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Introduction

1 Framing the Question

Battle between two opposing sides has always caught people’s imaginations.
Contradiction is generally much more interesting than harmony, and although
it can be unattractive to make a choice between black and white, it is gener-
ally even more difficult to try to see all the shades of gray and take them into
account when making decisions. Due to its ongoing complexity, the world we
live in is so difficult to grasp that people long for simplicity. Therefore, visions
that make a clear distinction between two sides — and furthermore, make these
two sides battle against each other — are appealing.

This study originates from the desire to understand the polarized and per-
haps even violence-provoking thinking in some ancient Jewish manuscript
finds: how it developed, how and for what purposes it was used and what kind
of consequences it had. The Dead Sea Scrolls offer a great amount of interest-
ing material in terms of these questions:! Texts like 1 Enoch and Jubilees, which
were already known before the revolutionary discoveries made in the Qumran
area in the 1940s and 1950s,2 reflect dualistic thinking and, in many later texts,
it is even more explicit; the Treatise on the Two Spirits, the famous section
in the Community Rule (1QS), is perhaps the most well-known example but
the battle between the Sons of Light and the Sons of Darkness described in the
War Scroll (1QM) and other War Texts does not lag far behind. Especially the
manuscript 1QM and the ten other manuscripts considered to be related to it
(4Q28s5, 4Q471, 4Q491-4Q497, 1Q14) not only describe the polarization and

1 Onthe Dead Sea Scrolls and polarized thinking, see, e.g., Raija Sollamo, “War and Violence in
the Ideology of the Qumran Community,” in Verbum et Calamus: Semitic and Related Studies
in Honour of the Sixtieth Birthday of Professor Tapani Harviainen, ed. H. Juusola, J. Laulainen,
and H. Palva, StOr 99 (Helsinki: Finnish Oriental Society, 2004), 341-52; Hanna Vanonen,
“Vastakkainasettelun aika: Valon ja Pimeyden lapset Qumranin Sotakéar6ssa” (The Sons of
Light and the Sons of Darkness in the War Scroll from Qumran), Teologinen Aikakauskirja 3
(2013): 25969 (in Finnish).

2 Of course, before the Qumran discoveries, the polarized thinking was already known from
the Hebrew Bible as well. Just to mention a few examples: The Book of Psalms starts with the
description of two different ways (Ps 1) and the contraposition between the wicked and the
righteous is discussed, e.g., in Ps 37. Some of the prophetical books describe two angels that
represent opposing sides (Zech 3 and Dan 10) and the contraposition between light and dark-
ness is known in, e.g., The Book of Isaiah (5:20). In Jewish-Christian literature, the terminol-
ogy related to light and darkness is used even more frequently: see, e.g., Luke 16:8, John 12:36,
1Thess 5:5, Eph 5:8.

© HANNA VANONEN, 2022 | DOI:10.1163/9789004512061_002
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2 INTRODUCTION

conflict but also represent partly different and sometimes seemingly contra-
dictory views of the war in multiple manuscripts. All this attracted my inter-
est, and the War Text material from Qumran, namely eleven Dead Sea Scrolls
manuscripts that have been interpreted as dealing with war and warfare, were
chosen to be the object of this study.

Concentrating on polarization, conflict and differences, however, is not the
only and not always the most useful way to approach this material. For exam-
ple, the claim of polarization reflected in the content of the War Texts turned
out to be something to be criticized: strictly speaking, the terms “Sons of Light”
and/or “Sons of Darkness” are only represented in one fourth of the War Text
manuscripts and in 1QM, for instance, they are featured only in a few chosen
columns. The question arose whether the strong polarization between light
and darkness — which certainly is not the most transmitted theme among the
preserved themes in the War Texts — really is a key element in understanding
the Scroll.3 It appears that in the history of research, the case is similar to what
itis in everyday life, namely that polemical discourse is often unrestrained and
nuances are neglected. At the same time, questions related to the domination
of somehow polarized thinking began to surface regarding the study of ancient
manuscripts in general. In recent years, scholars across disciplinary boundar-
ies have been so intrigued by differences and conflicts that other viewpoints
have often been neglected.*

The interest in differences involves not only the polarization expressed in
the content of the texts but it also influences how scholars view their material
in general. In Dead Sea Scrolls studies, scholars are very much interested in the
differences between the manuscripts — more so than the similarities between
them — although finding two ancient manuscripts to be different is much more
to be expected than finding them to be identical. Concurrently, however, dif-
ferences between the manuscripts are still often seen as something that must
be explained as a struggle towards stability, not as an intended state of affairs —
although the textual evidence clearly reflects more variation than identity. In
other words, attention is paid to differences but the presupposition is to find
a (coherent) development towards standardization. All this leads one to ask
whether the phrasing of the question needs refining.

3 Initially, I explored this question (in Finnish) in Vanonen, “Vastakkainasettelun aika,” 259—69.

4 Recently, for example, the researchers of the Academy of Finland’s Centre of Excellence
Reason and Religious Recognition have reacted against this emphasis by paying attention spe-
cifically to similarity, recognition and tolerance instead of differences and conflict. See http://
blogs.helsinki.fi/reasonandreligiousrecognition/about-the-centre/research-plan-in-sum/.


http://blogs.helsinki.fi/reasonandreligiousrecognition/about-the-centre/research-plan-in-sum/
http://blogs.helsinki.fi/reasonandreligiousrecognition/about-the-centre/research-plan-in-sum/
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In the course of this project, it soon became clear that there is a constant
need to scrutinize manuscripts at the level of basic research. At the begin-
ning of my project, scholarly understanding of the manuscripts as material
artifacts was still incomplete. Furthermore, the existing editions of the War
Texts proved to reflect the above-mentioned presupposition of the similarity
between the manuscripts despite their differences: 1QM as a best preserved
manuscript had often guided the reading of the other manuscripts which were
reconstructed to resemble it. Producing a material and textual analysis of the
War Text fragments found in Caves 4 and 11 in their own right was thus the
first aim for this study. Related to this, grouping manuscripts and/or compo-
sitions they were thought to reflect into categories needed to be questioned:
not all manuscripts labeled as M manuscripts according to 1QM are (exact)
parallels to 1QM,® and not all manuscripts labeled as War Texts undoubtedly
discuss war specifically. Therefore, clarifying the categorization of the mate-
rial and understanding the mutual relationships of the individual manuscripts
were additional goals. The questions of labeling and grouping texts are acute
in Dead Sea Scrolls studies in general,® as are the questions concerning editing
and practices related to it.” The study aims to free itself from the presupposi-
tion that in the case of multiple manuscripts —i.e. manuscripts that are consid-
ered to be representatives of the same literary work — the best preserved one
would serve as the starting point and a special case. The War Text manuscripts
found in Caves 4 and 11 as well as the Cave 4 manuscripts of, for example, the
Community Rule, the Hodayot, the Temple Scroll, the Songs of the Sage, and
the Apocryphon of Jeremiah C8 have highlighted the textual variety that seems

5 Here, I do not agree with the view that 1QM is or that it should be in some way normative.
What I aim to do here is to bring up the question on the criteria for grouping the manuscripts.
Manuscripts were labelled as M manuscripts according to 1QM but not all the manuscripts
that were labelled as M are exact parallels to 1QM. Thus, the criteria according to which a text
can be labelled as M seem to be unclear.

6 Cf, e.g, Hindy Najman and Eibert Tigchelaar, “A Preparatory Study of Nomenclature and
Text Designation in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” RevQ, 26 (2014): 305-26; Arstein Justnes, “On Being
a ‘Librarian’: Labels, Categories, and Classifications,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls at Qumran and
the Concept of a Library, ed. S. White Crawford and C. Wassen, sTDJ 116 (Leiden: Brill, 2016),
15-29.

7 Eibert Tigchelaar, “Proposals for the Critical Editing of Scrolls Compositions,” paper pre-
sented at the Annual Meeting of SBL 2012, available through www.academia.edu; idem,
“Constructing, Deconstructing and Reconstructing Fragmentary Manuscripts: Illustrated by
a Study of 4Q184 (4QWiles of the Wicked Woman),” in Rediscovering the Dead Sea Scrolls: An
Assessment of Old and New Approaches and Methods, ed. M.L. Grossman (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 2010), 26—47.

8 In all these cases, many at least partly parallel manuscripts are preserved and scholars have
labeled them as “copies” of one work. Thus, a work like Community Rule exists mainly on a


http://www.academia.edu

4 INTRODUCTION

to be characteristic of the scribal culture at Qumran. In order to understand
the work of the scribes, all the preserved material is to be scrutinized as a
whole. Therefore, in this study, 1QM is discussed among all the other War Text
manuscripts, as one representative of the War Text material.

While the War Text manuscripts are first analyzed individually, the funda-
mental questions of this study are related to the ensemble of manuscripts:
what does the study of the manuscripts independently contribute to our
understanding of the lively and variable scribal culture in the orbit of Qumran?
Understanding variation and stability in ancient scribal culture on the basis
of a limited amount of material is the question that occupies scholars’ minds
more broadly.® While the main focus of this study is on textual questions —
that is, understanding each manuscript in its own right, the similarities and
differences between manuscripts, and textual transmission — the study is also
motivated by the original interest in polarization in the War Texts. It will be my
goal that the reader will in the end have a more solid basis for asking whether
the War literature of Qumran was violence-provoking or not, what kind of role
the dualistic language played in this literature, and to what extent and in what
forms polarization is present in different manuscripts.

