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Martın cggg MM.: Z 37 and “W of RighteousnessBibliographische Dokumentation  Qumran  Matthias Hoffmann, Loren Stuckenbruck, Mark Vincent (Durham)  Martin G. Abegg: 40MMT C 27, 31 and “Works of Righteousness ”. DSD 6/2 (1999)  139-147.  Abegg offers some considerations concerning the proximity of Paul’s ‘works of the law’”  (Rom 3.20,28; Gal 2.16; 3.2,5,10) and 4QMMT C 27 (4Q398 14-17 ii,3). Paul’s expression  E&pyo@ vöpov is mostly likely a translation from the Hebrew MM W3 which can only be  found in 4QMMT C 27. This same passage in 4QMMT *also echoes the language of Gal.  3:6b where Paul quotes Gen. 15:6 and argues that righteousness (Sıxoı00övn, MPTX) is  reckoned (AoyiCopau, IWM) on the basis of faith’ (139). The echo in both 4QMMT and Paul  of Ps 106.31 (cf. Num 25.1-8) strengthens the notion that Paul’s understanding is formulated  in direct contrast to the idea preserved in the text from the Dead Sea. An additional parallel  given in both texts is the reference to the paradigm of blessings and curses (as in Deut 27-  28). Abegg considers the significance of these parallels, while shunning a simple  ‘“parallelomania’. The fact that the religion of Paul and 4QMMT are conceptually related  might help to understand the kind of Judaism with which Paul was interacting. Abegg  follows J.D.G. Dunn’s most recent suggestion that this kind of Judaism was established on  ‘an unconditional commitment to maintain Israel’s distinctiveness, to prevent the purity of  ist covenant set-apartness to God from being adulterated or defiled’ (147). He concludes  that Paul was not responding to a Judaism which favoured salvation through works but to a  Judaism which understood Israel’s distinctiveness in terms of the Torah and its interpreta-  tion.  M.H.  Joseph M. Baumgarten: Yom Kippur in the Qumran Scrolls and Second Temple  Sources. DSD 6/2 (1999) 184-191.  The difference of celebrating Yom Kippur between the Qumranic society and other  contemporary Jews is quite obvious. One of the main reasons for this is naturally the use of  different calendars among these groups. A closer look at Qumran and Second Temple  literature might provide another clue for this obvious confrontation: Similar to Jubilees,  where Yom Kippur is regarded as a day of mourning and self-affliction (Jub 34:19), other  texts of Qumran describe it as a ‘Day of Affliction’ (as a MMM DY”, CD vi,18-19; cf.  D5°MW53 MX 13VN, Lev 16.29) or in similar terms combined with MVN, as in 4Q508 2 2-4  (Mayn 7Tua); 4Q509 16 iv 2-4 (amYyNn bu annnn[); 4Q510 1 5 (Mayn MıTIWNM); and  4Q171 1-2 ii 8-11 (M’3aynm 7vm). By contrast, the Yom Kippur in mishnaic literature  (m.Yoma 7.4 or m.Ta‘an 4.8) is depicted as ‘days of rejoicing’ (D°310 D”2”). One might  121DSD 6/2 (1999)
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Abegg offers SOINC cons1iderations concerning the DroX1imıty of Paul’s ‘works of the law
(Rom 20,28; Gal Z.10 3.2,5,10) and (4Q0398 ML 11,3) Paul’s eXpressi1on
EDYO VOLLOV 1S mostly lıkely translatıon from the Hebrew1UD which only be
found in Thıs SAalllc passagc in “also echoes the language of Gal
3:6b where Paul quotes Gen. 15:6 and Ul that riıghteousness (ÖLKOALOODVUN, mP 7X) 18
reckoned (AOYLCOLAL, ZWT7) the basıs of faıth’ The echo in both and Paul
of Ps (cL. Num 1-8) strengthens the notion that Paul’s understandıng 15 formulated
ın direct NTr: the dea preserved In the texti from the Dead Sea An addıtional parallel
gıiven iın both 18 the reference the paradıgm of blessings and CUTSCS (as 1ın eut D Ta
28) Abegg cCOoNns1ıders the sıignificance of ese parallels, while shunnıng sımple
'parallelomanıa). TIhe fact that the relıgıon of Paul and 4QMM I dIC conceptually related
mıght help understand the kınd of udaısm wıth which Paul Was interacting. Abegg
follows 1D Dunn MOst recent suggestion that thıs kınd of udaısm Was establıshed

unconditional commiıtment maıntaın Israel’s distinctiveness, prevent the purıty of
ıst CoOovenan:! set-apartness G0od from being adulterated elıle: He concludes
that Paul Wäas not responding Judaısm which favoured salvatıon through works but
udaısm which understood Israel’s distinctiveness In terms of the Torah and 1ts interpreta-
t10n.

