* the reference to the observance of days, months, seasons, and
years (Gal 4:10) is only a minor issue in Galatians.

2.3.2. Four Important Parallels

While the aspects mentioned above merely provide a wider framework of
comparison, we can focus on the more significant aspects for NT interpre-
tation and, in particular, the debate about the “works of the Law” in Paul.

a) Following the writer’s self-description “we have separated our-
selves...” (MMT vii 19 [C7]), we can see that “separation was motivated
by purity concerns”.% This confirms the motives for separation in a wider
context of Ancient Judaism, between Jews of different ‘parties,” and even
more so between Jews and Gentiles or Jewish followers of Jesus and Gen-
tile converts, as is reported in Gal 2:12. This does not imply, however, that
the Galatian Jesus followers had been confronted with detailed teachings
of the sort found in MMT>® or that the concerns of Peter in Antioch or
other Jewish Jesus followers were similar to the detailed halakhot taught
in MMT. The parallel only confirms that purity concerns were a reason
for separation in Second Temple Judaism, whereas the precise views or
halakhot might have differed from case to case.

®2 For a discussion of Paul’s ethical perspectives (focussing on 1 Corinthians) in the con-
text of Jewish halakha see P. J. TomsoN, Paul and the Jewish Law: Halakha in the Letters of the
Apostle to the Gentiles. Compendia rerum Iudaicarum ad Novum Testamentum 1 (Assen 1991).

% Cf. QIMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 113f.; cf. the discussion in DoerinG 2012, 202-205, who
also points to parallels in Greek documentary letters. See also the article by Lutz Doering
in the present volume, p. 183 and 197-198.

* See Jonathan Ben-Dov in the present volume, p. 105-116 and Lutz Doering, p. 182
183.

% Dunn 1997, 147.

56 Thus WricHT 2006, 337.
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b) A significant parallel between MMT and Galatians is that both writ-
ings draw on the blessings and curses from Deuteronomy (esp. Deut 27—
30). MMT vi 7-8 (C20) considers some of the blessings and curses already
fulfilled, and according to MMT viii 6-7 (C13-14) it is expected that other
words are yet to come true. Such a double eschatology (which is well-
known also from other Qumran texts, such as the Hodayot) provides a close
parallel to the eschatology of the “already” and “not yet” in the early Jesus
movement and probably already in the proclamation of Jesus himself,5”
although there is a notable difference with regard to the reason for the
assessment that some aspects are considered already present or fulfilled.
The more important aspect here is that in Gal 3:8-14 Paul also adopts the
reflection on Israel’s blessings and curses when discussing matters of the
Torah. However, while MMT is about the welfare of Israel, Paul thinks of
the blessing to the Gentiles, and while MMT sticks to Deut 27-30, Paul ad-
ditionally refers to the blessing to Abraham to counterbalance the curses
on the trespassers of the Law. When Wright says that the parallel is merely
used to interpret both passages within a ‘covenantal’ context,?® this is far
too superficial, as the focus in MMT is on the decision between curse and
blessing, and Paul is looking for a different blessing, which can finally out-
weigh the curse linked with the precepts of the law.

¢) The most ‘revolutionary’ point for the discussion was, however, the
term 170N "wyn which had been unattested before in pre-Pauline Greek
as well as in the Hebrew Bible and in Rabbinic Literature. Apart from a
number of less exact parallels,® 4QMMT viii 13 (C27) with its mention of
17N wyn provides the only exact Hebrew parallel to the syntagma éoya
vopov in Ancient Hebrew literature. If Paul was aware of a Hebrew ren-
dering of his syntagma (as we can assume), it is most probably the phrase
nrnn wyn.® If there is any chance to philologically and contextually clar-
ify the enigmatic term &gyt voplov in Paul, the evidence provided by MMT
must be the point of departure, although the semantic range of the phrase
cannot be limited by this text, because it obviously represents a type of

% See the comprehensive early study by H.-W. Kunn, Enderwartung und gegenwiirtiges
Heil. Untersuchungen zu den Gemeindeliedern von Qumran mit einem Anhang iiber Eschatologie
und Gegenwart in der Verkiindigung Jesu. SUNT 4 (Gottingen 1966); cf. also Frey 2011, 267—
272 and Frey 2012a, 456f.