2 Framing the Material

The study of the Dead Sea Scrolls has demonstrated clearly that in order to
cope with the hundreds of ancient manuscripts found just at this site, one
needs categories by which to organize the material. Furthermore, the catego-
ries are artificial and vague and sometimes they can hinder rather than help
by cementing scholarly understanding of the relationships between the texts.
“War Texts” is definitely one of those vague categories. The term is especially

theoretical level and what we actually have is a collection of fragmentary manuscripts that is
interpreted as representing this hypothetical work.

9 Cf,e.g, Jutta Jokiranta, “What is ‘Serekh ha-Yahad (S)'? Thinking about Ancient Manuscripts
as Information Processing,” in Sibyls, Scriptures, and Scrolls: John Collins at Seventy, ed. ]J.
Baden, H. Najman, and E. Tigchelaar, JSJSup (Leiden/Boston, MA: Brill, 2016), 611-35; idem
and Hanna Vanonen, “Multiple Copies of Rule Texts or Multiple Rule Texts? Boundaries
of the S and M Documents,” in Crossing Imaginary Boundaries: The Dead Sea Scrolls in the
Context of Second Temple Judaism, ed. M.S. Pajunen and H. Tervanotko, Publications of the
Finnish Exegetical Society 108 (Helsinki: The Finnish Exegetical Society, 2015), 1-60. As
Jokiranta and Vanonen note, some new models that can help us discuss the variation in
ancient manuscripts have been presented in recent years, cf,, e.g.,, Eva Mroczek, “Thinking
Digitally about the Dead Sea Scrolls: Book History before and beyond the Book,” Book History
14 (201m): 241-69.
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known from the publication series Companion to the Qumran Scrolls, which
has aimed to introduce relevant Qumran texts especially to non-specialists. In
the sixth volume of this series, Jean Duhaime introduces the “War Texts” that,
according to him, is

the name given to a small group of Dead Sea Scrolls which depict the
preparation for, and the various phases of, the eschatological battle
(Hebrew milhamah) between two opposite camps, the ‘Sons of Light’ and
the ‘Sons of Darkness’10

According to Duhaime, manuscripts 1QM, 4Q285, 4Q471, 4Q491 (or 4Q491a,
b, ¢),! 4Q492—-4Q497 and 11Q14 are subsumed under this category definition.
However, as the textual analysis of the manuscripts of this study will show,
this characterization is not representative of the complete corpus. First, as
already noted, the crucial terms “Sons of Light” and/or “Sons of Darkness” are
preserved with certainty only in manuscripts 1QM, 4Q491a and 4Q496 (which
is only one-quarter of the War Text manuscripts), and in most of the manu-
scripts neither the word “light” (71X) nor the word “darkness” (7wn) has been
preserved (cf. 4Q285, 4Q491b, 4Q492 4Q493, 4Q494, 4Q495, 11Q14). Second, in
the largest and best preserved manuscript 1QM, the terms “Sons of Light” and/
or “Sons of Darkness” occur fairly seldom, and it is questionable how well the
battle between these two parties actually defines the key content of the com-
plete Scroll.'? Third, even the idea of war is difficult to find in all manuscripts
categorized as War Texts: in the case of manuscripts 4Q285 and 11Q14, the links
to the war remain weak and the word milhamah never occurs in the preserved
fragments.13

Duhaime naturally follows the early scholars and the editors of the Cave 4
and Cave 11 manuscripts.* The work of these pioneering researchers was
greatly influenced by the order of discovery and publication of the material. If,
for example, Cave 4 had been found and published before Cave 1, the scholarly

10  Jean Duhaime, The War Texts: 1QM and Related Fragments, Companion to the Qumran
Scrolls 6 (London: T&T Clark, 2004), 4.

11 Concerning 4Q491 and the theories of dividing its fragments as belonging to two or three
manuscripts, see Section 1.1. of Chapter 2.

12 See columns 1, 3,13, 14, 16 which is only one-quarter of the 1QM columns. See also Vanonen,
“Vastakkainasettelun aika,” 259—69.

13 For further discussion on this, see Chapter 7.

14  The purpose of the publication series Companion to the Qumran Scrolls is to give an
overview of different groups of manuscripts (in addition to the War Texts, e.g., the purity
texts, the exegetical texts, the Damascus texts) on the basis of earlier editions, not to cre-
ate completely new categories.
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discourse might have been very different. However, the fact is that Cave 1 was
found first and thus, it is not unexpected that all the manuscripts Duhaime
considers as War Texts were named after 1QM: 4Q491-4Q496 are labeled with
the siglum M (4QM?-f) denoting milhamah as does the M in the code 1QM.
In addition, 4Q471 and 4Q497 are labeled with the name War Scroll-like Text
which clearly indicates some kind of similarity or relationship with 1QM/
1QWar Scroll. The title for 4Q285 and 11Q14, Sefer ha-Milhamabh, points to the
similarities the editors saw between 4Q285 (/1Q14) and 1QM (thus “milhamah”)
and to the differences between these two texts (thus “sefer”).1> Therefore, it is
at the moment more appropriate to say that “War Texts” is the name for a small
group of Dead Sea Scrolls that have, at least at some stage of their study, been
linked with the manuscript 1QM and/or the idea of the eschatological war pre-
sented there and consequently labeled after 1QM. In this study, the term “War
Texts” is used in that sense. However, the category and the labels given to
manuscripts are critically evaluated and their significance and effects are dis-
cussed. The questions of naming and categorizing also have a wider impact on
the field of Dead Sea Scrolls studies: in this field, scholars have recently grown
more and more aware of how the designations and titles given to texts have
influenced — or probably will influence — scholars’ ways of reading, interpret-
ing and categorizing texts now and in the future.!® In this study, the War Texts
of Qumran are engaged in this discussion.

3 Previous Studies on the War Texts

The discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls was revolutionary for the scholarly under-
standing of the textual history of the Hebrew Bible. However, the dominant
views during the time of the discovery of the scrolls were not directly called
into question. Rather, scholars fitted new evidence to old theories and under-
stood it as complementary to the material that was already known.!” Only in

15  See Philip S. Alexander and Geza Vermes, Qumran Cave 4 XIX: 4QSerekh Ha-Yahad, DJD 26
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998), 231; and note also Najman and Tigchelaar, “A Preparatory
Study of Nomenclature,” 312.

16  See e.g, Najman and Tigchelaar, “A Preparatory Study of Nomenclature,” 305—25 (about
earlier discussion on this topic, see esp. 306 n. 2); Jokiranta and Vanonen, “Multiple Copies
of Rule Texts,” 11-14, 18—27, 51. See also Mika S. Pajunen, The Land to the Elect and Justice

for All: Reading Psalms in the Dead Sea Scrolls in Light of 4Q381, JSJSup 14 (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2013), 15-23, 374—77, who discusses the question of labeling
psalms as “apocryphal” or not.

17 Cf. Emanuel Tov, The Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 3rd ed., revised and expanded
(Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 2012), 157.
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the course of time has the whole collection of material been reassessed and
scholars have started to examine the discovered evidence in its own right.18 A
similar trajectory can be seen in the study of the texts that scholars got to know
only through the Dead Sea discoveries: When manuscripts of several previ-
ously unknown compositions were found in Cave 1, redaction criticism was
soon applied to explain the incoherence and discrepancies in them.!®* When
Cave 4 fragments revealed the pluriformity of the texts, the initial attempts
aimed at reconstructing them with the help of the first-found and better pre-
served Cave 1 manuscripts.2? A coherent chronological model of the textual
history of a given composition continued to be the goal to strive for.2! The new
evidence was understood as supplementing, not as challenging the old views.
What evidently played a role too was the long and meandering publication

18  Cf. Jokiranta and Vanonen, “Multiple Copies of Rule Texts,” 13: “Categorizing ‘biblical’
scrolls into previously known ‘textual families’ (proto-Samaritan, proto-Masoretic, and
proto-Septuagint) or into representatives of local varieties (Palestinian, Babylonian,
Egyptian) has proved to be insufficient in explaining the full variety of manuscript evi-
dence, and the situation cannot be improved by adding categories to the previous ones.”
Here, Jokiranta and Vanonen refer to theories and discussion in Tov, Textual Criticism,
and Eugene C. Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible, Studies in the Dead
Sea Scrolls and Related Literature (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1999). They continue by
stating that “textual pluriformity seems to have been the norm rather than an exception”
and refer here to “the recent judgment by Florentino Garcia Martinez,” “Rethinking the
Bible: Sixty Years of Dead Sea Scrolls Research and beyond,” in Authoritative Scriptures in
Ancient Judaism, ed. M. Popovi¢, JSJSup 141 (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 19-36 (24-28), and “the
discussion on how this pluriformity is and could be seen in the present Hebrew Bible
editorial projects by Eibert Tigchelaar,” “Editing the Hebrew Bible: An Overview of Some
Problems,” in Editing the Bible: Assessing the Task Past and Present, ed. ].S. Kloppenborg
and J.H. Newman, rBs (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2012), 41-68.

19  As regards 1QS, for example, several studies discussing its redaction history were pub-
lished between the 1950s and the 1980s. See a summary of these by Sarianna Metso in
The Serekh Texts, Companion to the Qumran Scrolls 9 / LsTS 62 (London; New York,
NY: T&T Clark, 2007), 15-17. In the case of 1QM, the early theories of the redaction
of 1QM were presented by, e.g., Johannes P.M. van der Ploeg, Le rouleau de la guerre
traduit et annoté avec une introduction, STDJ 2 (Leiden: Brill, 1959), Chaim Rabin,
“UIN M1 MR 13 narbn nan Swomnaon maanny in POt N80 N
210 RS porb M3 0pnn, ed. Chaim Rabin and Yigael Yadin (Jerusalem:
Hekal haSefer, 1961) (in Hebrew), and Peter von der Osten-Sacken, Gott und Belial.
Traditionsgeschichtliche Untersuchungen zum Dualismus in den Texten aus Qumran, SUNT
6 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1969). See further discussion below.