Joseph Baumgarten: Yom Kippur In the Qumran Scrolls and Second Temple
SOUFCES. DSD 6/2 (1999) 184-191

IThe dıfference of celebrating Yom Kıppur between the Qumranic soclety and other
CO!  rary Jews 18 quıte Obv10us One of the maın [CA4SONS for thiıs 15 naturally the UsSscC of
dıfferent calendars ONg these gI10UDS closer ook at Qumran and Second Temple
lıterature might provıde another clue for thıs Obvı10us confrontatıiıon: ımılar Jubilees,
where Yom 1ppur 15 regarde as day of mournıng and self-afflıctiıon Jub other

of Qumran describe it 'Day of Afflıction’ (as MI D1Y? v1,18-19; ci.
D027WS) 1, Lev in sımılar terms combiıined wıth ıIn D
(T 1V Z (D>7 DrTDMA); (3MYTIUN); and

n 11 X- 11 (MYOAM By contrast, the Yom Kıppur ın miıshnaic lıterature
(m. Yoma m. La°an 4.8) 18 depicted 4S ‘days of reJo1cCıng’ (D°310 One m1g
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conclude, therefore, that the dıfference of understanding Yom Kıppur (being described in
terms of clash between the Wiıcked Priest and the Rıghteous Teacher In 1QpHab x1,4-8)
might nOTt only CONCETN the calendar, but also the nature of the feast.

onathan Ben-Dov Presumed (itation O,  RX  er $° / In 40D° DSD 6/3 (1999)
2872782

Ihe artıcle provıdes the reader wıth SOINC evidence of the poss1bilıty of SOMNEC amılıarı of
the book of Esther Dy scr1bes ıIn Qumran, though CODY of thıs book has been found there
Ihe scroll Q (published 4QD” by Baumgarten) has number of parallels

I0 and V-XIV. 18 arallel 1x,6-14 concerning the law of 1C-

proof. An interesting divergence 18 preserved Dy lıne of men WTT, For
the lacuna, aumgarten has suggested reconstruction of en[m195 0177 Ihe
eXpress10n, m195 D 177 Iso in V11,3 in sımılar cConftfext and 15 obvıously erıved
TOM Num 30.15 But accordıing Ben-Dov thıs onnection of term used in law CON-

cerning VOWS made by barely makes 1ın Thiıs twofold ocution ffered
by aumgarten's reconstruction 18 hapax legomenon, well the phrase men 5
It OCCUTS only 1n sth a but ın meanıng completely dıfferent from ıts Judıcıal Uus«c in
Num 3().15 Ben-Dov aAarguCcSs that thıs phrase, despite ıts meanıng, MUust have been inserted
DYy mistake by the scrıbe of who, ın {Uu: Was famılıar wıth Esther.

Blockmuehl Redaction and Ideology IN the Rule of the Community (108/408)
(1998) 541-560

OC  ue. summarıses the debate the composıtion and redaction history of 1QS,
proachıing the 1Ssue by diıscussıon of the textual relationship between 1Q5S and recently
publıshed fragments from ave Bockmuehl Supports the prilority of the latter (ın partıcu-
lar 4st ‚d ; contending that 1Q5S represents relatıvely late of redaction (he concedes
the opposıte INaYy be true, but that mediatiıng posıtion 1S unlıkely). Thıs 1S followed Dy
redaction-critical asc study of 1Q5S V-1X. Thıs tends the conclusion of progress1ively
tıghter rel1g10us practise 1ın which atonement and forg1veness aAIlc increasıngly imıted the
SECT ıtself.

nstone Brewer: Nomological Exegesis In Oumran Divorce Texts.
(1998) 561-58%0

Ihe author begıins wıth d discussion of nomological exeges1s, term used by Brewer
describe exegetical method of the Pharisaic and Saducean scrıbes in Palestine, the DIC-
CUTSOTS of the Talmudıc rabbiıs, in which the 1DU11Ca. text ven non-legal materı1al
read legal document written by infallıble ega) genI1us. The suggestion 15 that CACBC-
S15 al Qumran often has INOTEC in COIMMON wıth thıs technique than 18 usually recogniısed.
Brewer then examınes 1V,20-v,6 and 11QT1 Iv11,15-19, showing that the exegetical tech-
n1ques and assumptions employed there sımılar those used in first TU! rabbinic
SOUTCCES, and that although SOMNC exegetical techniqucs al Qumran arc totally CONLrary
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nomological assumuptions, other OCCas1ons Qumran WEIC able to restrict them-
selves thıs style when they wıshed BrewerU that the Passagces he examınes prohı1bıt
only polygamy, 9(0)1 divorce remarrı1age.