%8 Thus WricHT 2013, 339-342 who considers the common deuteronomistic thought pat-
tern rather than the phrase ‘works of the law’ the most important parallel between MMT
and Paul (cf. WricHT 2013, 345f.).

% Thus 1QS V 21 nina *wyn “works in the law” (cf. 1QS V 23) also 1QS VI 18 with suffix
7mna rwyn and other phrases such as “works of righteousness,” etc. The passage in 4Q174
1-217=4QMidrEsch? III 7, which has often been quoted as a parallel, most probably reads
a dalet instead of a resh, so that the syntagma there is 7712 "wyn (“works of praise”); cf.
Kunn 1994, 205-207; Grerot 1994, 446, following E. Pukcs, La croyance des Esséniens en la
vie future: immortalité, résurrection, vie éternelle? EtB 22 (Paris 1993) 578; SteupeL 1994, 44.

50 AsEca 1999, 139.
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thought different from Paul as well as from the Jewish Jesus followers he
is in debate with.

In MMT, the term 77°'nin *wyn clearly points to the halakhic regulations
or teachings mentioned before in part B. But it is a severe misinterpretation
to limit the term (in MMT and even more so in Paul) to mere precepts, as
MMT strongly presupposes that these teachings ought to be practiced by
the addressee or the group he represents. The focus is on doing “what
is right and good before him,” i.e. on the lawful works, so that the term
should not be translated as “precepts of the law”, as it is always implied
that they are precepts that the law demands to be obeyed. Paul likewise
draws on ‘works’ that were apparently supposed to make a human right-
eous (before God, in an eschatological judgment), so that also in Paul it
is implausible to limit these égya to mere precepts or halakhot without
considering the practice of those precepts as well.

d) This is confirmed by the fact that, only four lines later, the author
phrases: “...it will be reckoned to you as righteousness, in that you have
done what is right and good before him” (MMT viii 17-18 [C31-32]).
Again, the author stresses “doing” what is right before God, and this refers
quite clearly to the “works of the law,” the precepts or halakhot as pre-
sented before. The phrase “reckoned to one as righteousness” echoes the
MT of Psalm 106:31 (rather than Gen 15:6 where not the nif’al but the qal of
awn is used).®! It can be assumed that the subject of such a ‘reckoning’ or
the one who can consider the addressee righteous (because of his practice
of lawful works) is God. The addressee will “rejoice in the end” if he has
accepted the teaching and practiced the works accordingly so that he will
be considered righteous. Here, righteousness occurs in a clearly eschato-
logical framework in which the human (here: the addressee) is judged by
God, and the criterion of being considered righteous is the teaching and
practice of lawful works, based on the adoption of the correct halakhic in-
terpretation.

2.4. Summing Up the Findings for the Pauline Debate

The question is, whether and to what extent the context of MMT can be
used to illuminate the meaning of £€oya vopov in Paul. Was Paul aware
of the context of the usage of this phrase in Palestinian-Jewish discourses,
and, if so, how far did this affect his usage and the meaning of the Greek
syntagma? Here, we can distinguish different levels of certainty:

a) First of all, Paul uses a legal terminology which points to legal dis-
courses between various factions in Palestinian Judaism. Regardless which
faction the author of MMT, his addressee, Paul and his opponents belong