20  This can be seen, for example, in Maurice Baillet’s edition of the Cave 4 War Text frag-
ments in which many manuscripts have been reconstructed according to 1QM (cf,, e.g., the
arrangement of fragments 1-16 of 4Q491). See Baillet, Qumran Grotte 4.11I (4Q482—4Q520),
DJD 7 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982), 12—72.

21 Arecent example is the model created by Brian Schultz, Conquering the World: The War
Scroll (1QM) Reconsidered, sSTDJ 76 (Leiden: Brill, 2009); see further below.
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process of the Cave 4 manuscripts.22 Only recently, has a closer examination
of all the material been undertaken without automatically considering the
smaller fragments as complementary to the best-preserved text or as “textual
evidence” of the one composition which was chronologically developed from
one form to another.

The history of the study of the War Texts reflects in many ways these gen-
eral trajectories.?® 1QM was among the seven scrolls that were first found in
Cave 1.24 Professor Eleazar Sukenik bought it together with the Hodayot (1QH?)
from the antique dealer Faidi Salahin.2> He named the text “The War of the
Sons of Light against the Sons of Darkness” which was not only his summary
of the first line of the Scroll but also his understanding of the key content
of the whole text.26 He also published the preliminary edition of 1QM and
some photographs of the Scroll, among them the image of the Scroll when
it was unopened.?” After Sukenik’s death (1953), his son Yigael Yadin contin-
ued the work with the Scroll.28 Yadin’s book, Twin 332 78 212 nnnbn man
(in Hebrew), published in 1955, was the first important study on 1QM. It was
later translated into English (The Scroll of the War of the Sons of Light against
the Sons of Darkness, 1962) and it became basic work for all interested in the
Scroll.2® Yadin thoroughly discusses key themes of the Scroll and provides the
Hebrew text and its translation with the explanatory footnotes appended.
Yadin considered the Scroll a work produced by the Qumran sect and argued

22 The publication of all Dead Sea Scroll manuscripts continued over 54 years, from 1955 to
2009: see the series Discoveries in the Judaean Desert, DJD 1-40 (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1955-2009).

23 Areview of the research history of 1QM and Cave 4 M texts is also offered by, e.g., Duhaime,
The War Texts, 45—53.

24  The other six were 1QIsa?, 1QIsa®, 1QS, 1QpHab, 1QapGen, and 1QH2. About the discovery
of the scrolls, see, e.g., James C. VanderKam and Peter Flint, The Meaning of the Dead Sea
Scrolls: Their Significance for Understanding the Bible, Judaism, Jesus, and Christianity (San
Francisco, CA: HarperSanFrancisco, 2002), 3-19.

25  About Sukenik’s scholarly career in general, see Neil Asher Silberman, “Sukenik, Eleazar
L.” EDSS 2:902—3.

26 Cf. Sukenik, Megilloth Genuzoth I (Jerusalem: Bialik Foundation, 1948), and Yadin,
The Scroll of the War of the Sons of Light against the Sons of Darkness (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1962), 3.

27 Sukenik, Megilloth Genuzoth I; cf. also Emanuel Tov, “Israeli Scholarship on the Biblical
Texts from the Judaean Desert, in The Dead Sea Scrolls in Scholarly Perspective, ed.
D. Dimant, sTDJ 99 (Leiden; Boston, MA: Brill, 2012), 299.

28 AboutYadin’s scholarly career, see Neil Asher Silberman, “Yadin, Yigael,” EDSS$ 2: 999—-1000.

29  Yadin, The Scroll of the War of the Sons of Light against the Sons of Darkness (Oxford:
Oxford u.P., 1962).
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that it was a “detailed set of regulations and plans in accordance with which
they were to act on the day of destiny.”3°

Although Yadin’s book was influential long after its publication and has
remained the editio princeps of the text, other researchers became interested
in 1QM in the 1950s. Johannes van der Ploeg and André Dupont-Sommer both
translated the text into French and published their translations in journals.3!
Slightly later, van der Ploeg published a monograph on the text with a revised
translation.3? At that stage, questions concerning repetitions and internal
discrepancies of the scroll had aroused interest,33 and in his book van der
Ploeg presented a list of reasons why he did not believe in the coherence of
1QM.3* He concluded that there had been a primitive version of 1QM which
was then enlarged by a redactor.3? For many questions, van der Ploeg pinned
his hopes on the Cave 4 fragments, which he already knew to exist but were
not yet published.?6 At the same time, in the 1950s, Claus-Hunno Hunzinger

30  Yadin, The Scroll of the War, 4.

31  Johannes PM. van der Ploeg, “La régle de la guerre: traductions et notes,” vT 5 (1955): 373—
420; André Dupont-Sommer “«Réglement de la guerre des fils de lumiére»: Traduction et
notes,” Revue de l'histoire des religions 148 (1955): 141-80. On early Francophone studies of
1QM, see also Jean Carmignac, “Concordance hébraique de la Régle de la Guerre,” RevQ 1
(1958): 7—49. Carmignac considered 1QM to be a single unity and he identified its author
as the Teacher of Righteousness.

32 Vander Ploeg, Le rouleau de la guerre. On van der Ploeg as a scholar, see Eibert Tigchelaar,
“Research of Qumran Scrolls in the Netherlands,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls in Scholarly
Perspective, 488—491. According to Tigchelaar, van der Ploeg was a philologist before
anything and he preferred to study words rather than theological themes or concepts.
Although being hesitant to believe in absolutely certain interpretations in the study of
ancient texts in general, he introduced his own views, of which the composite character
of 1QM was one.

33  Onthe discrepancies and repetitions, cf,, e.g., Duhaime (The War Texts, 46) who especially
mentions the repetition of the same hymn in columns 12 and 19 and the discrepancies
between columns 1, 15-19 and 2 (whether it is a matter of a one-day war against the Kittim
or a 40-year war against all the nations).

34  Van der Ploeg argues, for example, that the descriptions of trumpets and the sequence
of the war include discrepancies; see van der Ploeg, Le rouleau de la guerre, 13—22. In the
beginning of his book, van der Ploeg also demonstrates that there was already a rich dis-
cussion on 1QM going on, for example, on the dating of the scroll and whether it was
influenced by Roman war tactics.

35  According to van der Ploeg, the primary author formulated the introduction (in column
1), the instructions for setting up the camp (in column 15), the prayer given by the chief
priest (in columns 15 and 10-12), the urge to encourage (in columns 15-16), the descrip-
tion of the three battles and the divine intervention (in columns 16-18), and the thanks-
giving hymn (in columns 18-19). See van der Ploeg, Le rouleau de la guerre, 19—20.

36 Cf, e.g., the question of dating, van der Ploeg, Le rouleau de la guerre, 11. Cave 4 was found
during the excavations in the ruins of Qumran in the winter of 1951-1952. However, its
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had offered the first glimpse of the Cave 4 War Text fragments and introduced
his idea that the Cave 4 War Text manuscripts could provide evidence of dif-
ferent redactional stages or different recensions with regard to the Cave 1
manuscript.3” The edition of the ensemble of 4QM manuscripts had been
entrusted to Hunzinger but he left the task quite quickly and was later replaced
by Maurice Baillet. The completion of the publication eluded scholars until
the 1980s but changing the editor was not the only reason for its delay; the
material proved to be demanding in many ways3® and determining the correct
order of the fragments is a continuing challenge.39

While the publication of the Cave 4 fragments was delayed, the study of
1QM continued. The coherence of the text was denied and scholars tried to for-
mulate theories of textual evolution.4? In the 1960s, Chaim Rabin, the other of
the two translators of Yadin’s book, presented his understanding of the compo-
sition of 1QM.#! According to him, 1QM was constructed of three components:
the Book of the War (1:11—9:6), the Book of God’s time (9:17-14:15), and the Book
of Victory (from 1416 to the end), of which the last mentioned was written last

discoverers were not scholars but Bedouin who were still exploring the area actively.
In order to benefit from their discovery, the Bedouin sold many of the fragments and
only after that, did scholars even become aware of the Cave, let alone be able to study
it. Although not all the fragments were scattered to the world by the Bedouin, it took
a long time to make them available to the scholarly community. Furthermore, editing
these often very unstable and difficult fragments was a challenging task and thus many
decades elapsed before they were finally available to all interested researchers. Cave 4
contained about 15,000 fragments. Cf,, e.g., VanderKam and Flint, The Meaning of the
Dead Sea Scrolls, 16-18.

37  Claus-Hunno Hunzinger, “Fragmente einer &lteren Fassung des Buches Milhama aus
Hohle 4 von Qumran,” zaw 69 (1957): 131-51. Note that Hunzinger also mentions 4Q492
and 4Q493 in his article (see p. 131). However, the further discussion of these manuscripts
did not start before Baillet’s DJD edition in 1982 (Baillet, DJD 7). For a review of the signifi-
cance of Hunzinger's article, see Jorg Frey, “Qumran Research and Biblical Scholarship in
Germany,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls in Scholarly Perspective, 539—40.