Dımant 403861i-i11  S S Prophecy Hellenistic Kingdoms? (1998)
511.52909

The author the fragments of 4Q38611-111  P E + along wıth translatıon and TY.
From the fragments discussed and parallel from and S, the

and content of the three columns ofQ Can be establıshed (Pseudo-Ezekıel 1S
Iso represented In ‚B} and perhaps also 4Q387) Ihe work rewrIites and expands
Ezekijel's canoniıcal prophecıies, and ıts background 18 proposed be events involviıng the
Seleucıd and Ptolemaıiıc kıngdoms during the per10d 170-140 BCE; it W das composed later
than the second century BCE 15 partiıcularly rich 1ın potential historical allusions,
and ıts first fragment 15 the largest have Ssurvıved from all the coples of Pseudo-Ezekiel.
hıs fragment contaıns the parts of columns 1-111, but since has dealt wıth col
elsewhere, thıs artıcle only examınes the INOTC dıifficult columns 11 and 111

Michael Douglas The Teacher Hymn Hypothesis revisited: New Data for old
S DSD 6/3 (1999) 239-266

Douglas attempts provıde LI1CW evidence substantiate h1is claım that the Teacher
of Rıghteousness 18 the author of the Hodayot from ave Hıs startıng point 15
OVErVIEW of the hıstory of esearch He assessement of data beginning wıth

Sukenik’s first attempt identify the Teacher of Rıghteousness (partıally) the
Hodayot’s author, continumng wıth further debates Dy Licht Holm-Nıelsen opposıng
thıs dea He especlally focusses the research made by Jeremias, Becker, H.-

and Morawe. oOrawe’s and Holm-Nıelson’s suggestion that the Hodayot be
dıstinguished iın hIs attention, because thıs COU. nOot only INncan that the
Hodayot 1s "\lmty" '  pluralıty" but miıght rather be "dualıty (two blocks of materı1al).
He finds proof for the dea of dualıty In the research of Becker and Jeremi1as, who found
dec1sıve crıteria ın the text’s use of the first DCTSON sıngular and in 1ts lınguilstic character
(ın SOINC composıtıions the first Crson makes striking claıms whıle in other cComposıtıons
the claıms WOU be appropriate for an y member of the ommunıty) Beyond the
of predecessors, Douglas offers LICW strengthen the hypothesis concerning the
"Teacher Hymns  ” In particular, he focusses lıterary examınatıon of 1IQH X-XV11 and
disagrees wıth Jeremias’ WdYy of dıstınguishing between the "Leacher Hymns  ” and the
A  ommunity Hymns  " Douglas classıfies the WOTrdSs catalogued by Jeremias LOO COINMON

be of usec (e.g 2 T, 173, 20, 8IX, » Accordingly Douglas hımself
trıes focus INOTC rarely attested eXpression 1ıke T I T9M 1C) he claıms be
the teacher S sıgnature phrase". On the basıs of thıs point, Douglas extensive
1st of other eEXpress10Ns that dIiC NOL commonplace and only be OUN! 1n the
mentioned composıitions. He takes thıs lıterary evidence proof that X ZZ21 Xx,23-33; X,34-
X1,6; x11,7-31a; X111, /-21; X111,22-XV, 7 and XV,8-27 WEEIC COompose by single author.

123



ıblıographıische Dokumentatıion: Qumran

Douglas draws further evıdence for h1ıs theory by applyıng model of soc1ıal conflıct the
Hodayot. Indebted JIurner’s mode!l of socıal conflıct, Douglas highlights SOINC aspects
of the socıal Context in cols and X11 indıcatıng the Hodayot’s or1g1n be ın the VeC early

of the sectarıan movement, 1C also the author of Hodayot 15 the Teacher
of Rıghteousness 1ımself.

OV man MMT B B and Lts Ritual Context. DSD 6/2 (1999) 148-156

man tries demonstrate that rabbıinıc halakhıc materı1al INnay be taken nto acCCcount when
ONEC FTEeCONSIrUCTS iragmentary Qumranic halakhıc Rabbinic parallels INnaYy help provıde
the CONTIEXT of Qumran statements, whether they in agreemen wıth them nOoL. Ne-
verthelesss, partıcular interpretation reconstruction InNay not be preferred merely the
basıs of parallel. In partıcular, alleged rabbinıc parallels need be scerutinızed wıth precC1-
S10N ıf they ATIC provıde insıght into Qumran texL. Elman illustrates thıs wıth by
of example ınQ zn The reconstruction of Qimron and Strugnell (DJD 10)
maıntaıns that the DassSagc 15 discussion the purıty of heave offerings of gentiles’ grain
DYYIM AL 115 DU1), discussion 16 they claım 18 NOL attested in rabbinıc lıte-
rature Elman doubts this interpretation, not only for the amount of letters being reCOonNstruc-
ted, but also for the ack ofparallels. comparıson wıth rabbıinıc leads hım PITODOSC
that MM  HE \ deals instead wıth the grain tıthes of the Levites (D“Y>IM An U207)
Those tiıthes ATE In danger of becomıng impure when touched by certaın people, namely
those TOM the household of the farmer growing the grain ‚ven those from the famıly of
the Levite. Although Qımron) reconstruction might be graphically poss1ble’ Elman
aAargucs for alternatıve which CU.  ally and egally INOTEC plausıble.