1 ABEGG 1999, 207-212.
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to, the reference to the Jewish law and the debate about its interpretation
and practice was what united and divided them. And although we can-
not know whether Paul’s opponents themselves used the phrase ‘works
of the law’ (or something similar), Paul’s usage demonstrates his acquain-
tance with Palestinian Jewish debates and his capability of entering legal
discourses with his fellow Jews. Together with a number of other linguis-
tic parallels from Qumran, the phrase from MMT illuminates Paul’s own
religious background in contemporary Judaism, not only of the Diaspora
but also within the Land of Israel.®2 The Qumran discoveries have helped
to rediscover the Jewish Paul and his background in Palestinian (and ac-
cording to his own claims: Pharisaic) Judaism. Thus, it is improbably that
in his rejection of the Judaizers, Paul has largely misunderstood contempo-
rary Judaism, misrepresented the objectives of (at least some of) his fellow
Jews, or even “created a straw man to bolster his own teaching regarding
the Jewish law” .63
b) In MMT, the term inn "wyn (ma‘ase ha-torah), especially with the sup-
plement n¥pn (migsat) is clearly related to the list of halakhot presented in
part B, which are mostly concerned about the boundaries between pure
and impure. This may confirm the idea that égya vopov in Gal 2 also
refers to boundary markers, albeit not those from MMT, marking the line
between the group of the author and the group of the addressee(s) or other
Jews. At least in Gal 2:16, Paul has in mind boundary markers between
Jews and Gentiles, such as circumcision and food and purity regulations.®
But as in MMT part B, the list of halakhot presented is only a selection
“some of”), the term 77N "wyn / €oya vopov cannot be limited to those
particular issues, nor generally to matters of purity, nor simply to partic-
ular issues between Jews and Gentiles.®> Thus, the phrase can refer to a
wider range of aspects of legal practice or to matters of the practice of the
Law in general, as is the case in Rom 3:20.28. While Dunn has taken MMT
as a confirmation of his views, Wright instead stresses the point that for
Paul, the status of the Torah has changed in a more fundamental manner,
it has been relativized in the new age inaugurated by Jesus’s death and
resurrection and “is of no use” any more “when it comes to defining the
eschatological people of God.”®

62 Frey 2012a, 464-469, and Id., “Die religidse Pragung: Weisheit, Apokalyptik, Schrift-
auslegung”, in: F. W. Horn (ed.), Paulus Handbuch (Ttibingen 2013) 59-66.

% Cf. ABEGG 1994, 55.

* Dunn 1983 and 1997.

% It should be noted that Dun~ 2005, 25f., has cautiously clarified his earlier views from
Dunn 1983. He does not want to narrow the “works of the law’ to boundary issues (Dunn
2005, 25), but rightly maintains that these issues can be considered a particular ‘test case’
for living according to what the law commands.

% WriGHT 2006, 124f.
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¢) In MMT, the phrase refers to halakhot or precepts, but it is inappropri-
ate to limit the semantic range of the term to the mere aspect of ‘“precepts’
while excluding the idea that they should be practiced and done.®” This is
even more true in light of the fact that MMT viii 17-18 (C31-32) explicitly
includes the aspect that the lawful practice shall be reckoned (eschatologi-
cally, by God) as righteousness. Bachmann’s attempt of interpreting £oya
vopov as mere precepts, without any consideration of their observance,
practice, and deeds, is not supported but questioned from the only exact
Jewish parallel. In fact, Paul says that “through the practice of works as
prescribed by the law” no one (neither Jew nor Gentile) can actually be
considered righteous before God.

d) Considering the eschatological context of (God’s final) judgment and
the relevance of Torah practice as the criterion for judging Israel and the
nations in numerous other Jewish texts, it is too one-sided to characterize
Second Temple Judaism merely as a ‘religion of grace” without any kind of
‘optional’ structure in its soteriology.%®® Furthermore, Paul’s concerns are
not merely social or ethnic problems of his mission, his aim is not only to
overcoming the national pride or exclusiveness of some of his fellow Jews
following Jesus. In his theological reasoning (in particular in Romans), he
arrives at a more fundamental consideration of the soteriological situation
of humans in face of the eschatological judgment, and in this situation any
pride in election or boasting in lawful “works’ is excluded.®® While Dunn
and also Abegg have considered MMT a general confirmation of the ‘New
Perspective on Paul,” some aspects of the text give reason for a more cau-
tious evaluation according to which some insights of the more traditional
view should not be dismissed all-too easily.

In any case, the publication of MMT has provided Pauline scholarship
with a most valuable parallel that illuminates discourses in the background
of Paul’s own language and terminology. While the situation of the Qum-
ran text and its objectives widely differ from that of Paul and of his ad-
dressees and opponents, the text points to a common discourse about the
relevance of halakhic interpretation and the related practice of the law
for the identity of various factions and their mutual relations. As any
history-of-religions material, MMT cannot clarify the precise meaning of
the Pauline text but can only help to evaluate the various arguments and
overall interpretations.