38  See Baillet’s foreword for DJD 7 (pp. xi—xiv). Wise notes that Baillet had over 2200 frag-
ments to analyze for DJD 7 so the amount of work Baillet faced was huge. Cf. Michael O.
Wise, “0'582 100 'n: A Study of 4Q491¢, 4Q471b, 4Q427 7 and 1QH? 25:25-26:10,” DSD 7
(2000):173—219 (173).

39  See, e.g., Kipp Davis, “There and Back Again: Reconstruction and Reconciliation in
the War Texts of 4QMilhama? (4Q2462-¢),” in The War Scroll, Violence, War and Peace in
the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature: Essays in Honour of Martin G. Abegg on the
Occasion of His 65th Birthday, ed. Kipp Davis et al., STDJ 115 (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 125—46.

40  In addition to van der Ploeg, Dupont-Sommer (“Réglement de la guerre des fils de
lumieére,” 141-80) also doubted the coherent nature of the scroll. Duhaime notes that
Yadin, although constantly speaking of “the author” of 1QM, already also believed that
there were various “sources” behind the present scroll. Cf. Duhaime, The War Texts, 46.

41 Rabin, “TWIN 121 MR 12 narbn nan Sw omnaon niann,” gi-47.
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in order to expand the two preceding ones (these were, according to him, actu-
ally mentioned in the third part, in 15:4—6).#? This division into three (roughly
in columns 1-9, 10-14, and 15-19) has later also been a typical way of outlining
of the scroll’s content, although opinions on whether these three parts also
reflect redactional stages have varied. In the German-speaking world the most
important researcher interested in 1QM in the 1960s was Peter von der Osten-
Sacken. His study Gott und Belial actually dealt with the traditions of dualism
in the Qumran texts, and, for him, 1QM 1 was one of the earliest expressions
of dualism.*3 According to von der Osten-Sacken, column 1 was the source on
which the whole 1QM text had been constructed. This is opposite to many later
views according to which 1QM 1is actually one of the latest parts of the scroll.#4

The most important study in the 1970s—and long after — was Philip R. Davies’
1QM, the War Scroll from Qumran: Its Structure and History.*> This study was
devoted exclusively to the composition of 1QM. According to Davies, there
were two main sections of the scroll: the text in columns 2—9g derives from the
Hasmonean period and the final redaction of the text in columns 15-19 — the
result of a long process — points to a Roman date. This later section contains
dualistic elements that are absent from columns 2—g (that are rather charac-
terized by a “nationalistic” tone). In addition, columns 10-14 included a collec-
tion of hymns and prayers; column 14 is also an earlier recension of columns
15-19. Davies’ theory became influential. However, he was not able to take all
M material into account. As Bastiaan Jongeling notes in his review of Davies’
book, “the author, as well as other scholars, has to work with hypotheses.”46

In 1982, the waiting came to an end as Maurice Baillet published the Cave
4 M manuscripts in the seventh volume of Discoveries in the Judaean Desert.
This volume also included several liturgical texts and other texts, many of
which were challenging papyrus fragments. In his preface to the volume,
Baillet described his unwillingness to take the responsibility for all these
fragments and the demanding nature of the task.#” Of the fragments under
his responsibility, Baillet labeled six manuscripts with the name La regle de
la guerre and with the sign M (4Q491-4Q496) and one manuscript with the
name Texte ayant quelque rapport avec la Regle de la guerre [?], i.e., a text

42 See also Duhaime’s summary of Rabin’s article: Duhaime, The War Texts, 46—47.

43 See von der Osten-Sacken, Gott und Belial, 28-115,.

44  See, e.g, Philip R. Davies, 1QM, the War Scroll from Qumran: Its Structure and History,
BibOr 32 (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1977), 21.

45 See note 44.

46  Bastiaan Jongeling, review of 1QM, the War Scroll from Qumran. Its Structure and History
by Philip R. Davies, s/ 8 (1977): 197-8.

47  Balillet, DJD 7: xi—xiv.
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having something to do with the War Scroll (4Q497). In his introductions to
each manuscript, he concentrated on describing the material and the script. In
some cases, he stated his opinion on the manuscript’s relation to 1QM: in the
case of 4Q491, he saw it probable that the manuscript was an earlier recension
of what was then copied in 1QM, and with regard to 4Q493, he suggests it too
represents a recension different from 1QM.*8 He also brought forward the pos-
sibility that different manuscripts were inscribed for different purposes: 4Q491
could be for the purposes of personal meditation.*® Herein, he was ahead of
his time; different uses of manuscripts is something that is more and more
discussed in present-day studies.5° All in all, within the limits of the edition,
Baillet did not present any uniting theory of the relationships between the M
manuscripts. However, he clearly had the idea that the M manuscripts were
strictly dependent on each other and he used 1QM as much as possible to com-
plete the text of the more fragmentary manuscripts.

The concept used by Baillet, “recension,” had shown up in other studies of
1QM as well (cf, e.g., Davies’ book and its reviews). Jean Duhaime established
the term by using it in his introductory work for the War Texts when demon-
strating the Cave 4 manuscripts’ relationship to 1QM. He introduced five “text
types” to group the material: 1QM, similar recensions (i.e., similar to 1QM),
other recensions, Sefer ha-Milhamah, and “Self-Glorification Hymn."”>! Two
of these text types are defined according to their contentual relation to 1QM:
manuscripts 4Q492, 4Q494, 4Q495 and 4Q496 are copies of a recension similar
to 1QM, while manuscripts 4Q471, 4Q491, 4Q493 and 4Q497 are copies of other

48  Balillet, DJD 7:12, 50.

49  Baillet, DJD 7:12. The idea of manuscripts being private or personal copies is further dis-
cussed in this study in Chapter 6, Section 3.

50  The question about the purposes of use is related to the growing interest in material
aspects of manuscripts. For example, George Brooke argues on the basis of the observa-
tions on the “paratextual indicators” of the manuscript, that the Pesher Habakkuk was “a
text produced for use rather than for beauty” (cf,, e.g., the unusual number of columns per
sheet) and that the “text was used orally” (cf,, e.g., the use of the tetragrammaton, mar-
ginal markings). See Brooke, “Physicality, Paratextuality and Pesher Habakkuk,” in On the
Fringe of Commentary: Metatextuality in Ancient Near Eastern and Ancient Mediterranean
Cultures, ed. Sydney H. Aufrére, Philip S. Alexander, and Zlatko Plese, oLA 232 (Leuven:
Peeters, 2014), 175—-93 (191). Jutta Jokiranta argues as well that “material aspects of Pesher
Habakkuk give several hints of the text being meant to be performed.” See Jokiranta,
“Quoting, Writing, and Reading: Authority in Pesher Habakkuk from Qumran,” in Between
Canonical and Apocryphal Texts: Processes of Reception, Rewriting and Interpretation
in Early Judaism and Early Christianity, ed. ]. Frey, C. Clivaz, and T. Nicklas, WUNT 419
(Ttuibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2019), 185—211.

51 Duhaime, The War Texts, 41. The quotation marks around the Self-Glorification Hymn
were put in by Duhaime.
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recensions.’? 1QM is called a “copy” as well.53 “Other” recensions are closely
connected to 1QM whereas Duhaime sees the other two text types as “copies
of a separate work”: Sefer ha-Milhamabh is represented by manuscripts 4Q285
and 11Q14, and the “Self-Glorification Hymn” is embodied by 4Q491c, 4Q471b
(= 4Q431), 1QH? 26:6-17 and 4Q427.5* In both cases, Duhaime again speaks
about “copies” of compositions.>® Following Duhaime, many recent scholars
have continued to operate with this terminology: Brian Schultz (2009) outlines
a largely similar model of similar and different recensions and classifies 4Q285
and 11Q14 as representing a “different composition altogether, albeit very
much related to the eschatological war described in M.”>6 Rony Yishay (2006),
although ending up arguing that it is impossible to say whether the Cave 4 M
manuscripts represent recensions different from 1QM or, for example, rework-
ing of the same sources,5” seems to accept this terminological toolkit (includ-
ing “recensions” and “editions”) in outline.5® What should also be noted is that,
instead of concentrating solely on the material evidence of the manuscripts,
Yishay is more interested in seeing theoretical sources, “literary models” that
are used and reworked in them.>®

52 Duhaime, The War Texts, 2031, 41.

53  Cf, e.g, Duhaime, The War Texts, 40: “... 1QM remains the most comprehensive copy of a
War Text...”

54 Duhaime, The War Texts, 31—41.

55 Cf, e.g,, Duhaime, The War Texts, 33: “Copies of this poetic composition (i.e., the “Self-
Glorification Hymn”) were identified among fragments of three different manuscripts of
Hymns...”

56  Schultz, Conquering the World, 37-39.

57  Rony Yishay, 18212 nnnbnn Mmnao / “The Literature of War at Qumran: Manuscripts
4Q491-4Q496 (edition and commentary) and their comparison to War Scroll (1QM)”
(PhD diss., University of Haifa, 2006) (in Hebrew). Yishay writes (see English abstract): “It
cannot be determined whether they (= 4QM mss) contain different recensions, editions
or only slight reworking of the basic sources.”

58 It is not completely clear whether Yishay sees any difference between “recension” and
“edition.” Concerning 4Q493, she concludes that it and 1QM “present two editions of simi-
lar materials which serve different purposes and perspectives.” She further argues that
4Q493 and 1QM are dependent on a “common literary tradition” and that they are “two
independent reworkings of sources.” See Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 253
and English abstract. Regarding 4Q494, she notes that lines 4—6 overlap with 1QM 2:1-2
while lines 1-3 are not in any way connected to 1QM. Yishay concludes that a “precise
estimation” of the relationship between 4Q494 and 1QM is not possible (because 4Q494 is
mostly damaged), but she uses the words “different recension” or “edition” of 4Q494. See
Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 270 and English abstract.