1n and Alvarez 7Two Scrolls from Hever &.  ev/SeNumb an
ev/deMVeul). (1998) 531-540

Flınt and Alvarez present edıtion of these scrolls wıth background, translatıon and notes
X Hev/SeNumb consısts of large fragment preserving portions of Numb and DA E
12, and 1s ONC of three scrolls from locatıons other than Qumran PTCSCIVC text from Num-
bers The only other Judean desert scroll PICSCIVC text from Numbers 2728 15 4Q Numb.
The scr1pt 18 probably ate Herodıian (6 50-68 CE), and there arec varıant readıngs agaıinst
other Judean desert crolls XHev/SeDeut TV portions of Deut 9.4-7,21-23 In

single fragment, NCEe agaın ON of three crolls DICSCITVC texti from Deuteronomy from
non-Qumran locations. Textually there 15 lıttle of s1ıgniıficance here agaınst other 11SS of
Deuteronomy.

Steven Taaı Shifting from riestly Non-Priestly ega authority: Ompa-
FLSON O, Damascus Document and the Midrash Yra DSD 6/2 (1999) 109-125

Fraade ar gUuCS that cComparıson between the legal from Qumran and rabbıinıc Judaısm
15 promisıng ıf ONC wıshes ‘highliıght NnOot only lınes of continuity between the COIN-

munities, but also the distinctive Contours of each communıty’s legal self-understanding,
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organızatıon, rhetoric, and practice’ 09-110 After comparıson of X111,2-7, Mıshnah
Nega‘ım S, and Sıfra Tazrı 'a Parashat Nega  ım 1.8-10, Fraade rather cautiously
concludes that the '’aces of simılarıties and dıfferences make it ımpossı1ıble delineate the
continulty and discontinulty between the rabbınıc and Qumran lıterature. Fraade does nOot
advocate instead that the prior tendency dissocıate umran from rabbıinıc ıterature be
replaced by mYyopIC VIEW that they cContinuous. Iryıng remaın methodologically
careful, Fraade describes the exısting continulty 1in terms of parallel phenomenon of
communitıes whose learnıng 18 rooted In the scrıptures hey shared Differences and sımıla-
rıties, iın legal authority (of MD, whose role 18 varıously reduced iın the later texts),
might be due the nature of theır respective audiences and paedagogiıcal DUTDOSCS.,

etsy Halpern-Amaru: Bilhah an aphtali INn uD1ıLiees Note 40O TNaphtıtali.
DSD) 6/1 (1999) 1-10

hıs artıcle provıdes comparıson of genealogical materı1al concerning Bılhah, maiınly
focussıng 4Q TNaphtalı and ubılees The Bılhah genealogy of 4Q TNaphtalı (Irgs and
2) Call also be found 1n the Greek Testament of Naphtalı iın the lestaments of the Iwelve
Patrıarchs and in Bereshıiıt Rabbatı 29) An absence of thıs genealogy 1n ubD1ılees 1S,
therefore, noteworthy because the author of Jubilees normally demonstrates
interest iın materna|l genealogy (esp. 34.20-21) and, In addıtion, also shares 1in tradıtıon that
ascrıbes SOILIC prestige Naphtalı. famılıarıty wıth materı1al in 4Q TNaphtalı 15
reflected Dy lınguistic sıimılarıties between ıts depiction of Bılhah’s mother and the of
Ziılpah and Bılhah ın ubılees Thıs indıcates delıberate Omı1ıssion of maternal genealogical
materıal by the author of Jubilees, who instead generally maternal lıneage ın
marrıage announcements (stressing the paternal background of the wife) than in bırth The
OM1sSsS10N of marrıage announcement 1ın dsSC of Bılhah especlally 1ın lıght of the attention
g1ven Naphıtalı 15 remarkable and best explained delıberate well, for the author of
Jubilees 15 concerned wıth matters of sexual purıty Accordingly, Bılhah who 1S
violated by Jacob SOI Reuben 15 unsultable wiıfe for patrıarch. She 15 therefore
described In concubıne termınology (MMDW, reconstructed from Ethiopic la 'ekt, ci. Jub
283 opposed |TDN) though her innocence in the violation 18 stil] stressed). In thıs WdYy

balance between violated and the mother of Naphtalı 18 maıntaıined.