 This was the view suggested by Bacumann 1993, 14; cf. ibid. 27f. and BacHMANN
1999 on MMT. The view has been repeated in a number of articles, cf. most extensively
Bacamann 2005a.

% Cf. the term in the description of Rabbinic soteriology in AveEmarIE 1999.

% Cf. GatrrrcorLE 2002 and also S. GrinpuEM, The Crux of Election. WUNT I1/202 (Tiibin-
gen 2005) in critical response to Dunn 1983.
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3. Other Parallels

Other suggested parallels between MMT and early Christian texts”’ are
less specific, and the respective comparison can better be established with
reference to other Qumran texts. So, a quick mention of further points of
comparison can suffice.

a) From the very beginning, and due to the initial attribution of MMT to
the “Teacher of Righteousness’, scholars have utilized the text for compar-
ing the teaching authority or even the religious personality of the teacher
and supposed founder of the yahad and the teacher and founder of the
Jesus movement.” But such a comparison is unsubstantiated if MMT
cannot be attributed to the teacher and even more so since this figure is
still so enigmatic and the references in a few texts (CD I 10-11; 1QpHab;
4QpPs37Pesher Habakkuk, Pesher on Psalm 37 etc) are hard to interpret.

b) A more promising comparison is the one between the teaching style
in MMT (part B) and the teaching of Jesus according to the Synoptic tra-
dition, in particular the antithetical teaching about the Mosaic Law in the
Sermon on the Mount (Mt 5:21-48). Both texts use particular formulae for
referring to the traditional or rejected teaching and for introducing their
own interpretation and both introduce their own teaching with a remark-
able authority. In MMT, the authority of the author and his group (as
speaking in the plural) is contrasted to the authority and interpretation
of the addressee or his group. Compared with such a debate between two
Torah interpreters or the respective textual communities, the claim in the
Matthaean antitheses in the Sermon on the Mount seems to go even further:
As the formula, fkovoate 6tL £€0p€01 toic apxalols (“you have heard that
the ancients were told”) can refer to biblical commandments or to teach-
ings or interpretations beyond from the Torah, the authoritative éyw d¢
Aéyw vutv (“but I say to you”) can introduce teachings opposed to other
interpretations but also teachings opposed to or going beyond the wording
of the Torah. Jesus’s authority is juxtaposed not only to the teachings of
others but also presented as an authoritative interpretation of the words of
the Torah.”? It is disputed whether this particular type of interpretation of
the Scriptures goes back to the Jesus of history or whether it was designed

70 Cf. the survey by Kampen 1996.

"' Cf. H. StecEMANN, “The ‘Teacher of Righteousness’ and Jesus. Two Types of Religious
Leadership in Judaism at the Turn of the Era,” in: S. TaLmon (ed.), Jewish Civilization in the
Hellenistic-Roman Period. JSPE.S 10 (Sheffield 1991) 196-213; more briefly in H. STEGEMANN,
“Jesus and the Teacher of Righteousness — Similarities and Differences”, Bible Review 10/1
(1994) 4247 and 63; cf. the early, but overstated comparison in DuroNT-SoMMER 1950,
119-122 and, much more cautiously, Jeremias 1963. Cf. also Frey 2011, 263-266.

72 Cf. Frey 2011, 272-277; cf. on the example of marriage and divorce L. DoeriNg, “Mar-
riage and Creation in Mark 10 and CD 4-5”, in: F. Garcia MarTiNEZ (ed.), Echoes from the
Caves: Qumran and the New Testament. STD] 85 (Leiden 2009) 133-163; see also H.-W. KunN,
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within the later community, but at least in the view of the gospel writers,
Jesus’s authority can appear above the wording of the Torah and the au-
thority of Moses, thus going beyond the authority of other interpreters,
including the author of MMT.