59  Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” e.g., 326.
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Of the recent studies on the War Texts, Schultz’s monograph is the most
exhaustive.5? Schultz’s main aim is to understand 1QM in its present form:®!
he argues that columns 1-9 form the primitive part of the Scroll from the
Hellenistic period and columns 10-19 were added later, inspired by the Roman
conquest of Judea. He also discusses the other War Text material but his model
for explaining the texts is strongly 1QM-oriented and consequently his study
leaves space especially for further studies concerning the Cave 4 material in
particular.52

A special part of the research history of the War Texts is the editions made
of them. In the case of M manuscripts, the number of editions is large and the
question of arranging the Cave 4 fragments is still acute. Therefore, I shall take
a separate look at the editions of the Cave 4 War Texts and the discussion on
editing principles in the field of Qumran studies.

3.1 Editions of 4QM®3

What demonstrates the challenges in editing and classifying the War Text
manuscripts is the great number of existing editions.5 In the DD edition of
the 4QM texts from 1982, Baillet aimed at joining fragments together whenever
possible — and he often made the joins with the help of 1QM.5 Furthermore,
Baillet tended to reconstruct each manuscript as fully as possible, i.e., to guess
what was inscribed in the lacunas in or between the fragments, usually on the

60  Yishay's dissertation is also focused solely on the War Texts but its significance for wider
scholarship is diminished by the fact that it is unpublished and thus not easily accessible.

61 Schultz, Conquering the World, 5.

62  AsCharlotte Hempel puts it: “It is a pity that the evidence from Cave 4 is incorporated only
rather briefly and often in conversation with the author’s reading of 1QM.” Cf. Hempel,
review of Conquering the World: The War Scroll (1QM) Reconsidered by Brian Schultz, jsor
34 (2010): 206-7.

63  This analysis (with some differences) was published in an article called “Multiple Copies
of Rule Texts or Multiple Rule Texts? Boundaries of the S and M Documents” by Jutta
Jokiranta and me; see Crossing Imaginary Boundaries, 34—37. Although the article was
a joint project, I wrote the original version of the section discussing editions of 4QM
independently.

64  The editions of the so-called Sefer ha-Milhamah texts (4Q285, 1Q14) and the Self-
Glorification Hymn texts (4Q491c, 4Q471b (= 4Q431), 1QH? 26:6-17, 4Q427) are also
numerous and they could be enumerated as part of the War Text editions. These editions
are further discussed in Chapters 2 and 7.

65  Cf,e.g, connecting fragments 5 and 6 (see Baillet, DJD 7:20). The certainty of this connec-
tion was later called into question; cf,, e.g.,, Martin Abegg, “The War Scroll from Qumran
Caves 1and 4” (PhD diss., Hebrew Union College, 1993), 51.
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basis of 1QM.¢¢ This made it easy to give emphasis to the links between 1QM
and the Cave 4 War Texts — which probably was a conscious aim and also a
kind of research result of the DjD volume.

Martin Abegg (1993) was the first to challenge Baillet’s views.” Abegg pre-
ferred to treat the fragments separately and did not accept all Baillet’s joins.8
However, in his readings of the fragments, Abegg mainly followed Baillet and
made large reconstructions based on 1QM, mostly similar to Baillet. Abegg’s
interest was focused primarily on the links between 1QM and 4QM manu-
scripts, as is shown by the inclusion of an edition of 1QM in which coincident
passages with the Cave 4 War Texts are marked at the end of his dissertation.

Jean Duhaime’s edition (1995)¢° differed from the two previous ones by
refraining from large reconstructions.”? However, in the arrangement of the
fragments and in his readings, Duhaime followed mainly Baillet.”! Later, in
his introductory monograph on the War Texts, Duhaime introduces Abegg’s
theory of dividing the much-discussed manuscript 4Q491 into three different
manuscripts, 4Q491a, 4Q491b and 4Q491¢, and considers it to be plausible.”?

The most recent editions of 4QM manuscripts demonstrate well the two very
different approaches to manuscript editing. Rony Yishay (2006) is a cautious
editor: her main aim is to provide the reader a reliable reading of the visible

66  George Brooke notes that in Baillet’s edition “it is often difficult to see what text is actually
extant,” see Brooke, review of The Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Texts with
English Translations: Vol. 2, Damascus Document, War Scroll, and Related Documents by
James H. Charlesworth and Joseph M. Baumgarten (eds.), /TS 48 (1997): 576—9 (577).

67  Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 211) states that his edition is indebted to Sukenik’s, Carmignac’s
and Yadin’s earlier works.

68  Cf,e.g, 4Q4091 fragments 14 and 15 and the theory of 4Q491a,b,c. See further discussion in
Chapter 2.1.

69  Jean Duhaime, “War Scroll,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Texts
with English Translations: Vol. 2, Damascus Document, War Scroll, and Related Documents,
ed. JH. Charlesworth and J.M. Baumgarten, pTspssp (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1995), 80-141.
Duhaime’s work was edited by James H. Charlesworth and Brent A. Strawn, who wrote
part of the comments in the footnotes. The comments concern mostly the similarities
between the 4QM texts and 1QM.

70 As George Brooke notes, Duhaime’s edition “enables one to see easily more or less what
the original fragment looks like.” See Brooke, review of The Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew,
Aramaic, and Greek Texts by James. H. Charlesworth and Joseph M. Baumgarten, 576—9.

71 As do Florentino Garcia Martinez and Eibert Tigchelaar, who published their The Dead
Sea Scrolls: Study Edition (1997-1998) almost concurrently with Duhaime. The revised
paperback edition was published in 2000. For the 4QM texts, see Garcia Martinez and
Tigchelaar, The Dead Sea Scrolls: Study Edition. Vol. 2, 4Q274-11Q31 (Leiden: Brill, 2000).

72 Duhaime, The War Texts, 24—30. On arguments and discussion of this theory, see
Chapter 2, Section 1.1.
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text, and she avoids large reconstructions.” As regards 4Q491, the most contro-
versial of the 4QM texts, Yishay does not follow either Baillet’s order or Abegg’s
division: she creates her own arrangement of the fragments, and further sepa-
rates individual fragments from each other. She shows an interest in treating
each fragment as it is, even though her separations can be criticized. However,
she does not abandon Baillet'’s idea of the fragments of 4Q491 belonging to one
manuscript — she only states that the fragments “do not yield a coherent run-
ning text.”’* Elisha Qimron (2010), on the other hand, aims at reading all the
War Texts together and placing the text of the 4QM manuscripts as part of the
running text of 1QM.75 For example, 4Q493 is situated between columns 7 and
8 of 1QM.76 When any textual form of 4QM manuscripts is identical with 1QM,
the transcribed text is colored, whereas the text that is only found in 1QM is in
black. This way of editing has a great impact on readings: in Qimron’s edition,
1QM dictates the reading of 4QM manuscripts. This is one reason why it has
met with critical response.”” In any case, Qimron’s edition shows that using a
Cave 1 manuscript as a basis for editing the Cave 4 manuscripts is not a passing
phenomenon. Even so, the critical question raised above — namely whether
there are reasons to suppose that those parts of the Cave 1 text that have not
been preserved in Cave 4 texts would still have existed there — is worth asking.

73 Ishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran.” In comparison with other editions, it is difficult
that Yishay does not distinguish between certain, probable and possible letters but marks
only identified or unidentified letters. If a letter is not clearly visible, she usually marks an
unidentified letter. The work is an unpublished dissertation in Hebrew, so our access to it
is limited.

74  SeeYishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” English abstract.

75 Elisha Qimron JWRI 712 ,077aY0 0™ 1210 ;AT 92TA M0 | The Dead Sea Scrolls:
The Hebrew Writings, Vol. 1 (Jerusalem: Yad Ben-Zvi Press, 2010) (in Hebrew).

76 Another example: Manuscript 4Q491 is shown to exist in columns 12, 14 and 16 of 1QM,
and it is further situated between columns 6 and 7, 15 and 16, 16 and 17, and 18 and 19 of
1QM, and at the end of the scroll.

77  Eibert Tigchelaar (“Proposals for the Critical Editing”) notes that Qimron’s editions are
not intended to be critical editions at all but to present composite texts in an economi-
cal form. Overlaps are easily seen in this type of edition but the user cannot assess the
distinct manuscript features and variants. Ariel Feldman, for his part, notes that there is
a significant difference between Qimron’s and Yadin’s assessment of the number of lines
of 1QM: according to Yadin, there were some 20 lines per column, whereas Qimron argues
that the number of lines was some 30. In addition, Feldman takes note of Qimron’s sug-
gestion that — as Feldman puts it — “the 4QWar materials that have no parallel in 1QM may
be accommodated in those additional lines.” Feldman does not directly accept that idea
but writes: “It remains to be seen whether this proposal, as well as the entire concept of
using a composite edition strategy for the texts that bear marks of inner literary devel-
opment, will gain scholarly support.” See Feldman, review of The Dead Sea Scrolls: The
Hebrew Writings, Vol. 1 by Elisha Qimron, jss 58 (2013): 201-2 (202).
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Although there are a number of editions of 4QM material, the manuscripts
that are considered to represent the Community Rule (S manuscripts) — in
Caves 1, 4 and 5 - have been studied much more, and working out the rela-
tionship between the 4QS manuscripts and 1QS has caused many clear
controversies.”® The principle that the DJD editors of 4QS material call a
“maximalist approach” clearly has had an influence on editing the 4QM man-
uscripts as well.”® The editors of the 4QS manuscripts, Philip Alexander and
Geza Vermes, clearly state that 1QS is the “more or less complete manuscript of
the document” and thus, it should constantly be checked to see if lacunae in
Cave 4 fragments can be reconstructed accordingly.8? Similarly, 1QM - the lon-
gest representative of the suggested M tradition — continues to have an impact
on the editions of 4QM manuscripts. However, in the case of S, the evidence
put forward for the priority of 1QS has been contested and, correspondingly,
one should critically review the standing of 1QM in reconstructing and inter-
preting other M manuscripts. The maximalist principle is only justified if one
thinks that the best-preserved manuscript is in some way special — beyond the
fact that it is well preserved — and it must be asked, both in the case of S and
in the case of M, whether there are any self-evident reasons to suggest this
specialty.8!

