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materı1a|l contrıbute further AS a dea (the verb a R could be either TOmM 'ra m13)
Frg IS rather remıminıscent of the descr1iption of the WAars of Gog and Magog (Ezek.
Gog miıght N N] be interpreted the Kıng of the Kıttim when the term 15
understood “Chief Prince” (ef. 7 W, I1 1‚ 4; XVI 1 9 XIEX
11) The Prince of the Congrgation (MTOM who 1S mentioned here in the iragments
for the first time plays important role in the eschatological Scenarıo0 of thıs scroll.
Fragments l do not proviıde much detaıl: still, there IS reference the 6,  nıght”, which 1S
Iso mentioned in 1Q CN and whiıch provıdes SOMIMEC evidence for the 11CW positioning
of fragments a Fragment offers INOTC interesting detaıls: The Prince of the
Congregation, iıdentified MO A, Judges the Kıng of the Kıttım The precise verb form

15 strıkıng, for it 15 certamly consecutive, and despite eing In the NL  a, it 1S actıve
in (cf. Jer 2135) translatıon phrase IN N} 1797777 .  and they put

eag the Prince of the Congregation” 15 unlıkely, not only because the article 1s
m1ssıng in front of T 1nı 8 }, but also because of the underlying arallel in Isa 1 1:4 and
also in Baruch 1-2) better translatıon would be .  and the Prince of the Congregation
shall put him/sentence hım Ithe Kıng of the Kıttim] death” ..  and the Prince of the
Congregation and the Hıgh Priest| chall put him/sentence hım the Kıng of the Kıttım!|
dea 9 Fragments Ö, and ın turn, the fınal Victory VT the Kıttım Thus

clearly elongs the eschatologıcal War cycle; althoug! it does noTt overlap
ıth 1Q versions of War Rules, it May represent another version War Rule

OS Bernstein, “Angels al the gedah udY In the Development of
Miıdrashiıc Motıif”, DSD (2000), 263-291

The author discusses the motıf of the of angels at the Agedah He SUFVCYS and
classıfıes the roles which angels play In number of post-biıblical interpretations of the
Agedah and investigates the relatıonshıps between these vers1ons wıth each other and, in
turn, ıth the 1DI1Ca texti In Gen 22A1 m>7 mm Sa m Dla d x 17
Drı x finds vers1ons of the Agedah, C.B., In ubılees, © (investigating the
accusıng ange] discusses VoDuw) mSanhedrın, Bereshıiıt Rabbatı, Pseudo-Phılo, enes1is
Rabbah (focusıng ere R! 27A1 u and n M YY en Rab Yalgut
Shim‘oni, Miıdrash Vayosha, Shır ha-Shirım utta (respectively Ps.8), and poetical Jewısh

Analysıng thıs varlety of concludes that, when lookıng at the Agedah, ON
Can dıstinguısh between “aCcCcusıng angels” (demonic, satanıc, Jealous), “watching angels”,
“weeping angels” (cf. Q 11 MaTAN 12y D 1B DD ö Sn and
11792} m155e ö S In Isa Ma in cComparıson ıth Gen Rab 56:5): and “sınging
angels’”. After categorising the angels present al the Agedah and g1ving them theır place
wıthin the interpretative tradıtions, concludes that “the ADDCATANCC of angels at specific
points in the narratıve be characterıstic element in all of these retellings”
George Brooke, “Some Remarks and the ext of Genes1s’”, Textus 19
(1998) 1-25
Thiıs text-crıitical study ar gucs that the texi of enesI1is preserved In corresponds in
consistency in varıant and secondary readıngs text-Lype of1 Ver agaınst that of

and, sıgnificantly, VOTI agaınst other Qumran 1DI1Ca manuscrI1pts analyse: by
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Davıla eVv Da/) ext varıants of enesI1is In Q Arc treated under 'Oour
headıngs: (1) that whiıch dıstinguıishesQ from both and L  >< (DYTIPN in Gen 6  $
45535 in Gen (2) agreements between © and X agamlnst (esp ö2 5r
in Gen 8:13a; Abraham 617 in Gen 23:4; ainiai> in Gen 49:4; poss1ibly E in
Gen 6:3 the the Samne meanıng could be attrıbuted fo (3) agreements between
Q and agalnst B XX (all of whiıch INaYy be explained wıthout positing different
Hebrew Vorlage behind LXX); and (4) independent readıngs in ‚85 agamnst and
VE (almost all being secondary stylıstıc and phonological varıatıons, secondary readıngs
not exclusıve 4Q252)

James Charlesworth, ed., The and the ead Sea Scrolls Volume ()ne The
Hebrew and Oumran (Proceedings of the ubılee Celebration al Princeton
Theologıca Seminary; Rıchland ılls, lexas: ıbal Press:
The volume contaıns thirteen artıcles, of which aArec specıfically evoted
implications of Qumran studies for the and text-crıiticıcal study of the Hebrew
scrıiptures (F.M Cross, Ulrıich, Stuckenbruck, rawtTior Hendel,
Parry, Flınt) whiıle ONNC focuses sobriquets sed ONg the Qumran
Bengtsson). Whereas Cross, Ulrıch, and Crawford are chiefly concerned wıth conceptual
problems of IX} and (Stuckenbruck’s artıcle focuses primarıly ramaıc
documents), the contrıbutions Dy Hendel, Parry, int, and Bengtsson Arec the most relevant
here.

Hendel, "Qumran and New Edıtion of the Hebrew Bıble”, 197-21 7
Thıs artıcle demonstrates through selected iıne examples in relatıon Genesis-Kings
how the textual data TOmM Qumran INAaYy contrıbute the production of super10r texTi fo
that of for the Hebrew These examples are (1} enesI1is (4QGen)-addition of
M M en and Sam.Pent. (as In L.XA): (2) Exodus 14 (4QExod”)-addition of
“"Joseph” alongside Benjamın (contra M 5 5Sam.Pent., LÄX): (3) Leviıticus 18 4QLev’”)-
the repetition of Jar (c; h soJourn’””) after ‚ Aarı (as Sam.Pent., LG CONIra M1); (4)
Numbers 36:1 (4QNum’”)-addition of c  and b_efore Ele]azar the priest” (as LAÄXAX; CONIra M E
Sam.Pent.); (5) Deuteronomy 378 (4QDeut)-DWYT1>x Y (as LAXAX) instead of ON 737
(MT, Sam.Pent.); (6) Joshua Z (4QJosh )-text 1S placed at and addıtion of
“ Joshua” and “when they crossed| the Jordan” LÄX places the texT, wıth varıants, at O7
8); (7) Judges 6:6-11 (4QJudg”)-text lacks 6710 (contra MI1, LAXNX (8) Samuel 0:27
(4QSam”)-W IM ”> 712 (as LAÄX) instead of 077 HDD 417 (9) Kıings 816
(4  ZSs 5y 7177A9 maam[> partıally1 readıng ost in and LAXA; but
1C! 15 preserved in Chronicles 6752