James Hardıng The Wordplay between the Roots m> and —>} In the Literature
O, (1999) 69-82

Hardıng aAargucs that the authors of the Qumran lıterature made use of wordplays demon-
theır self-understandıng and define themselves OVeTr agaınst other ST0OUDS In asc

of the eXpress10ons 79 7 and 13 P 1 72 and Tr7 thıs 15 rather
Obv10us. Hardıng dSSUuM1cs that another wordplay between the FrOOTS ofM and >]ı 15
atteste: NS the Qumran Accordingly he WAants A that thıs wordplay belon-
ged in the Samnnlec exıcal fıeld Ssımılar wordplays ın the Hebrew Bıble (as for instance >
and 555 in Ps 94.8, Prov 10.18-19 and 23.9, the VE Samnec wordplay ofM and —> ın
the poetic of Jer 20.11 and Ps 9-10, and ın the prosalc texti Dan 1:33,33) Hardıng
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demonstrates that the wordplay between the FrOOTS of mb and Söw 18 also present 1ın
4QFlor 4Q174) which assocılates 5wms wıth the SOons of Behıal and > wıth the SOons of
Light Dy alludıng the closıng chapters of Danıel (11-12) the Serekh ha-Yahad the
terms m> and >öw also present, but theır DITODCI character wordplay depends
the lınguistic and metaphorical opposıtes of “stumblıng’ In 1Q5S (so 111,18,20-1; v,2-22)

ma)Jor key for understandıng 15 the idea of ‘walkıng’: the SOons of Rıghteousness walk ın
WaYy>S of lıght and thus ‘have insıght’ (>5wW), whereas the SOns of Injustice walk ın WaYy>S of
darkness and dICc thus “stumbling’ (2W5) Hardıng also Manages Tace back the
bıblıcal Or1g1ns of the opposıtion between m> and >5W, indicatıng that the UuUsS«ec of those
FrOO{IS ın 1Q5S 18 dependent the ook of Danıiel (e.g Dan 9.2) and Jeremiah (e.g Jer

1ımmelliar' Sexual Relations andurı INn the Temple Scroll and the Book
of Jubilees. DSD 6/1 (1999) 11-36

The relatıonshıp between the Temple Scroll and the Book of ubılees has been studied
the basıs of the shared legal tradıtions of both documents. Whereas INOTC recent studıes
have focussed primarıly theır UsScC of simılar calendar, Hımmelfarb cons1ıders the laws
governing sexual relatıons and purıty 1n order iıllustrate the amenta dıfferences
between both documents. At first sıght both SCCIN regar! ordinary Jews INOTE 1ıke
priests (though nNOLt ın the SAaLllc ay) Hımmelfarb cons1iders that the dıifferences between
the documents has be understood agaınst the background of the priestly materijal ın the
orah The dıfferent Uus«c of the materı1al ın (e.g Lev 13-14 and (Holiness ode iın Lev
18; 20:10-21) 18 noteworthy and dIC especlally distinguishable the basıs of theır dıfferent
uUscsS of the terms 11 and A The Temple Scroll probably found P’s attıtude restricting
the impact of iımpurı1ty only the Temple and holy things assoc1ı1ated wıth it LO0O enilent.
Accordingly the influence of Can be SCCH much clearer here, for ın Temple Scroll the
realm affected by impurity 18 INOTEC extens1ve. Jubilees, the other hand, offers dıfferent
MOoO| for makıng ordınary Jews LNOTC lıke priıests by claımıng that violatıons of law of
prohıbıted sexual relatıons affect the Temple ıtself (as ın P) These dıfferences poınt aWaYy
from the hypothesıs that ere 18 close relationship between the Temple Scroll and
Jubilees, notion often based lımıted cons1ıderations of the calendar.

Howard Jacobson: Notes DSD 6/1 (1999) 78-80

Dıffering from the recent interpretation of by Lim (DJD 20), Jacobson offers
SOINC supplementary nOotfes and and corrections (especlally regardıng translatıon) thıs
fragmentary ‘Meditatıion of Creation). On the basıs of cComparıson wıth related bıbliıcal
(wısdom lıterature, the fragment clearly elongs the wısdom SCHIC hıs 15 supported by
Jacobson’s reinterpretation of Lim  s rendering of 170 apkhiala lıne (*havıng under-
STOO! they lıstened’) ..  you who understand, pDaYy heed’ and by “G0d’s creation theme‘’
throughout the fragment.
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Wıllıam John yons Clarifications concerning and arısıng from
Discoveries IN the Judean Desert DSD 6/1 (1999) 37-43