Of all the editions presented above, Duhaime’s edition is the most minimal-
istic, i.e., it does not start with the premise that 1QM is the special manuscript
and that the reconstruction of 4QM material should be guided by it.82 Rather

78 Cf, e.g, the case of 4QSP, also introduced in Jokiranta and Vanonen, “Multiple Copies
of Rule Texts or Multiple Rule Texts,” 30-34, 38—43. Two completely controversial views
of the relationship between 4QSP and 1QS have been presented. To put it simply: On the
one hand, e.g,, Philip S. Alexander has argued that, on paleographic grounds, 1QS repre-
sents an older textual form than 4QSP. On the other hand, e.g., Sarianna Metso has argued
that the opposite is the case: as a shorter text, 4QSP represents an older text than 1QS.
See Alexander, “The Redaction-History of Serekh ha-Yahad: A Proposal,” RevQ 17 (1996):
437-56; Metso, The Textual Development of the Qumran Community Rule, sTD] 21 (Leiden:
Brill, 1997), 68.

79  For a discussion on 4QS and 4QM material from the perspective of manuscript edit-
ing, see Jokiranta and Vanonen, “Multiple Copies of Rule Texts or Multiple Rule Texts,”
27-37, 52.

8o Alexander and Vermes, DJD 26:15. The editors also express reservations about Hartmut
Stegemann’s method of material reconstruction (p. 16).

81  Jokiranta and Vanonen, “Multiple Copies of Rule Texts or Multiple Rule Texts,” 28—29; see
also Jokiranta, “What is ‘Serekh ha-Yahad’” 627-31.

82  Yishay’s edition is also mainly minimalistic — to the extent that it neglects to read letters
that are the most difficult to identify. Thus, it gives its reader an impression of what can
trustworthily be read on the fragments but does not give a coherent idea of the complete
state of preservation.
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than trying to demonstrate what the manuscripts or the possible work behind
them could have contained, Duhaime aims to show what the original frag-
ments look like. Therefore, in this study, Duhaime’s edition is chosen to be used
as a starting point for approaching the manuscripts. However, when studying
the fragments, I also make use of the photos — both the old pAM photos and the
new digitized photos — and on the basis of the photos — when needed — I make
my own amendments to Duhaime’s readings.83

One can ask whether it would be more functional to draw up completely
new editions of the manuscripts under discussion; since none of the earlier
editions is usable enough as it is, would it not be more appropriate to create
a new one? However, at this stage of Dead Sea Scrolls studies, the evaluation
of existing editions and decoding their principles have proven profitable and
can even be argued to be indispensable. Today, it stands to reason that the
Qumran data is an important part of the material for both biblical scholars and
neighboring fields of research. For these scholars, it is of special importance
that Qumran specialists communicate the ways in which they approach their
material and produce editions and studies for others to use. At present, there is
little tendency to analyze one’s own principles of editing, to make explicit the
purpose or the intended audience of the edition or — as Eibert Tigchelaar has
recently noted — to separate “different levels of textual entities, namely those
of fragments, manuscripts, works, and textual groups.”8* For this reason, the
aim of this study is not to make one more new edition but to make use of
one well tried with exploring it critically in order to help future scholars evalu-
ate the ongoing editorial work.

4 Methodological Considerations

As noted in the research-historical overview above, the term “recension”
has been essential in studying the M texts — so essential, that it is necessary
to analyze briefly this concept. “Recension” was obviously transmitted to
Dead Sea Scrolls studies from the study of the textual history of the Hebrew
Bible where the Masoretic text (MT), the Septuagint (Lxx) and the Samaritan
Pentateuch (sp) were long known as three “recensions” or “text types” of the

83  The photos are available in The Leon Levi Dead Sea Scrolls Digital Library, http:/[www
.deadseascrolls.org.il/ and in Emanuel Tov, ed., The Dead Sea Scrolls Electronic Library, rev.
ed. (Leiden; Boston, MA: Brill, 2006).

84  Tigchelaar, “Proposals for the Critical Editing,” 4.


http://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/
http://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/

INTRODUCTION 19

Torah.85 Labeling these three as “recensions” indicated that they were each
products of an independent textual development and they had gone through
deliberate revision.86 However, for many reasons, the usefulness of this kind
of terminology on the whole has been called into question: The Qumran dis-
coveries have substantially changed the view of the ancient textual situation:
it was rather defined by multiformity than by three stable groups of textual
“recensions.” What scholars have also been forced to take into account in the
“post-Qumran” era is that the preserved textual evidence is always somehow
coincidental: finding new textual evidence is no longer unthinkable.8? For all
this, Emanuel Tov, for example, has suggested that instead of using terms like
“text type” and “recension,” one should just speak about “texts” and “clusters
of texts,”8 and that the term “recension” should at least in the study of the
Hebrew Bible be replaced with a “term that is less committing, such as group
or family."89

In recent years, the need for reassessing even the more basic concepts like
“text” and “manuscript” has come up more broadly: For example, the meaning
of the term “manuscript,” which seems to be one of the basic concepts, proves
to be ambiguous. According to Eibert Tigchelaar, it is usually used in three dif-
ferent senses — and in all cases, it is a theoretical concept: First, it can denote
a presupposed inscribed object which consists of discrete pieces of inscribed
papyrus or skin — of which one or more have been preserved. In the second,
and according to Tigchelaar, the more usual case, “manuscript” refers to “the
sum and tentative assemblage of all the fragments and only fragments that
are hypothesized to originate from one and the same original whole.” In this

85  Cf.Tov, The Textual Criticism,155—6. The LxX Vorlage was called the “Egyptian/Alexandrian
recension,” the MT the “Babylonian recension,” and the sp the “Samaritan recension.”

86 Tov, The Textual Criticism, 158.

87 Cf. Tov, The Textual Criticism, 159.

88 Tov, The Textual Criticism, 158-9.

89  In addition to the discussion on the applicability of concepts like “recension” and “text
type” in the study of the Hebrew Bible, the discussion on how to define whether a manu-
script represents a “rewritten” form of some earlier work has also been lively in recent
years. As Jokiranta and Vanonen (“Multiple Copies of Rule Texts,” 13-14) note, this discus-
sion raises “important questions of what makes a work distinguishable from other works,
what amount of variation is allowed in order to justifiably speak of the same work, and
how the ancient scribes themselves perceived what they were doing” — questions that are
not far removed from the questions raised by “multiple” manuscripts found at Qumran,
namely how one should understand the ancient textual variation. About the discussion
on “rewritten” texts, see, e.g., Sidnie White Crawford, Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple
Times (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2008); Molly M. Zahn, “Rewritten Scripture,” in The
Oxford Handbook of the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. T.H. Lim and ]J. Collins (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2010), 323—36.
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case, the concept still refers primarily to the physical fragments and admits
the hypothetical nature of the “original whole” — whose concrete form has not
necessarily been further considered. Third, “manuscript” can have an even
more theoretical meaning and denote the “tentative scholarly reconstruction
of the original whole on the basis of the extant evidence.”° In his later paper,
Tigchelaar further emphasized that only fragments are concrete; speaking of

” «

“manuscripts,” “works,” and “textual groups” already moves onto the theoreti-
cal level.9

Different ways of understanding “manuscript” are also evident in the study
of the War Texts. Baillet’s edition represents the second of Tigchelaar’s three
senses: Baillet assembles and arranges the fragments into groups according
to their supposed originating from one original whole and calls these groups
“manuscripts.” Recently, aiming at reconstructing the original wholes on the
basis of the extant evidence (Tigchelaar’s third sense) has been in prospect,®?
and as demonstrated in this study as well, the need for this kind of work is
evident. However, in this study in general, the second use is dominant since
the existing editions are used as a basis for the work. The theoretical nature
of the concept is still understood and its use in this particular sense does not
exclude the other ways of understanding it. Also, while using “manuscript” in a
certain sense, the study aims to preserve a critical attitude towards this under-
standing and to raise questions concerning it for further research.

In the case of the War Texts, not only “manuscript” but also “fragment” is an
ambiguous concept. For all scholars, “fragment” is a concrete, physical object
but even it can consist of different pieces. Thus, in the case of many of the
supposed manuscripts, the number of existing fragments depends on whether
one accepts the joins made by the editor (or different joins by different edi-
tors) or not.%® In many cases, the number of fragments is different from the

go  Cf. Eibert Tigchelaar, “Constructing, Deconstructing and Reconstructing,” 26-27.
Tigchelaar (pp. 27-28) also wants to make a clear distinction between the concepts “con-
struction” (“the process of sorting out, assembling and arranging fragments into groups
that are believed to stem from a single original manuscript”), “reconstruction” (“the
application of an ensemble of methods in order to determine the original place of the
fragments in the manuscript”) and “deconstruction” (“the critical and methodological
questioning of the plausibility of the constructions and reconstructions of manuscripts
by editors”).