Parry, “The Challenge of 4QSam’ and the Canon”, 219-239
The author summarıses the sıgnıfıcance of 4QSam’ for texti eriticiısm: (1) number of
varıant readıngs of the manuscrIipt betray sımılar teXT the Vorlage of 13  >< (2) Josephus

ollows SIX times readıngs In thıs manuscrıpt that AdIc nOot Oun: in and K  X (3)
In paralle sections between Chronicles and Da Samuel, Chronicles has readıngs
corresponding am rather than (4) ver 100 tımes, the manuscrı1pt offers
independent readıng nOoTt reflected O other wıtnesses. (3) Readıngs often depart from
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whıle IMNManYy aAIc insıgnıfıcant varıants In orthography, whiıle number ATrc sıgnıfıcant.
Nıne examples AIc gıven: (CE) Samue]l e1:1-addıtion of text between 10:27 and E1 1
(absent In and LAX, but attested by Josephus):; (2) 14:30-misdivision of words in
1D E 123 (ms has 61 D4 33 D (3) 14:47-sıng. (as LXX) instead of plur. Construct NOUN

“Kkıngs f (4) 15:27-accıidental OMISSI1ON of 18 D7 In MIT;; (5) 1 Z “four” cubits
instead of ..  SI  29 in M (6) 24:15-M 1 scr1ıbal whiıich drops ınal Mem from D7 7R
(SOo ms.); (7) 1-haplography through l0ss of 778 after 7135 ın (8) and (9) 267272

varıants, In which 4QSam’ corresponds gere 9957 Fr the ketib KTrn
FTAr 15 ... masoretic device record possıble varıants”.

Bengtsson, “ Ihree Sobriquets, Theır Meanıng and Function: The Wiıcked Priest,
Synagogue of Satan, and the Woman Jezebel”, 2a17

In the study of sobrıquets the Qumran the author NOTES connections made
ONg the pesharim between the lemma and interpretation in thought, theme, and
etymological FOOT in WaYy that reinforces the sobriquet assıgned (a) given figure(s).
Brief discussion the phrase 95159 MN ın the section 1QpHab XI1, 4-8 concludes that the
aleph, though strange, functions preposıtion, analogous its uUsSse In later rabbinıc
Hebrew and Oun already in the eth Mashko document from adı Murabba’‘at; hence,
“t0 the house of hıis exıle”.

Flınt, “Psalms and Psalters in the Dead Sea crolls  >> 307-359
The artıcle draws the author’s major study the psalms from the Dead Sea crolls
The ead Sea Psalms Scro[lLs and the Book O,  SaAlMS E Leıiden: rı 199 /])
aACCOUNT for the STAatus of the psalms manusecrı1pts, In partıcular 1 1QPs®, in relatıon the
Psalms of M there 1S manuscrIipto the ead Sea documents which
the longer order of the received 1 130 0Ug at Qumran the Psalter, designated in
War Scroll 4Q491) “the book of psalms” (D°Y>mnnm 90), WAas viewed scripture, the
form of such book Was Dy un1ıform: IS ONC infer collection of Psalms 1-150

In OT, for example, clustering of psalms Davıdıc compositions, formed around
those psalms wıth Davıdic titles (see 4QMM I=4Q397 fr_’s 14271 C 9-10; 1 1OPS”;
24:44)? Flınt concludes that the psalter reflected In 1 1QPs Was not necessarıly formed at
Qumran, Sanders has supposed.
James Charlesworth, ahum ohen, annah Cotton, Esther shel, Hanan shel,
Peter int, agg] Miısgav, Matthew Morgenstern, Katherıin Murphy, Michael egal,
Ada arden1, Boaz Zissu in consultatıon wıth James VanderKam and Monica
rady, Miscellaneous Texts from the Judaean Desert (Discoveries in the Judaean
Desert Oxford arendon Press,

Ketef Jericho

“Jericho apDeed heb? (Fıg 22, PIs H-AIV)” Yardeni, 67-69
Thıs 18 double deed In large, but not el preserved, PapyTUuS iragments. There aAlc
Aramaıiıc features (except perhaps for pper ext of fr b, reCLO, Iıne 6) and there 15
nothing prevent identifyıng the language Hebrew. possible, though uncertaın reference
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‘Domuitianus (Caesar’ (Lower Lext,; reCcIO, ıne '1DP‚...DD/D'IBibliographische Dokumentation: Qumran  to “Domitianus Caesar’ (Lower Text, recfo, line 11: 79P....22/27 ... .[) might date the deed  sometime the emperor’s reign (i.e. 81-96 CE).  10. “Jericho papDeed B heb? (Fig. 22, Pl. XIV)” - A. Yardeni, pp. 71-72  This is a small papyrus fragment, written in cursive hand from the top right of the  document. The he’s at the beginning of lines 4 and 6, which may be the definite article,  suggest the document was written in Hebrew ('|'?W'1/‘3f'lfl‚ “your half” or “your  courtyard”, line 4; 77VM, “the value(?)”.  11. “Jericho papDeed or Letter” (Fig. 23 and Pl. XV)” - A. Yardeni, pp. 73-75  The text comes from three joined papyrus fragments from the upper left of the document  (remains of 6 lines) plus five smaller fragments (fr.’s a-e: mostly illegible remains from 6  lines in total). The use of he as the definite article (line 1, rectfo: MYMM; line 2: M?DM and  m mıam line 3 bon; fr. b m?am) shows that the language is Hebrew. The vocabulary  recalls that used for similar Hebrew and Aramaic deeds: 33, m°3, tDm (= Aram. 41  musmn, b (Aram. 7577), and Mt (Aram. M37). The document involves an agreement  (sale?) concerning property.  14. “Jericho papUnclassified Text heb? (Fig. 24, Pl. XVI)” - A. Yardeni, pp. 81-82  The document consists of two small fragments (a, b). The verb "nm>W (b, line 2) suggests  that the language was Hebrew, and MMM (“half”) carries a meaning in Hebrew and not in  Aramaic. However, the text is too fragmentary for certainty.  15. “Jericho papUnclassified Fragments ar/heb” - A. Yardeni, pp. 83-91  These are small fragments from thirty different documents; the handwriting resembles  similar documents from the late 1st-early 2nd centuries CE. The fragments are presented in  5 groups according to museum plate numbers. None of the fragments can be unambiguously  identified as Hebrew.  B. Wadi Sdeir (Nahal David)  1. “SdeirGenesis” - A. Yardeni(?), pp. 117-124  Here are three leather fragments from two columns of a manuscript in late or post-Herodian  hand corresponding to portions of Genesis 35:6-10, 69-69; 36:1-2, 5-17. Fragment 1, the  largest of the three, had been initially published by O. Verf (A4DAJ 2 [1953] 82-88) and  republished by C. Burchard (ZAW 78 [1966] 71-75); however, the two smaller fragments  are published and edited here for the first time. The text reflects the text-type of MT; with  the exception of 1”M33 in Gen. 36:6 (col. II, line 3; MT: 17”M133), it follows the orthography  of MT as well. The reconstructions of the biblical text are coordinated and compared with  manuscripts from Murabba‘at (MurGen - 35:6-7), 2QGen (36:6) and 4QGen-Exod* (35:17-  29; 36:1-2, 5-13), in ad_dition to the usual text-traditions and ancient versions.  C. Nahal Hever and Nahal Hever/Wadi Seiyal  la. “S/6HevNumbers* (Pl. XXIV)” - P. Flint, pp. 137-140  The document consists of four small fragments. in late Herodian bookhand (ca. 50-68 CE)  preserving portions of Numbers 19:2-4; 20:7-8, plus one unidentified piece (merely  containing ]T°5[). The orthography is sparing with no evidence for plene spellings. The  103might date the deed
sometime the emperor’s reign (ve 81-96 GE