Thıs artıcle 1MsSs discuss the suggest10ns concerning and 1Q4 made by (jarcla
Martinez and AS Van der Woude ın z At fırst, the identificatıiıon of these document
fragments has be larıfıed, the re-naming of them has caused SOTIINIC confusıon. When
Q Was first publıshed (by Van der Woude) it Was desıgnated 11QBer, whereas
WAas inıtially named 4QBerakhot-Mılhamah (BM), and thereafter identifıied 4Q5Serekh
ha-Miılhamah by Miılık and referred 4QSefer ha-Mılhamah by (jarcıa Martinez (also
callıng it In theır attempt demonstrate that the manuscrI1pts belong the
Samnle document, Van der Woude and (jarcıa Martinez have NO renamed Q 4S eIer
ha-Mılhamah. ‚yons 15 reluctant dentify the manuscrI1pts wıth each other; it 15 nNnOLt
certaın that they dIC exactly the Samncdc, and usıng COINIMNON des1ignatıon cCommıts ONC

particular VIEW of hOw the AdIiIC related. Hence it 1$ safer sımply refer them
and Despite SOTIILIC strıkıng simılarıties wıth respect content (e.g the

IUN kılls the leader of the communıty’s M  y ın and 53 Lyons
consıders thıs evidence for shared identificatıon OO Vaguc. According hım, Van der
Woude and (Jarcıa Martinez’ reconstruction of 15 based only few etters (fıve
etters in col 1, 1.e three ın lıne and ın lıne 10) and 1$ therefore dubious. Although the
exısting evidence would be consıistent wıth Van der Woude and (jarcıia Martinez’
reconstruction, thıs hardly constitutes Droof. Moreover, theır translatıon of the essing
needs be clarıfıed 1ın the fulfiıllment of the blessings 15 nNnOot consıdered future
event, indıcated by the perfect verb 'ra in 11,13 Finally, Lyons rejects the
attempt by Van der Woude and (GJarc  1a Martinez explaın the longer ıne In the Z

(corresponding 11,9) varıant. He instead that the DreVIOUS
reconstructions of the layout of thıs part of mMay have been incorrect.

Catherine Murphy The Disposition of Wealth In the Damascus Document Ira-
dition. (1999) 83172

In thıs artıcle Murphy analyses the legislatıon of wealth (e.g ! In the Damascus OCU-
ment, whiıich refers wealth OU! times in dıfferent iıllustratıve of communal
hIStOrYy, relatıons, boundarıes and ideals. dıachronic development of legıslatıon 18 19(0)!

ONg the manuscrı1pts of the SAalllc DassSagcC, but development mMaYy be discerned
between Varlıous9Since ese derıve from dıfferent redactional stages and INn
the document. Murphy’s study the wealth ın terms of theır dıstrıbution
ACTOSS the edıitorial layers and lıterary of the Damascus Document and then
organızes these into three ZgT0UDS according theır Content. There aTrc
which describe wealth aspect of communal hıstory (eie X1X,5-11; x1X,15-24 par
V111,3-12] and X111, 9-10), subject of legislatıon for communal| relatiıons (e.g 4QD” 1V,8-
11; 1X,8-16; and X1V,20-21) and d cCcommunal oundary marker (e.g x11,6-11; 4QD”

1,11-13; and xXx,6-10). Wıthın the Damascus Document the 1SsSue of wealth 18 present ıIn
all the redactional stages and 1s mentioned in almost CVETY generI1c Category These
discussions of wealth played role ın shapıng the communıty”s dentity and reflect
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eschatological perspective which, despıite Circumstances in the present, antıcıpates wealth
ıIn the future.

Jacqueline De Roo David eeds INn the ead Sea Scrolls DSD 6/1 (1999)
44-65

Ihıs artıcle D} explaın the meanıng of 2 11 59 WU 158799
x b Datu?) ın v,5b-6a through COmMparısons wıth other Qumran documents, CSDC-
clally and 4QMMT The meanıng of thıs sentenceo problems, dıfficulty that
18 reflected by the NUIMNECTOUS dıfferent translatıons offered by scholars. In partıcular
renderings dıverge for the verb 89799 It 1s poss1ıble translate thıs verb qal, nıfal, pual,

O1a (hıfıl and pıel Can be exclude: due missing object 1ın thıs sentence of CD) De
ROoo argucs that gal hofal form 15 mMost lıkely here the basıs of the ‚g of thıs form
(0)0824 the DSS, the Hebrew Bible, and rabbinıc lıterature. The expression (1 11 „5»
15 easlıer explaın, it 18 most lıkely reference Davıd’s murder of T12A! (2 Sam 10-11;