91  Tigchelaar, “Proposals for the Critical Editing,” 4. The concept “manuscript” is further dis-
cussed in Section 5 of this introduction.

92 Cf Davis, “There and Back Again’” 125—46.

93  Compare, e.g, Baillet’s edition of the 4QM texts to Abegg’s edition of the same texts and
Schultz’s compilation of them (Baillet DJD 7:12-68; Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 1-97; Schultz,
Congquering the World, 21).
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number of pieces into which the manuscript was once scattered. Table 1 gives
an approximate view of the number of existing fragments in the manuscripts
discussed in this study.

TABLE 1 The number of existing fragments of the War Text manuscripts
Manuscript Number of existing fragments
1QM 12

4Q401a >20

4Q491b 213

4Q492 3

4Q493

4Q494 1

4Qa95 2

4Q496 >122

4Q497 247

4Qan 3

4Q285 10

11Q14 2

This study seeks to take seriously the criticism of terms like “recension” and

” o«

the need for clarifying concepts like “manuscript,” “text,” and “composition.”
These questions have also been asked within a research branch called “new
philology” which aims to understand not only the texts themselves but also
how the material artifacts carrying those texts were produced and used. The
new philology focuses on concrete manuscripts and studies them as they are,
not, for example, as part of some collections into which the texts of the man-
uscripts were later incorporated. A manuscript is seen not only as a witness
of the existence of some work in a given time period, but as an interesting
research subject as such.®* Each manuscript is understood to be one impor-

tant snapshot of a tradition that is continuously evolving.%5 Although the new

94  Note that this is quite a different point of view from that of Duhaime according to whom
“the different War Texts found at Qumran are particularly interesting as witnesses to tradi-
tions which have been used and reworked over and over in a priestly milieu during the
first century BCE and the first years of the first century CE.” See Duhaime, The War Texts,
43 (italics mine).

95 See Hugo Lundhaug and Liv Ingeborg Lied, “Studying Snapshots: On Manuscript
Culture, Textual Fluidity, and New Philology,” in Snapshots of Evolving Traditions: Jewish
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philology is not a leading methodological approach used in this work, the
study, partly influenced by this trend, also aims to understand the fragmentary
Cave 4 manuscripts not only as “similar to” or “different from” 1QM but to see
them in their own right.

The basic method of this research is material and textual analysis the
fragments, i.e., analyzing each text in a systematic and detailed way, paying
attention to the readings (what can be seen on the fragment), scribal mark-
ings and corrections, words and their frequency, the order of sentences and
presentation of themes. In a broader sense, this analysis can be seen both as
a methodological approach and an aim of the study: especially the War Text
manuscripts from Cave 4 have been relatively little studied and there is still
a clear need to present a basic material and textual analysis of them in one
and the same book. After each analysis, comparisons can be made. In the case
of the fragmentary manuscripts, one single manuscript does not usually offer
much information. Comparison is needed in order to understand manuscripts
in their own right. It is necessary in order to review the categories into which
the texts are grouped: one must critically consider the arguments for under-
standing the texts as part of some established categories and representatives
of certain groups and genres.

Comparison of the manuscripts naturally focuses on the textual basis.
However, this study aims to take into account the material character of the
texts as well and pay attention to the material similarities and differences
between the texts. As regards the textual comparison, two different levels are
separated: the similarity can be distinguished on the lexical level — in which
case it is quite unequivocally perceivable — but also on the thematic level. The
transmission not only involves wordings but also themes and ideas. Even a
small lexical difference between two texts can sometimes reflect some larger
ideological difference or change of thought. Therefore, the thematic level is
important to keep in mind although it is not always as easy to grasp as close
textual parallelisms. What should be noted is that thematic comparison is of
course more subjective than comparing clear textual parallels — but in order
to further scholarly discussion, some subjectivity is allowed and innovative
thinking is needed.

The aim of comparing the manuscripts is to produce knowledge about the
War Texts both in their own right and as a group or groups of texts: what can
be known, what is similar, what was transmitted and why, what kind of differ-
ences there are in the material (that on the face of it share many elements),

and Christian Manuscript Culture, Textual Fluidity, and New Philology, ed. L.I. Lied and
H. Lundhaug, TUGAL 175 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2017), 1-19.
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and what kind of changes, experiments, or variations in thinking the manu-
scripts reflect.9 Instead of using the vague concept of “parallel” to describe
the textual relations, the degree of similarity is evaluated with the help of
three subcategories: First, “close parallel” means textual similarity on the level
of wording. Second, “remote parallel” is used for the cases in which the texts of
two manuscripts share elements on the thematic level but allow variation in
word choices and in arrangement of the text. And third, the term “genre paral-
lel” is utilized for cases in which the texts of two manuscripts are contentually
different but share their genre and serve the same purpose in the manuscripts,
for example, being speeches of the same character or being hymns breaking a
text otherwise proceeding as narrative or instructions.%

In addition to analyzing and comparing the texts, the study is influenced
by the literary- and the redaction-critical approaches used in the study of the
Dead Sea Scrolls — but these approaches are seen through critical lenses:?®
The traditional redaction-critical approach presumed that the result of the

96  One of the scholars that is known for his use of the comparative approach is Jonathan Z.
Smith. For him, the comparison is all about difference: Smith argues that “comparison
requires the acceptance of difference as the grounds of its being interesting”; see Smith,
To take Place: Toward Theory in Ritual, csHJ (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987),
14. However, in this study, the similarity is also something that is of interest and in fact,
something that is of even more interest. As already stated in Section 1 of this introduc-
tion, if one takes two random manuscripts among the Dead Sea Scrolls, it is reasonable to
suggest that the text in them differs. Therefore, what is noteworthy in the end is the cases
where the manuscripts reflect — at least on some level — similarity. This leads scholars to
the sources of the ancient textual transmission processes.

97  In the best-preserved manuscripts like 1QM and 4Q491a, similar kinds of battle descrip-
tions recur throughout the text. Consequently, one may suggest, before making any com-
parisons, that the stage within which the battle description in the manuscript in question
should be situated should be defined. Then, only the descriptions of the same stage
should be compared. This starting point is still problematic for two reasons. First, the
texts in these manuscripts do not necessarily describe one multi-stage war that logically
proceeds from one stage to another; at least this cannot be the only model in the reader’s
mind when trying to find a fresh viewpoint on the texts. Second, if this kind of logically
structured war could be distinguished from the texts, it is still difficult to determine which
stage is at issue in the preserved fragments.

98  There has been critical discussion going on about the possibilities and limitations of the
literary- and redaction-critical method both in the field of Dead Sea Scrolls studies and
in the field of the study of the Hebrew Bible. On the last mentioned, cf,, e.g., Reinhard
Miiller, Juha Pakkala and Bas ter Haar Romeny, Evidence of Editing: Growth and Change of
Texts in the Hebrew Bible, RBS 75 (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2014). Miiller,
Pakkala and ter Haar Romeny argue that there is no reason to adopt an “overall meth-
odological skepticism” towards these methods but they also admit that in many cases,
reconstructing the “literary growth” of a text is difficult or even impossible. Furthermore,
they state that “excessively optimistic notions about the methodology should be avoided,
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study would be a coherent chronological model of the textual development.
However, recently, scholars have emphasized more and more that this presup-
position does not do justice to the textual reality of late Second Temple times:
multiformity defines it more than direct flow towards stability or away from
stability. Also, some scholars have suggested that textual development was
not only chronological but also spatial and it could take place in different ways
in different groups and social contexts.?® Consequently, when explaining the
differences and similarities between the manuscripts, this study aims to take
into account not only the model of coherent chronological textual develop-
ment but also different heuristic options in explaining the work of scribes
and (possible) redactors of the War Texts — although still concentrating on the
textual level.

What should still be noted is that war material is not the only textual clus-
ter in which the material discussed in this study could be placed. Although
the term serekh occurs in 1QM over twice as often as it is found in 1QS - and
although in 1QM, serekh occurs more often in a titular usage — 1QM and other
M texts are seldom included in the rule texts.!%0 In this study, the research
done on S is presumed to be an important parallel field to the study of
M. Scholars have tried to grasp the variation in the manuscripts labeled with
the code S and to understand the similarity and differences between them in
new ways. Charlotte Hempel has suggested that studying the profile of the

and uncertainty about the reconstructions has to be accepted.” Cf. Miiller, Pakkala and ter
Haar Romeny, Evidence of Editing, 221—2, 224.

99  Note that this suggestion was already part of the theory of three “recensions” of the
Torah mentioned above. For this suggestion in Dead Sea Scrolls studies, see, e.g., Alison
Schofield, From Qumran to the Yahad: A New Paradigm of Textual Development for The
Community Rule (STD]J 77; Leiden/Boston: Brill, 2009). What has also recently become
a scholarly interest is the role of orality and oral traditions in the processes of textual
transmission. On orality, cf,, e.g., David M. Carr, Writing on the Tablet of the Heart: Origins
of Scripture and Literature (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005).