“Jericho papDeed heb? Fıg 2 $ X  27 Yardenı, T7
hıs 1S small pPapyTus iragment, written in Cursive hand from the tOp right of the
document TIhe he’s at the beginning of lines and 6’ whiıch INnay be the definıte artıcle,
suggest the document Was wriıtten in Hebrew (T>w-/>anmm, “"your half” "your
courtyard”, ıne 4; ] D, “the value(?)”.
11 “Jericho papDeed Letter” (Fıg and V 9 Yarden1, n P
The text from three jJomed DaDyIus fragments from the left of the document
(remaıns of lınes) plus fıve smaller fragments d mostly illegıble remaıns from
lınes in total) The UsSCc of he the definıte artıcle ıne I recio MN ıne K and
t5— HA ıne D: fr m7aM) shows that the language 15 Hebrew. The vocabulary
recalls that used for sımılar Hebrew and ramaıc ee , Ca 15 (= Tram. ID

w Aram DA and LU (Aram Han The document involves agreement
sale”) concerning property.

“Jericho papUnclassified ext heb? (Fıg 2 $ AVI)” Yardenı, 81-82
The document consıists of small fragments (a, D) The verb rm 5W (b, ıne
that the language WAas Hebrew, and m1Ur (“Half” carrıes meanıng in Hebrew and nNnOTt in
ramaıc. However, the texTt 1S tO00O fragmentary for certainty.
15 “ Jericho papUnclassıfıed Fragments ar/heb” Yardenı, 83.9]
These ATIC smal fragments from hırty dıfferent documents; the handwrıting resembles
sımılar documents from the ate l st-early 2nd centurıies The fragments ArCc presented in

ZTOUDS accordıing fOo I[1USCUMM plate numbers. None of the fragments Can be unambıguousliy
identified Hebrew.

adı eIr (Nahal Davıd)
“SdeirGenesis” Yardeni(?), 7a1 24

Here dAIc three leather fragments TOm columns of manuscr1pt in ate post-Herodıian
hand corresponding portions of enesIis 69-69; 36:1-2, S  . Fragment { the
largest of the three, had been inıtially publiıshed Dy VerfD |1953| 82-88 and
republıshed by urchar: (ZAW 78 /71-75); however, the smaller fragments
ATre publıshed and edıted here for the first tiıme The text reflects the text-Lype of M wıth
the exception of In Gen 36:6 col IL, iıne 3, 1713), it ollows the orthography
of well The reconstructions of the 1D11Ca text Arc coordinated and compared wıth
manuscrı1pts from Murabba‘at MurGen 6-7), 2QGen and 4QGen-Exod” T«
29; 36:1-2. 5-13), in ad_dition 1{8 the usual text-tradıtions and ancıent vers10ns.

ahal Hever and Nahal Hever/Wadı Seiyal
la “5/6HevNumbers” (PI AIVJ: Flınt, 137-140
The document consısts of four omall iragments in ate Herodian OOKhan:ı (ca. 50-68 CE)
preserving portions of Numbers 9:2-4; 20:7-8, plus ON unıdentified plece merely
containing 11799[). TIhe orthography 18 sparıng wıth evıdence for plene spellıings. The
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realıgnment of fr.7’s : (they aIc improperly alıgned ın PA  Z 42.187) shorter text
than that of Numbers 19  9 In addıtion the ancıent text-tradıtions and vers10ns, the
text 1S compared wıth that of 4QNum’, the only other scroll from Calr the Judaean Desert
preserving fragments from Numbers 19-20 (esp at 1-6)

“5/6HevPsalms Pls XXV-XXVII)" Flınt, 141-166
Fourteen fragments In ate Herodian bookhand (ca preserving portions TOmM eleven
columns corresponding Psalms “  . 9:12-  ‚18; 11:1-5a; 12:6-13:3;
14:2-4; E3 LO 18:6-13a,17-43; !  P 23:2-6; 24:1-2; 5:4-6; 29:1-2; 30:3: a

hıs manuscrıpt thus contaıns INOTEC texti from the Psalms than an Yy other ONEC from the
Dead Sea wıth the exception of 1 T1OPSs” and 4QPs* The orthography of the TexT 1S INOTE

“Sparing” than that of MT, that plene forms (9:15-7>78:; 10:9-310; 8:20-
6-1 AIc sometimes pelled wiıthout the vocalıc consonants (1:O T DIN:

Aum;5 1W3):; however, SC at 18:34 for O2 Moreover, the shorter
endings wıth and Aare consıstently used. The texTi of the manuscrIipt conforms mostly

that of eningra odex; there dIc few varıants: (a) at 15:3 col V1l, 3 the phrase
- w> 13w5 „r of 1S lackıng; (b) the superscr1ıption for Psalm have been
lackıng (v begıins at the tOp of col Vi1); (C) the acrostic psalm (=MT Ps 9-10; in
LOX:  =  Ps 15 presented in psalms In the MT; and (d) Psalm 18 cCOols V111 and IX) 15
closer the fext of and not that of Samuel

“dHevPrayer (Pl XX VIL)” Morgenstern, 167-169
Three fragments (now broken nto our AIC identified ıth thıs document 1C. according

Aharon1,; 06,  WwWAas placed next the dead” The text 15 of Praycr In the form of essing
God Whıle the language 1S apparently Hebrew (sSo the DM3| al fr. 1: and D° at Z

2X the form 17270 at fr . 1S CONSPICUOUS (fınal nun), 1C| 1S COMMON in Mishnaic
Hebrew partıcıples. In 1e6W of the Praycr contexTt, the letters MDW[ in fr. 2’ are be
translated Ä6,  you set” rather than 66  who died” (SO Aharon1)

“XHev/SeNumbers” (Pl AA1X)” int, 173A177
large fragment IV texTi from Numbers a ] and Ö columns:; other

than M 9 the only other Dead Sea manuscrıpt overlapping wıth thıs fragment 15 4QNum” (at
28:2-5,7-8,10). The iragment does NOT uUse cConsonants vowels (LE and yod), and
shorter forms and (instead of wıth following he) are attested col SN y aan yn and
44-"]"V and MDON3NI). There AICc varlıants agaımnst 4QNum” and several varıants
agreeing wiıth agaınst the Samarıtan Pentateuch.