Kgs a 28.3) The most dıfficult expression translate, however, 15
N 95 DA Ihe translatıon by ermes (*and (Gj0d left them hım which has the
pronominal Su1ff1x refer the deeds of Davıd) be the mMoOost ıteral ON De Roo
provıdes further evidence for thıs translatıon by cComparıng verbal and conceptual connecti-
ONS of v,5b-6a, and The ınterpretation of Sam in 111,6b-7a
thıs describes the "house’ promised Davıd temple consisting of human beings’
INaYy poss1bly be understood symboliıc representation of the Qumran Communıiıty The
Sdalllc text (and sımılarly the exXpression IT WD related Davıd in 2{)
also refers the deeds of Davıd ‘works of law (though SOTINIC cholars read KT D
instead of F N). In addıtion the sacrıfıcal connotations of the terms — and ın

V,5b-6a, ONC might conclude that Davıd’s works INaYy be interpreted sacrıfıces
(G0d Ihe author g1ves evidence that the verb 7U MmMoOost lıkely has posıtıve connotatıon
here and that the combinatıion 7 direct object preposıtion 18 ın analogy Neh
13:14 best understood °to leave something someone’s benefit)’.

Jeffrey Rubenstein: Nominalism and Realism In Oumranic and INIC Law
Reassessment. DSD 6/2 (1999) 1574183

Rubensteıin evaluates Schwartz’s artıcle °Law and rtuth On Qumran-Saddacuean and
Rabbinic Views of Law and focusses the COoNcept of dıstinguishing between the realısm
of (Qumran-Sadducean law, the ONC hand, and the nomiıinalısm of Pharısaic-rabbinic laW,

the other. Rubenstein consıders thıs dıstinction be overstated; the conflıct between
nominalısm and realısm, though discerniable N: SOTINE of the legal of these COI-

munıitıies, remaıns OO schematiıc, and NC Canno: eXpecCt it have been carrıed through
consistently. Rubensteıin Aargucs agaınst modifies Schwartz’s posiıtion in relatıon S1X
categories (polygamy; slaughter of Oocusts 0M 32 ın x11,14-15, analogous
the phrase 12 In b.Hul 270 marrıage wıth ni1eCES; impurity of anımal bones; watlter
flowıng from DUTIC impure vesse]l |  » and penal aw) Rubenstein st1l] acCcepts
Schwartz’s theory, but iın weaker form; he admıts that Pharısaic-rabbinic law INay be,
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the whole, INOTEC nominalıst than umran-Sadducean law. er key for understandıng
the dıfferences, however, might be consideratiıon of the biblical (Pentateuchal) VIEW of
1aW, which 15 realıst. Due varyıng experliences of Qumran and rabbinıc socletlies, the
worldviews of both groups became distinguishable from ON another and from the
worldview of Pentateuchal law. Accordingly those dıfferences made [OOII for legal
nominalısm.

Aharon hemesh 'Three-days’ Journey from the Temple: The Use of this Expres-
SION INn the Temple Scrol[Äl. DSD 6/2 (1999) 126-138

The pPUurposc of thıs artıcle 15 determine the use of the expression ee-days Journey
from the temple’ w S MO SCC 11Q Temple xln 42: 111,14) by examınıng ıts or1g1n,
ıts meanıng, and ıts halakhıc implications. Shemesh wıshes thıs term be understood
iıdıom for the boundarıes of the and of Israel. Accordingly, Journey that requıres IMNOTC

than days sımply ‚A1l! ‘outsıde the COoun! Consequently he examınes the
of the Temple Scroll containıng thıs 1dıom. 11Q Temple 11,13-16 prohı1bıiıts

slaughter of anımals wıthın three-days’ dıstance of Jerusalem. Thıs prohıbıtion 18 MOoOst

lıkely be understood the prohıbıition of sacrıfıical slaughter, for thıs 15 restricted the
Temple only. 11Q Temple x1111,12-16 InNay be interpreted in the Samne WaYyY dıpensatıon 15
granted those who lıve further than three-days’ Journey, and they permitted
sell the tıthe and bring ONCY the Temple nstead Thıs rulıng has be understood ın
the lıght of eut 14.24-25, In 1C distinction 15 made between produce SIoOWN In Israel
(whiıch, tıthe, must be rought the Temple) and produce SIoOWnN outsıde (which INaYy
be changed into monetary value) hemesh concludes that the usec of the idıom "three-days’
Journey from the temple’ furnishes insıght nto the Qumranic understandıng of the Torah
SOMEC Pentateuchal aws WEIC be in force only In the land of Israel, for instance 1s also
the ASsSc ın where the law of fourth-year fruıt 18 related °the Tees for S  ıt
planted 1n the Land of Israel’ (4QMMT 62-6. Accordingly the author of the Temple
Scroll understood the law of centralızatıon of the cult only in the surroundıngs which
"three-days‘ Journey from the temple  ”  9 that 1S, in the lan of Israel.