c) There are other issues that have always been of interest for New Tes-
tament scholars, even though they go beyond the narrow range of New
Testament interpretation. Mention should be made of the issue of Scrip-
tural citations, although this is not a specific issue in MMT, and the whole
Qumran corpus has intensely helped to shed light on the forms and tech-
niques of quoting and interpreting the Scriptures in the NT. A more spe-
cific issue is given by MMT viii 2-3 (C9-10) and the mention of “the book
of Moses, the books of the prophets, and David”, that has been interpreted
as an early testimony to the tripartite Biblical canon with David already
representing the section of the writings,”® but due to the uncertain date
of MMT, the fragmentary preservation of the passage and the complicated
history of the canonical process,”* the text leaves more questions open than
it solves.

4. Conclusion

MMT is of considerable importance for one of the most fierce debates in
NT interpretation, the issue of Paul and the “works of the Law”, provid-
ing (in Hebrew) the only exact verbal parallel to the Greek term used by
Paul and thus confirming that the thought of the Apostle is deeply rooted
within the debates of (Palestinian) Second Temple Judaism. As MMT was
released only late, many other issues of the relationship between the Scrolls
and the New Testament had been discussed earlier and based on other texts
published earlier. On the contrary, MMT could appear particularly ‘sensa-
tional’, as it had been hidden from the eyes of scholars for such a long time.
Its reception by NT scholars first ‘exploded’, but calmed down soon there-
after, and by now the text is left to Scrolls specialists. MMT sheds light on
early Jewish factionalism and on the subtleties of Torah interpretation in
the context or even at the outset of the Qumran movement. Although au-
thorship and date of the text cannot be ascertained and the debate between
a location of the text in the formative period of the Qumran community
and a dating of (at least) the full composition (including the calendar) in a

“Jesus im Licht der Qumrangemeinde”, in: T. HoLmin / S. E. PorTeR (eds), Handbook of the
Study of the Historical Jesus, vol. 2 (Leiden 2011) 1245-1285.

73 QiMRON / STRUGNELL 1994, 59 and 112f.; but cf. the important critical rejection by
BertHELOT 2006.

4 Cf. J. FrReY, “Qumran and the Biblical Canon,” in: Id., Qumran, Early Judaism, and New
Testament Interpretation: Kleine Schriften 3, ed. J. CEroNE. WUNT 424 (Tiibingen 2019) 791-
836.
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later period will keep going on, the fact that this is one of very few letters
in the corpus encourages comparison and helps to shed light on the tech-
niques and varieties of early Jewish (and early Christian) letter writing, the
emergence of Scriptural authority and — in particular — the terminological
background of Paul’s theology of grace.75

7 This essay was already published in Frey 2019.
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Nisibis: 147



General Index 245

Old Testament: 68, 94
Onias: 197

palaeography: 61f., 64, 110

- palaeographic dating: 57

Palestine: 179

parenesis: 19, 27, 85f., 96, 100, 104

— Deuteronomistic parenesis: 96

— eschatological parenesis: 20, 99

- historical parenesis: 29

Paul of Tarsus: 181, 187f., 194, 201-213,
215f., see also letter

— as the wicked priest: 202

— Pauline theology: 201, 205

—Paul’s language: 206, 213

— polemical letters: 201

Peempasbytis: 186

penal code: 9, 103, 180
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101, 118f., 161f., 167, 177f., 200, 214

temple: 11, 79, 81, 89, 105, 124, 130,
133f., 141, 145, 147, 155, 159, 167

— temple court: 151

— temple of Jerusalem: 10f., 13, 21, 101,
133

— temple of Peace: 115

terumah: 141-143, 146-149, 154, 159

textual criticism: 30

Theodotus: 190

Thucydides: 191

Timothy: 188

Torah: 8-11, 13f., 18, 20-22, 58, 60, 85f.,
88, 91-98, 100, 102, 104, 121, 154, 163,
170, 174, 177, 183, 191, 195f., 201, 203,
210, 212-215, see also law

—interpretation: 19-22, 87, 104, 177, 201,
214f.

— observance: 92, 96-98, 101, 174

— Priestly Torah: 86

Tosefta: 137f.
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