“XHev/SeDeuteronomy (PI ATAT Flint, 79-1
single iragment [WO columns texti TOmM Deuteronomy 9:4-7,21-23. Only

4QDeut‘ irom the ead Sea documents contaıins anı y overlappıing texti (LE MT at 6)
The orthography does not represent vowels ıth either yod (T°MEN[ and M8NT[NT)
and SCS the shorter form instead ofI (especıially MI8[?2, The lıttle that
1S preserved of the texi corresponds

“XHev/SePhylactery (PI XAXA)” Morgenstern and egal, DD 183-191
The phylactery consısts of fragments belonging Al  - efillin, which contaın Exodus
1-1 Deuteronomy O74  \\ and 11 39540217 Peculıarıties of orthography and morphology
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nclude the followıing: (a) uUusec of Ür instead of NT for the fem > demonstrative ProN., (b)
interrogatıve instead of 'T (c) the uUScC of historical samek wriıtten wıth (see fr. i 1
DMW1); (d) the prosthetic alep. ın 11778 1, 4 The texti “twenty-nıne
unıque readıngs”. Although the text contaıins relatıvely crıbal 5 it 15 “Of
independent non-alıgned extual status”, that 1S, its textual affınıty wıth agaınst other
wıtnesses Cannot be taken for granted. When mistakes and readıngs of undetermined
are removed, real orthographic and morphological varıants AIc follows: ea a X (Exod
133 D 8 72 XO 13:4); 78 XO Y A XO TF 117978
ir (Exod 1932 (Exod ‚XO lı XO 1287 7

XO Ma (Deut 0273 1719W2) Deu 6:9); (Deut m7 '] 9 (Deut
and eu

“XHev/SeEschatological Hymn (Pl A AD Morgenstern, 193-200
Three eather fragments comprise the remaıns of thıs document. The wrıting be
Herodıian 00p ea of gime and AUnN and the extended base of hbet the rıght)
Orthographically of note arec the followıng (a) uUsSsc of samek instead of SIN in 113°3300[ (ir.
} 3); (b) non-historical spelling (wıthout aleph) in ma3ywm 5 (fr ); 8), including the
wriıting Out of the def. article after the inseparable preposition; (C) defective spelling of ()-

class vowel in DE i 9), m50 (fr 25 4 and mo (fr 3, (d) writing of final
e-Class vowel wıth alep 8NIN-Ir Z /); (6) SIng. wıth DIoNn suffixes have addıtional
yod for stressed e-vowel (13°9I0D-fr. F 31 perhaps MD -Ir. D 2 the 6ir form 575

3! 2) The term DD “foundatıons” 3, 9) unlıke in 1D11Ca Hebrew. Ihe
tetlragrammaton 15 represented DYy four sSma strokes (fr 2, P cf. 4Q248-five strokes and
eight Qumran usıng four OTS The texit 15 petitionary DTayCl, appealıng 0d’s
past mercles Israel the basıs for current hope in the rebulldıng of the Temple.

Unknown Provenance

““ X Joshua (PlI XXX Charlesworth, 23 1-239
The manuscrI1pt, consisting of eather iragments the large of 1C 15 inscr1ibed), 15 of
uncertaın or1g1n. The scr1pt 1s ... ate formal Herodian bookhand”. The text TV| the
bottom parts of columns corresponding Joshua 0.12 and 22452

Jean Duhaime, “*Les vVoles des deux esprıits 1Q5 1V 2-14)”, RevOum 19 une,
349-367/

The author redactor of the descr1iption of the WaYys of the spirıts 105 IV 2-14)
structured thıs section in such WaYy OW for clear distinetion between
microstructural elements: he learly outlınes parallels well CONTfrasts between the WaYy
of lıght and the WaYy of darkness. Whıle drawıng sımılar introduction formulas (MDN)
j kn PE and corresponding vocabulary, the redactor st11] elaborates clear
dıstinetion between both WaYy>S of the [WO spirıts of truth and the spirıt of 1€6S$ (71WV)
and also the spirıts of 1g and of darkness (TWMT). The catalogues of virtues
and SINS do nOoT only become distinct by possıbly using vocabulary that m1g be
analogously used, but also through outlıned stiructure that such reflects the chaotic
character of the WAaYyS of darkness (set In of elements) and the evenly
alance: character of the WaYy>S of lıght (2 elements) wiıthın the descriptions.
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Hanan and Esther shel, “4Q448, Psalm“ 154 (Syriac), Sırach 48:20, and
4QplIsa””, JBL 119 (2000) 645-659

Drawıng NCW readıngs of col ofQ DYy Lemaıre, the authors g that (a) col
version of Psalm 154 in earlıer form that WAas later expande: form

Psalm 154 in L1QOPS and the later Syriac manuscrI1pts and (b) the DIrayecr for Kıng Jonathan
ın cols. and Wäas composed by serıbe who Was of prior connection that had
been made between “Isajah’s prophecies about Sennacherib’s campa1gn” Isa 10:28-34)
and the campaıgn of Ptolemy Lathyrus agaınst Jonathan in 103-102 BCE, exemplıfıed in
4Qplsa” 4Q161) Reconstructions for col ATC ffered several grounds: (4) Psalm 154
the tıtle of 1C places the SONg, DIayCr of Isaıah and Hezekıah, wıthın the Context of
Jerusalem it WAas being surrounded Dy the Assyrıans) and Chronicles 372:20 (which
records that Hezekıah and Isaıah prayed they WeTC besieged): thus col A, 1S restored:
WT (2) Kıngs 19:15-19, In 1C! Prayecr at thıs OCcasıon 1S
attrıbuted Hezekıah: thus Iınes S10 aAIc be understood pseudepigraphic DTayer
attrıbuted the kıng and prophet (cf. also Sır 48417221 Ca1liro Gen1za B) ıle the
Q connection between Isaıah and Kıng Jonathan enhances the poss1ıbility that thıs
connection in Q miıght be due Qumranic influence, such notion remaıns
problematic, gıven the number of erms and phrases which ...  are NOT typıcal of the
phraseology Oun In sectarıan Qumran scrolls”: 9155 (“halleluyah’””); DG (“you rule':
Over‘); xa DU DMP “the congregatıon of yYOUr people Israel”’), DD N
©& ‘th four COTITNECEIS of heaven”), 2 1 7277 0172 (“ln the day and until evening””), and the
OPCN uUusec of the DTrODEer ame for Kıng Jonathan.

Jo  z Ewolde, “Diıstinguishing the Linguistic and the Exegetical: The 1D11Ca Book
of Numbers and the I)Damascus Document”, DSD (2000), Z  n

The author aAargucs that dıfferences between the Masoretic ext of Numbers and quotations
from the Salllec book in the Damascus Document INAYy be explaıned the basıs of
developments in the Hebrew language rather than alteratıons for interpretatiıve (or
exegetical) PUrpDOSCS. He g1VveESs three categories of examples for hIs assumption: The word
2 PTTO experiences slıghtly dıfferent meanıngs in Num Z 8a, 6:3- and 4QD” 4Q267]
2:9-10 These meanıngs Väl between SIAVes and [awgivers. In and other Qumranic

271 eferred human “Jawgıver”, noTt ”Sla , IS clear from the immediate
Also, for the discussıion about ONS and daughters (comparıng Num 3017 and

D 19:5), maımntaıins that the change from 3535 m35 reflects lınguistic
function (1e nclude both In the statement rather than exclude women). As
IM example for thıs phenomenon, refers the Levites and proselytes: There 1S
relatıonshıp between A: 224 and Num 16:2 and 18  D sımply reflects the
C  n  arYy Hebrew ZC, where 1S idıom of 1DI1Ca orıgın but wıthout 1Dlıica.
reference and 159 1s ate version of 7 713 Generally emphasıses that
sometimes changes Can be INOTE plausıbly explaıned linguistic phenomenon beyond
author’s CONSCIOUS control than exegetical intention.
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Crispin Fletcher-Louis, “Some Reflections Angelomorphic Humanıty Jlexts
amMOoNg the ead Sea crolls  25 DSD (2000) 292-3