Stegemann: More Identified Fragments of 40D“ 40259) (1998) 497-
509

Stegemann discusses fragments 10, 12-14 and identifies er fragments, and 16, of
4QD° 4Q259) The first of the artıcle 15 primarıly demonstration that fragment 10
has been placed 1n the COrTeCT locatıon of 4QD° TIhe remaınder 1S discussion of
fragments and which contaın the conclusıon of the text Stegemann that the
tıtle of the work at the end of the text well the beginning, 1S also the dsSc In
Jubıilees.
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ı1gchelaar: More Identifications of Scraps and Overlaps. (1999) 61-
68

Tigchelaar D SOIMNC identifications of fragments that have eıther not been properly
recorded have sımply been overlooked thus far. He g1ves g0o0od T1Cason consıder the
fragment (4Q Lament by Leader) and (4QApocryphon ?) overlap-
ping: mMan of the words identical for example D7 715 in lıne 7) and both fragments
chare allusıon Zeph 33  D Sımilarly (4QNarratıve €) lines Zn and
4Q Text Mentioning Light Jacob) SCCI1 match each other the basıs of IManYy shared
words (e.g 31Py7> and8and both alludıng Jacob (more lıkely Isa 0.1-4,
than (Gen Between (4QSap. Work B) lines 10-12 and 4QMisc (PAM

ragment 10) the overlap 18 minımal, but the combined texti of both fragments
makes g00d Tigchelaar also COMMEeENTS SOTINC fragments belonging 1Q XV111
and discusses theır posıtıon in the reconstructed text He offers DNDCW proposals for the pOos1-
t10n of certaın fragments and reconsıders rather oubtful posıtion of SOINC of the
fragments 1ın another Casc rag 3) Tiıgchelaar’s final considerations CONCETN the poss1ıble
combiınatıon of [WO fragments of (14 11 1,1-2) and fragments of (5
0,13-15) which he put together each.

Jan ılson The Yods and Waws of 40 Testimonia and the USsSe of digital magıing
techniques. DSD 6/3 (1999) AD

Wılson provides NC  S me for dealing wıth the problem of dıstinguishing between
between yods and WAWS in ead Sea writings, especlally ın 4Q Testimon1a 4Q175) He
g1ves etaıle: ist of dıfferent varıants words from 4Q Testimonia from Allegro and
trugne (dısagreeing wıth Allegro’s readiıng of SOINC of the WOor' concerning the 1ıffi-
culty of dıstinguishing WAW and yod, In order illustrate the problem he provıdes
detaıiled ist of dıfferent readıngs of words from 4Q Testimon1a ase: the publiıcations of
Allegro republıshed and Strugnell (1970) TIhe following words arc dıfficult
read lıne MD /D TDN: ine TTT iıne 10 |”?/ ]M; lıne
MI9 ON/MTI VUN:; 1ne 1VO8/VN; iıne n  D line Va N lıne
mö nyeNS WD M ; iıne MOM >AMD/ MM DMMD: lıne Vline

1977109 979/773 7017 Wılson’s aım therefore Wäas dentify characteristics which make it
possıble dıstınguish Wa and yod. He isolates clear instances of each of these etters ın
Q and worked Out theır measurements by considering angles and rat10s of the length of
the stem compared the length of the short al]  3 of each Despite being able escrıbe
basıc features of each letter, he hıs forced admıt a variety of exceptions and SOINC UnNnNCeT-
taınties.

(jeza Xeravıts: Precisions SUur le original el le concepl messianique de
138 el 518 (1999) A 7.59

As ell known, the texXti of the Damascus Document of the Cairo Genizah 1$ preserved In
[WO dıfferent Vvers1ions and B) of the introduction. But the question, which of these VCI-
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S10NS 18 the older and the "more or1ginal”, 15 rather dıfficult Judge. ven the fragments of
ave (40266 and 4Q269) arc nNOt helpful ın solving thıs problem because they do NOTt
contaın columns X1X-XX and have suffered tOO much damage. Nevertheless, the Qumran
materı1als confirm the ancıent or1g1in of the introduction of thıs document. In addıtion,
comparıson between the vers10ons and and the Qumran materı1als (e.g v,12b-19, V1,2-
V111,3, 4Q175) INaYy provide evidence that version 18 the older of the Cairo
manuscrI1pts. Thıs becomes clearer when ONne subjects the ‘Amos-Numbers 1dra$®’ in
vi1,9-vin, la and X1X,5b-14a analysıs: although SOINC have maıntaiıned that the messianısm
ın be derıved from that of A, ıt that the relatiıonship between the vers1ions
should be cConce1ved the other WaYy around. However, the missıng mess1ianıc allusıon ın 15
the result, not of editorial reduction from but rather 18 the result of scr1bal ITOTL.
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