Ha 1mMs show that the members of the Qumran Communıity regarde: themselves
angelıc. 10 demonstrate this, he focuses especılally the figures of Moses and the hıgh
priest in QSb and fter discussing “Pre-Qumran Angelomorphic
Humanıty Jlexts  7 Suc. En 89:1; SIr. G5 7 [D°Y>N]; J7 1D MD N]; 50:6-7; and
Jub 1:13-15), he concludes based the understandıng of dam in the DSS (esp in
,in comparıson ıth Gen [DY7>8]) that accordıng to the DSS the members
of the Community ascr1ıbe| themselves angelıc dentıity because they hey WEEIC the
irue Israel and irue Adam created bear Glory (71V3 Ta K E N
LL 140Q504 8 | n un kan I bn bn ba Ir 142 111 2-41) The author then argucs that there 15

“angelomorphic Moses’” 11 and 11 Comparing the latter texti
ıth Dt 5:4-7, he draws attention the uUsSs«c of the verb DV and also 1W7P|'TJ in iıne HX
concluding that “Moses’ standıng there 1S od’s standıng” Looking at 11
the word mm 5a5 in ıne and at ExX k and comparıng these wıth 110 leads F.-

g that “Moses IS od’s angel”. Fınally, he efines the priesthood, especlally the
hıgh priest, “angelomorphic divine”. He draws thıs conclusıion from Q frag. 39
and Q5Sb 'D (of. also 1Q5S 8:5-6, 8") 76-79 Q5Sba 15 discussed
In detaıl, especılally the relatiıonship between the priests/hıgh priest and God (Ke the
eXpress10ns Yn7 '?‘DD; 6D 193 1\'Ü11P DW3)

ındy ajman, "Angels at Sinal: ExegesI1s, Theology and Interpretive Authorıity”,
DSD (2000) 313-333

The author 1S concerned ıth the role of the angels at the Sina1 during the revelatiıon of the
|aw during the Second Temple per10d, early Christian writings, and rabbiniıc lıterature.
mong the Second Temple writings, fınds “increasıngly prominent role played DYy
angels” in the portrayal of prophetic revelatıon. Second, she severa| early
Christian wıth especılally Jubilees (discussion of C075 ND In Jub 1:27-29) She
1n that the Christian inheriıt the angelıc mediation tradıtion, but dıffer in that respect
from Jubilees and TOom the motif found O rabbinic argucs that although the
tradıtion that angels played sıgnıfıcant role ın the theophany at Sınal 1S wıdely attested In
the rabbinıc only few understood angels ave acted mediators who revealed
the Law The eıther insıst that the revelatıon Ooccured wıthout angelıc mediatıon
whatsoever (see Sıfre uta In comparıson wıth . N ı7 >N CT of Num 12:8, and
7820 41y >7 > ın the Passover aggada wıth E NX Isa. 63:9), hey interpret 7820
prophet and not angel. Others portray angels at Sınal nOoTt mediators, but obstacles,
who must be before Moses Can recelve the law ırectly from G0d In thıs cContext

discusses FD 7820 In vot de Nathan in comparıson wıth Num 13)

Andy Reımer, “Rescumng the Fallen Angels: Ihe ase of the Dısappearıng
gels at Qumran”, DSD (2000) 334-353

In crıtique of Alexander, ““ ’he Demonology of the Dead Sea crolls,  29 The ead Sea
Scrolls after Fifty Years, vol S the author asks whether not the DSS ver refer evıl
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fallen angels. Describing entities such angels and demons “Chaotic, ırratıonal and
typıcal all-out speculatıon” Dy definıtion, the maJor problem according 1S
categorise these entities, hence distinguıish between angels and demons. Following
Alexander, he poıints Out that Enoch and Jubilees Aarec the key Qumran demonological
aet1010gy. Wıth respect the Hebrew discusses In thıs context the 07A2
(4Q510 93, the "MJU) Wa In Isa IS and the MN and a In Q hen he
analyses the impact ofön > Sn HTI 535 (4Q510 5) understandıng demonology of
the DSS In the thırd secti1on, eritic1ses Alexander’s hypothesıs that there 1s coherent
demonology ONg the scrolls. states that “Mastema/Satan” 1S In the DSS (and
accordıng Alexander) understood angel and he points Outf that, unfortunately, thıs 1S
the only “evi]” ange]l Alexander could fınd ıIn the DSS finally discusses the eXpress10ns
1W 7820 (CD-A 16:5); 7W"1|'! 7820 1Q5S 3:20-21); and "U05W 7820 1QM

Andreas Schüle, “Deutung und Neugestaltung. Althebräische Grammatık ın
alttestamentlichen Texten”. ZIEIPV 16 (2000) 122975

Schüle SsCc5s5 Inter alıia example from Qumran cshow that later coples of earlıer
1Dl1CcCa. Cannot be expected provıde rehable basıs for grammatıcal study of
1DIl1Ca. Hebrew: the transmıssıon of orammatıcal forms involves reconfiguration of these
forms. In 1 QIsaiah”, in comparıson Isaıah 5:1-7, the imperfectum CONseculıvum 15
retaiıned in ( In X,X), whıle in three the longer forms Alc used instead
(8IIZM V M7 V.Ä: 1107 vV.X) 'The differences ın verb forms AIc NnOtT due the
orthographic suppress1on of unaccented syllable In earlıer Hebrew (whıich AdIc NOW

orthographically stylıstic varıants represented at Qumran), but AlC rather changes
1C reflect developments In later Hebrew. Thıs dıfficulty avaıls not only in Qumran
manuscrı1pts VIS-A-VIS M $ but also wiıthin iıtself where different forms AIC used in
identical analogous syntactical sSiructures hıs ralses the question of how the [eEMDUS
forms AdICc be understood in relatıon ONeE another. Iwo dıfferent, but NOL mutually
exclusıve, models have been used to explaın thıs (1) verbal forms COU SCITIVC both
ImpTf. and perf. aspects, “pnertect” and “imperfect” forms being retaıned In the consecutive
for Impf. and perTt. aspects respectively (e.g Brockelmann) and (2Z) short Impf. WasSs

ormally retaıned in ImpTf. consecutive WI perf meanıng), and the perf Was ormaly
retaıned In the perf consecutive WI long ImpTf. meanıng). These formal developments
constitute evidence for “"regrammarısatıon” of earlıer written Hebrew.

Aharon Shemes, Holıiness according the Temple Cro  $ DSD 19
(June, 369-38)2

The author states that there dIc Varıous WAaYS In 1D11Ca Iıterature ddress the problem of
Ocatıon: In the minıiımalıstic perception, God dwells In the Sanctuary Temple, 0 9

INOTE broadly, God 1S In the heavens everywhere. These dıfferent perceptions have
implications for Nne’Ss  C understandıng of “sanctity” nduced by dıvine argucs
that the redactor of the Temple Scroll has hıs O W WaYy of describing divine he
harmonizes the dıfferent perceptions of the Torah, especlally the aCCOUNTS of Leviıticus and
Deuteronomy. Basıcally the dıfferent conceptions, respectively, eNVIsS1ON God welling
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specific place (Priestly lıterature) describe only Hıs Name being there
(Deuteronomy) The Temple Scroll combines these pOos1t10NSs The understandıng of the
concept of holiness thus regarded the result of God Wıthın the Temple
Scroll od’s INOTES of abstract deser1iıption of the God who dwells On
people than iIt geographical designatiıon It simply God lıyıng OI the people On
the other sıde IT not God ımself who resides the temple but od’s glory (M35)
Accordingly, the descr1iption of God Ocatıon the Temple Scroll closer the
Deuteronomiıc perception The Temple Scroll Iso STresSsES the ımportance of od’s dıvıne

which not restricted physıcal 16a The <hıfts the Temple Scroll from
1D11Ca. conceptions provide the sectfarıans wıth I' y complement the theory of
theır COomMMUuUNI1 surrogate temple

Gregory Snyder “Naughts and (rosses Pesher Manuscr1pts and theır
S1ıgnificance for eadıng Practises al Qumran” DSD (2000) 48R

Ihe author investigates how scrıpture miıght have been read at Qumran Some of the DSS
documents offer eviıdence for thıs kınd of study; this regard palaeographıc features the
pesher manuscr1pts AIc orth consıdering These features nclude the use of VACALS (1
ODECN SDAaCCS f INOTC letterwıdth Spaces) the emmata and cCcomments and
of crıbal marks 1C cancel ODCNM SPaCCS Pesher cCommentarıes emmata full
ollowe: Dy commentary Sections of commentary dIC preface Dy formula incorporalıng
the term 5 5y \ U ZUD whıiıle the recıtatıon of scrıpture preface: by
x U NSI © x x} On the basıs of several pesher Ommentarıes (4Qpls
4QpPS° 4QpNah and QpHab) Snyder demonstrates dıfferent tendencıes N
palaeographic features He concludes that VACAaLS and CTOSSES (which cancel em WOUuU
have been helpful for readers order guarantee miıstake free eadıng Thıs indicates
that readıng wıthout mistakes must have been ımportan for members of the

John trugnell, anıe Harrıngton, Torleitf Elgvın 1 consultation wıth Joseph
Fıtzmyer, J Sapıential Texts, Part QIns  ction (MUSAR LE
fr (DiscoverIies 1 the udaean Desert AXAAXIV;: Oxford arendon Press

Introduction General Linguistical Observatıons

Q4151f clearly saplential work Its iıdeas and vocabulary differ s1ignıfıcant WAaYyS
from the documents 1C| Call be eadıly assıgned the Qumran cCommun1ı Typical
Qumranic features divine epiıthets SucC. mm 5 >N SN >N rma

1172V disproportionately rare) adıcal SIrıct observance of the (purıty-) Law(
OCCUTS emphasıs the Communıity, developed eschatology and

ualısm and the of polemic agaılnst the Temple AlC almost completely absent
Q415ff In addıtion priestly language of Ty mpurıty known from the
umranıc documents almost otally absent from Q4151f thus erms such ı 18DU
1 4 and KT a rarely The characteristically sectfarıan OUunNn T NnOT present
althoug the adverbıal UScC of A INOTEC frequent Q4151f Collective arec only
rarely attested the (OId Wısdom tradıtion probably because the DaraCcNCS1S there
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addressed indiıviduals; words D and Wa R aArc unparalleled anywhere in the
wisdom tradıtion, though hey would be hard avo1d in anl y truly Qumranic text.
It 15 notworthy that the eschatological anguage CCUTS ıth the Same frequency in Q41511.

in the 1-11Q COTPUS. Accordingly, the eschatological vocabulary OCCUTS wıth oughly
sımılar frequency in both COTDOTA (e.g Y?P DMW, VnDw,
Sapıential terminology ın Q415ff£. 15 sually the Same that of Proverbs, Job, Sırach, and
the L3 though the relatıve Irequency of SOINC words INaYy dıffer.

415 4QInstruction” (Müsar l Mevin”) (Pl I-I1) a 73

Q 15 preserved medium-thın skın containıng {iragments rangıng from Herodian
occasionally ate Hasmonian an: AIl the surviving iragments of thıs work have sections
ofQ inscerıbed theır reVeTITSC and hey aArec fairly well preserved by the standards of
other iragments from Cave

416 4anstructionb (Müsär l Mevin (PI IL-VIL) S
The fragments of Q AIc wriıtten medium thick skın. They date transıtionally
between the ate Hasmonıian and the earlıan Herodıian hands

41 / 4QInstruction“ (Müsar | Mevin’”) (PY VILN-XI) 143-210
The skın of (Z9 iragments) 1S thın and smooth. large number of the maller
fragments Alc in DOOT of conservatıion. The degree of prec1sion of datıng 1S imıited,
because the surface has braded part al] of INan y letters and occasıonally the ink has TrTun

at certaın points, preventing the study of the order strokes.

418 4QInstruction“ (Müsar Mevin (PI AI-XXVII) PP 1-4774
consıts of 3()3 fragments. From the fırst iragments medium 1C ın the

writing 15 suspended. They MaYy have ‚OINC from another hand’s replacement öf the
amaged outside and ost layer of the scroll For the rest of the fragments it 15 dıfficult
establısh the order of the firagments In the work:; the smaller pleces AI usually grouped
around each larger ONE The writing lıes between the “transıtional” hands and the earlıest
tully developed Herodian formal hands

418a 4QInstruction” (Muüusär 1é Mevin’) (PIX 4 75-495

Only ıttle of the texti of the manuscrı1pt of 4Q418a 1S preserved. It 15 CODY of the fragments
of 4Q41 8a The hand 15 VE close those of and (early Herodian orma.
OoKhan!' perhaps ‚Ven ate Hasmonaean).

4Q Lext wıth Quotation from Psalm 1077 (PIA 497-499
certaın number of superfic1a] simılarıties In the script and In conservation of the skın Can

be observed, but these iragments have nothıng do wıth anı y manuscrı1pt of
4QlInstruction. I’he texti proviıdes insufficıent evidence lassıfy it part of unknown
Psalms manuscrI1pt.

418c 4anstructionf? (Müsar Mevin’?) (PIX 501-503
The manuscr1p has bee separated fromQ (former fr 61) The sımılarıty of ıts scr1ipt
that ofQ and severa|] other early Herodian ormals makes it unclear whether SOIMNC of
the maller fragments or 4Q418 could also alternatıvely be assıgned instead 4Q418c

110



Bibliographische Dokumentatıon: Qumran

423 4QInstruction”® (Müsar lé Mevin”®) (PX 505-533

The fragments ofQ TV' Iragmentary CODY of 4QInstruction. The ser1ıpt 15
mıddle ate Herodian formal hand (10 BOCE CE)

1gchelaar, “Workıing wıth few Data The Relatiıon between and
1Q14”, DSD (2000) 49-55

Though it 1$ beyond doubt that O 11 and Q DITESCIVC virtually identical texXT,
Q and G AT not necessarıly coples of the SaImnec composition, aft least according

‚yons. © 15 reconstructed the basıs of . —_- 1Q14, it has fıfteen letters INOTC

than the avecrage in the preceding lınes:; therefore _ —A m1g nNnOTt sımply be varıant
of the Samnlc work (Lyons CONIra the edıtors of DID X AXIM). Lyons points Out further that
the letters at the end of ıne 10 would be the sole textual lIınk between and

it 15 uncertaın how often the word 8977 (as reconstructed Dy the edıtors)
CCUTS In thıs text of unknown S17e and,» other words ending wıth INAaYy be
reconstructed for the text In ‚yons, argucs that the roblem ofQ and
© being the SaImnıe document does NnOT depend the evidence of letters: Despite
the uncertainty of physıca evidence, it 1S plausıble place ıne 19) In the
column of fr because the term ö5 1S predominantly used in eX] describing
eschatologiıcal WAÄrL. Moreover, the reconstruction of the word 295 the basıs of only
havıng the ast letters isıble unwarranted such, but because of partıal
overlaps between and ıt nevertheless becomes INOTE plausıble. Thıs 15
especıially because 0777 15 relatıvely [ar word in the Hebrew In addıtion, the
chance of findıng another DaSsSagc ıth and 55n only five lInes apart WOUuU be quıte
slım. concludes that ON Can hardly Y} that and Q AIC wholly identical,
but that the avaılable evidence Su. that and Q are indeed coples (or
vers10ns) of the Same composıition. For thiıs 1CASON the Samne Aalllc WAas given both
manuscr1pts.
Loren Stuckenbruck., ‘Angels and °(nants’ of Genesis 6'1-  N in Second and
1r Century RCFH Jewısh Interpretation: Reflections the Posture of Early
Apocalyptic Tradıtions”, DSD (2000) AA

The author deser1ibes how early Jewısh apocalyptıc wrıtings interpreted Gen 6:1-4
ACCOuNT relatıng the introduction of evı1l nto the WOr In order do s} discusses the
role of the “giants” Dy analysıng NOW ıt Was that the m SM 7372 (vv.2, 43a), the D7
7 IN and the m75590 could have been assoc1lated wıth the T o0d
(GT. also Gen 8-12; Num Since ambiguilties in Gen 6°1- led wıde NS of
interpretations in the Jewısh apocalyptic writings, discusses fırstly the ree “Pseudo-
Eupolemus” fragments (Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica, 1-9 and 81672

econdly, he analyses the early Enoch tradıtions En 1-36; 85-90 accordıng
ıC the flood 15 dıvyıne act of judgement: the Book O, Watchers where the g1ants SUFrVIVe
the flood *evıl spirıts” (in later Iıterature identi:ftied wıth “demons’”); the 0D0kK of Giants
where the g1ants AIC desceribed being evil, deserving punıshment (Gf. 2_3)7 the
Animal Apocalypse where the flood appCAars conclusıve punıshment of the gjants.
Thırdly, focuses ubılees (lookıng at the flood, the or1gın of demons, the watchers’
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teachıng, and the locus and tiımıng of the watchers’ Rebellion) and concludes that according
Jubilees the “watchers” and the “ glants” aAlc culpable, the deluge putting nto effect

partıal Judgement that antıcıpates completion al the end of time ere offers
interpretation of FT |Gen 6:3 1)
Emanuel 10Vv, “A Qumran Orıgin for the asada non-biblıcal Jexis ” DSD
(2000) }
The TOmM Masada Oorm COTDUS comparable in nature the INOTC

manuscrı1pts found at Qumran. Certam sımılarıties between these [WO fiınds INAaYy suggest
Qumran or1ıgın for SOMINMNEC Masada exXits MasQumran-type Jlext” 1S, for instance, sımılar in
nature 18 Qumran composıtıon in morphology and orthography; though lıttle Can be saı1d
about the content it contaıins the typıcal Qumran form MT& ıne 3), feature unknown
outsıde Qumran. “MasShirShabb” represents composition 1 1S well documented in
Qumran and has distinct sectarıan Ontent 1 wo 1DI1Ca themes (named by
Talmon “Apocryphon of Joshua” and “Apocryphon of Genesi1s’””) resemble (Qumran
documents that rework 1DI1Ca motifs. ‘*Mas apocrJosh” also reflects (next M I-
type spellings and lingulstic forms E In liıne and Dr 17 in IInes 5-7) the typıcal Qumran
form ı1 187 in ıne and addıtional plene spellings in lines and (DMITN and x1>)
The plene spellıng( DV 1T in °Mas apocrGen” In ıne shows affınıty
the Qumran sSystem ell Furthermore, “MasJub/psJub” reflects composıition 1C
Was close Qumranic materı1al; — in and 'DWA 07 only know In Qumran) SCECINMN

reflect thıs Also Ben 1ra INaYy have been ımported from Qumran (present there
2QSir), well SOTINC other all the Masada 1DI1Ca though there 1S evidence
for thıs hypothesıs. Despıte other sımılarıties between the COTDOTa o of them
includıng 1DI1Ca exXTiIs and sectarıan writings and paleo-Hebrew eXTIs and the sımılarıty of
wrıting materijal and also the Content between the non-canonical texts), emphasıses that
there dIc iımportant dıifferences (proportional and in character) between the [WO collections
of the 1D11Ca constıtute larger cComponent ın the Masada COTDUS, and the
number of Torah crolls al Masada have een larger. In addıtıion, the identification
of the Masada 1D1I1Ca ıth what WAas become the central texti of Judaism MT)
pomts communiıty that Wäas closely connected ıth the spirıtual center of Jerusalem.
Finally, in Qumran, ramaıc and Latın evidence has een OUnN! at Masada,
and only few Greek iragments.
ulıo0 rebolle, .. °Canon wıthın anon Iwo Serlies of Old J estament 00
dıfferently transmitted, interpreted and authoriızed”, RevOum 19 (June,

383-400

The author summarıses [WO STOUDS of Old Testament 00 1C have characteristics that
dıffer form each other. assıgns ON the books of the Pentatuech, Isaıah, Mınor
Prophets and Psalms, plus Job and Proverbs, whıle the other consIists f Joshua,
Judges, Samuel, Kıngs, Jeremiah and Ezekıiel, plus Danıiel. deseribes the dıfferent
treatment of both ser1es of 00 wıthın dıifferent rel1g10us XTIS (namely, Qumran and
early Christianity) and identifies eıght dıifferent categories: (} hey drec dıfferently coplied
and preserved, (2) hey Arec differently transmıtted, 63 dıfferently composed and edited, (4)
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differently translated (introduced by stereotypical formal quotations S —DND,
(5) dıfferently quoted, (6) dıfferently ordered, ( dıfferently interpreted, and (8) dıfferently
authorized. concludes that throughout Second Temple Judaiısm., and nNnOLT only in certaın
Jewısh communities, did there exıst “canon-wıthin-a-canon”, which included the books of
the Pentateuch, Isaıah, Mınor Prophets and Psalms, these writings enjoyed specıial
authorıty reflected by theır transm1ss1on, quotation and interpretatıon.
Kristin De Troyer, “Once IMNOTC, the SO-Calle': Esther Fragments of ave 4”, RevOum
19 (June, 42012477

The author addresses Varıous 1SSUES concerning the called Esther fragments from ave
and the possıbiılıties of owledge at Qumran of Esther. De Iroyer maıntaıns that there 1S
still wıtness for Esther texti N the Qumran documents in what has
been previousiy assumed and that 1S far from SUTC being version of Esther. Thıs
fragment, in turn, rather represents “Persian ourt ale  27 Howevere, thıs does not indicate
that the book of Esther WAas not known ONg the members of the Qumran It 15 lıkely
that there aic traces of Esther In the enesIis Apocryphon, where there dIc allusions the
Cau: contest from the second chapter of the book of Esther. Moreover, ONEC INaYy fınd
vVen INOTE interesting hint In the Temple Scroll that the book of Esther Was known in
Qumran: col 64, ıne PON BimnlSs 5n 15 vVery remIiniscent of Esther 9,13 Pum7DV 5n
JAr 92 DV 8 De Iroyer strengthens her that Esther Was known in Qumran
by comparıng dıfferent formulas for “hangıing”, lln (hangıng), V7V un 5 7 (hangıng
dead OdYy and PY 20 ” wn m m (cruc1fixion) and, in addıtıon, the usSse of the ree|
KPEULOAVVUHLL, which nables her also demonstrate that the Temple Scroll refers the
text of Esther 9,13

James Vanderkam, Angels of the Presence In the Book of ubılees”, DSD
(2000) 378-393

The author demonstrates what Jubilees Says about the character and roles of the nge of
the Presence and identifies those SOUTCECS which the author of Jubilees drew in preparıng
h1is portraıit of thıs Angel 10 achleve thıs aım focuses Lirstiy in detaıl the UOCCUTTENCE
and meanıng of the tıtle “Angel of the Presence”: 07257 7180 Jub 2 In the Hebrew
Bıble it OCCUTS only D 922177 1725 78201 (Isa 63:9; 1 QIsa”), but it 1S attested in of
Qumran (GT. QSb 270 3Q7 5: 1LQH” 13) Then, discusses those roles of the
Angel of the Presence IC COUuU be exegetically erıved from the Hebrew He
examınes the Tollowing Isa 63:9 Ex 4:19 In comparıson wıth Jub 1:29 (DWTDNM):
Ex 23° 0274 (mentioning 07735 and examınıng the dıfficult words 7577 and 12P); 32:34;:
Num 20:16; and Dt A°‘37 10 determine the character of the Angel of the Presence in INOTE

detatil, analyses the U  S and the meanıng of the D S N/Sm 7820 in the
Hebrew in detail and these wıth Jubilees. He concludes that ubılees
iıdentifies D S /S m 7820 wiıth the Angel of the Presence. Fınally, observes that the
Angel of the Presence claıms for imself what In the 1ıble Are words ee of God (CL.
Jub 922 Z ZZ 3U:12:; 48:4,13) G0d 1S eing removed from almost all immediate
Contact wıth the world

113



Bıblıographische Dokumentatıon: (Qumran

1ıck Van De Water, “Reconsidering Palaeographic and Radıocarbon Datıng of the
Dead Sea Scrolls  »” RevOum 19 (June, 423.-440)

Ihe author consıders the results of dıfferent radıocarbon the ead Sea Scrolls and
the question of whether of not these results CODC ıth the palaeographıc estimates.
Publıshers of radıocarbon SCCIN CADICSS the agreements between palaeography and
radıocarbon dates rather modestly In certaın 5 there 15 disagreement between
palaeographıc and radıocarbon agcS For instance, in the datıng ofQ the
discrepancy between the palaeographic estimate and the radıocarbon datıng 15 rather large.
Sımilarıly the results from both approaches Väal for SOTINE wrıtings where the
palaeographical estimate undoubted and normally relates the writings each other,

for instance Q and 1QpHab 1 1Q Temple and 1QpHab Van De Water concludes
that the sole use of palaeographic datıng IS rather inadequate and that both approaches
In need of refinement.

Miıchael echsler, ““ I1 wo Para-Bıblica Ovellae from Qumran ave
Reevaluatıon of550° DSD (2000) Wa

The subject of W.’s study 15 Q demonstrates that 40550 - represents three
independent, non-succesive works whiıch AI not losely connected ıth the exTtfant versions
of the book of Esther. Arguing especlally against the opınıon of8 focuses Our
dıfferent aspects: the onomastıc evidence, the parallels Q in other 1D11Ca and para-
1DI1Ca SOUTCECS, the distrıiıbution of lınguistic-literary elements in and the
palaeographıc evıdence. hıs requires use and discuss frequently Aramaıc/Hebrew in
vocabulary, grammatıcal, lıterary, and textual analyses. Especlally the discussion of the
onomastıc evidence eaı hım detaıled analyses of such MOS, {A (or NATT),
VT (or 8ITW), S{C,, and the analysıs of the dıistrıbution of linguistic-literary elements
requıres ea| thorough reVIEW of OCCUITENCES of phrases. After thıs, offers hIis
version of the text of 4Q550° 1-111 (= 4QEzNehseq ar) and 4Q550° 1-J11 4QEsthpregq ar)
ıth detailed discussıon.

Miıchael Wise, m958 udY of 4Q491c, 4Q471b, and
LQOH“ 35726.10° DSD (2000), / 30719

After long reVIeW of research offers another edıtıon of 4Q491c, 4Q471b
(4Q431 1), K and 1QH” Oollowel by discussıon of the relatiıonshıp
between these four and Q irag. 11 (LE the “Cantiıcle of ıchael” and the
“Cantıcle of Rıghteousnes” ICf. DJD VIL]) Furthermore, offers interpretation of the
exfs, chiefly DYy askıng the question who 15 alkıng In the concludes that it 1S each
indıvıidual member of the SCT speakıng of hım- erselft. The edıtions of the exXTis
consıist always of transscription (including hand-drawings of the Iragments and
apparalus CFILICUS), translatıon, and discuss1ion. The hand-drawıings and the
transcrıptions contaın reconstructions. In the discussion focuses those
Junctures where hıs dec1s1ons requıre Justification. Often by Comparıson ıth PreviOus
edıtions he discusses textual problems, analysıng the Hebrew texTt In great etaıl, Hebrew
being the pomt of fOcus throughout the discuss1ions.
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lan Y oung, ““Notes the Language of 4QCant””, E 572 (2001) Z
In addıtion materı1a]l differences fIirom the M 6} 4QCant’ 4Q107) contaıins number of
Iınguistic forms the surface, these could be interepreted Aramalsıng intrus1ons nto
the Hebrew that contrast ıth those of the Thırteen examples previously noted Dy
Jov AIC weıghed (1) Seven instances of 19 being non-assımıiılated before OUunNn wıthout the
definite artıcle (Sgs 4:8 (4X]1, [Z2AT 1 only in 1332 7). whereas only twice
15 it assımılated (to 4:8,9 respectively, 1377 and 172”9D); in 25X altogether). (2)
A plural str. for “mountaıins” (4:8; Heb 28X A but thıs 15 old, not
exclusıvely, ramaıc form (OE. Num AI eut 33715 Hab 3 Pss 3047 UZIU FO:5:
BT 1333 and ‚Ven ant at 4:8) (3) ramaıc phonology in D “shadows” (Heb
D7>>xm) al D7 (not preserved for ant 4:6), though the at 1:17 has the
Aramaısıng DE d instead of standard Heb DW “cedars”. (4) Masc. plur. OUunNn ending
ıth (7°2WD “”spices’”), but Moabite and the e1Ir Alla jalect thıs phenomenon and
1S COINTINON Mishnaic Hebrew. (5)) in 4:8 (2X), where has 7 “wıth me  d
4QCant” Can be understood hypercorrection fem S pron 0o,  27  you (as the form in

6:4) (6) The geographical alnec ID for the Antılebanon mountaıns al (MTL
V9DN). The first -() class vowel adapt the followıing abıal IN- (as documented c.g in
1 QIsa”) and the second ONe ollows sult; the or1g1n IS hard clarıfy. These varıations does
noTt OW ONC Judge W.  1C whether the Qumran MT, contaıns INOTE “or1ginal’
text. Not only 4QCant” but also contaıns “peculıiarıties”; begın wıth the poımt
of departure 1S therefore misleadıing.
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