100 Cf. Jokiranta and Vanonen, “Multiple Copies of Rule Texts,” 12—13. Concerning the
titular usage of J70: as Jutta Jokiranta notes, among the S texts “the expression serekh
ha-yahad occurs only once in its complete form in a possible titular usage” (cf. 4Q255).
“What is ‘Serekh ha-Yahad!” 632. As regards the frequency of 770 in the rule texts in gen-
eral, in explicit form it occurs eight times in 1QS, four times in 1QSa, 19 times in 1QM, and
10 times in ¢D. In 1QM, T70 is used to refer to the array of the final battle, but is occurs
also in a titular use. When comparing this titular usage in the rule texts, it should be
noted that the titles containing 770 are not identical in form: in 1QSa and 1QS5, titles
often begin with 77907 11, whereas in 1QM, the pronoun 77 is often absent (cf., how-
ever, 1QM 16:3 where a new section begins with the words "Wy 7111 7300 53 NIR). See
further distinctions by Charlotte Hempel, “T0 sereek,” in Theologisches Worterbuch zu
den Qumrantexten, Band II (ed. H.-]. Fabry and U. Damen; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2013),
111-17.
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different caves would help in understanding the function of different S manu-
scripts; she sees the manuscripts in Cave 4 as representing a learned selection
of material, utilized for introducing experimental ideas.!%! Jutta Jokiranta, for
her part, has suggested a need to combine scholars’ knowledge of possible
textual history, reached on the basis of both theories of literary editing and
existing manuscript material, and their understanding of an individual manu-
script on its own, at a certain time and place, in order to understand what S
actually is and how to perceive the manuscript variation within it.12 Both of
these suggestions are relevant in the case of M and they are further exploited
in this study.

5 Research Questions and Outline of the Study

As the research-historical overview above in this introduction demonstrates,
1QM has been briskly discussed since the first Dead Sea Scrolls were discov-
ered, but the War Text material from Cave 4 — despite having been published
in the 1980s—has not yet been analyzed exhaustively. There is a clear need to
study the manuscripts found in Cave 4 and 11 at the manuscript and fragment
level. What makes this need even more urgent is that in recent years scholarly
understanding of editing and interpreting ancient manuscripts has developed
and scholars have started to view textual multiformity — which is evident in
the case of the M texts — as a quality that characterizes ancient scribal cul-
ture, not as an exception to the norm. Therefore, producing a material and tex-
tual analysis of the War Text manuscripts found in Caves 4 and 11 treating them
as important material in their own right, not just as additional witnesses to
the study of 1QM, is the first fundamental task for this study. Part 1 is devoted
to this task. As a short introduction in Chapter 1, 1QM is analyzed primarily
from the physical perspective and its main content is presented in table format.
This is a reader-friendly solution: in Chapter 1, it is demonstrated that 1QM is
such important comparison material for the other War Texts that its introduc-
tion is needed before going to the more fragmentary manuscripts. However, in
Chapter1,1QM is treated as one representative of the War Texts, not as a model
through which all the other manuscripts are to be seen and interpreted.

101 See Charlotte Hempel, “The Profile and Character of Qumran Cave 4: The Community
Rule Manuscripts as a Test Case,” in The Caves of Qumran: Proceedings of the International
Conference, Lugano 2014, ed. M. Fidanzio (Leiden: Brill, 2017), 80-86. See also Hempel, The
Qumran Rule Texts in Context: Collected Studies, TsAJ 154 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013),
303-13.

102 See Jokiranta, “What is ‘Serekh ha-Yahad’’ 612—-13.
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Chapters 2—7 are the main parts of the study. In order to facilitate the read-
ing and to anticipate the results of this study, the manuscripts are grouped
into six chapters: The analysis starts from the manuscripts that, with regard to
their content, have clear overlaps with other War Text material (4Q491a and
4Q492). Then, it proceeds by discussing the manuscripts that have preserved
more distinctive war visions that appear unestablished when compared to the
whole ensemble of the preserved War Texts (4Q491b and 4Q493). All these
manuscripts discussed in Chapters 2—3 are fairly well preserved and readable
in comparison to Cave 4 War Text manuscripts in general. In Chapter 4, the
discussion turns to the more deteriorated and more difficult manuscripts, first
to those that have been considered to overlap with 1QM 2 (4Q494 and 4Q471in
Chapter 4), then to the very poorly preserved 4Q495 (in Chapter 5) and finally
to the opisthographic papyrus manuscripts 4Q496 and 4Q497 (in Chapter 6).
At the end of the analysis part, Chapter 7 is devoted to the Sefer ha-Milhamah
manuscripts 4Q285 and 11Q14.

In each chapter of the analysis part, the manuscript in question is first intro-
duced from the physical perspective: the material, the number and the size of
its fragments are discussed, and when needed, the joins made by earlier schol-
ars are reviewed. Other material facts that can be determined — like the size of
margins, the number of letters per line, the number of lines, the sizes of letters
and the date of the material — are discussed. Second, the text of the manu-
script is presented fragment by fragment.193 The text is introduced according
to Duhaime’s edition and the cases that need amending (or that for some other
reason require the reader’s attention) are discussed in the notes. Third, the
content of the text is analyzed and the important themes are defined. Finally,
fourth, the relationship of the text to the other War Text manuscripts is dis-
cussed and the relevant manuscripts are read synoptically. The texts somehow
parallel are now introduced in tables that serve as a fresh and graphic way of
visualizing the similarity and variation in this material. When translations are
given, they are based on Duhaime’s but their layout is revised to be as func-
tional as possible. All the fragments that have enough text to be analyzed are
gone through in this way.

The categories into which the manuscripts are divided in the analysis part
are not the only possible ones and the categories are not analogous. There
may be other even more helpful taxonomies that can be made. However,

103 The study does not go through all the tiny pieces but only those fragments which include
enough text to analyze. All fragments that contain text have been edited before and there-
fore, there is no need to introduce them all here. In order to answer the research questions
of this study, larger fragments are enough.
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this categorization aims to bring certain texts together in ways that avoid the
names that have been applied to them so that ultimately it is possible to start
to discuss the nomenclature of the texts with a clean slate. Also, the taxonomy
slightly reflects the results of the study: for example, the study will demon-
strate that 4Q491a and 4Q492 have clear overlaps with other War Text material
while 4Q491b and 4Q493 include more inventive visions of the war.

Part 2 aims to accomplish the second task of this study, clarifying the cat-
egorization of the War Texts, i.e., asking whether the categories into which the
War Text material has been classified are relevant, what kind of premises there
are behind these categories and whether there are any reasons to correct or
change the labels given to the texts. Some of this discussion is anticipated in
Part 1. In Part 2, the naming and categorizing of the material are analyzed by
taking into account the material as a whole. Although one of the main aims is
to understand the manuscripts, including the most fragmentary ones, as inde-
pendent representatives of the scribal culture, the other central questions of
this study — and the questions that also make it relevant to the field of Dead
Sea Scrolls studies in general — are related to the ensemble of manuscripts.
In Chapter 9, the similarity between the War Text manuscripts is examined
from the material, textual and thematic point of view, and, furthermore, the
substance that is transmitted from one manuscript to another is highlighted.
This kind of analysis aims to carry out the third task of the study, namely
understanding the similarity and variation between the War Text manuscripts
and the mutual relationships between them and consequently, to evaluate the
function of these manuscripts, paying attention to their physical characteris-
tics as well. The goal is to understand the significance of the similar traditions
and the implications of the differences: what is preserved and what does this
reveal about the transmission process and the use of the manuscripts. Also,
the option that the profile of different caves could help understand the manu-
scripts is taken into consideration.

In the concluding chapter, the results of the study are summarized and their
significance in the field of Dead Sea Scrolls studies in general is evaluated.
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CHAPTER 1

1Q33 Alias 1QM

Although 1QM is not the main focus of this study, it is still an essential part of
the War Texts and deserves its own chapter under the part now about to begin.
However, in the following brief analysis, the perspective is consciously limited:
1QM has been widely studied as a literary composition but it is relatively sel-
dom approached as a material artifact.! Therefore, this chapter provides a brief
overview of 1QM, emphasizing the material facts and aiming to see how they
may help understand the character of this manuscript better.?2 At the same
time, the analysis helps the reader with the following chapters discussing the
War Text manuscripts from Caves 4 and 11, as 1QM is often used as compara-
tive material, and some ideas are then further developed in Part 2. The dis-
cussion on 1QM reveals the challenges of studying even such a well-preserved
manuscript — challenges that continue to grow as the material becomes more
fragmented.

1 Shape and Size

There are four more or less complete sheets forming the nearly three-meter-
long scroll 1QM (2.9 m x 16 cm), made of fine buff-colored skin:® columns 1—4
belong to the first sheet, columns 5-10 to the second one, columns 11-15 to the
third, and columns 1618 to the fourth. On the right side of column 18, there are
traces of sewing. In addition, there is one more sheet that was found near the

1 In1QM, the battle descriptions recur throughout the text and most of the literary analyses
of it suggest that the recurrent battle descriptions are to be explained as describing differ-
ent stages of the war. However, it is equally possible that 1QM was not necessarily meant to
introduce a coherent narrative of a multi-phased war — 1QM could as well have a character
of compilation: collecting, arranging and reworking the material related to war without one
logical (for modern western readers) and stable narrative in mind. In this study, the last-
mentioned option is shown to be plausible.

2 This kind of interest has recently been roused with many manuscripts, cf, e.g., Brooke,
“Physicality, Paratextuality and Pesher Habakkuk,” 175-93.

3 Duhaime, The War Texts, 13; Schultz, Conquering the World, 12; Yadin, The Scroll of the War,
247. As George Brooke notes, the majority of the Qumran scrolls were inscribed on skin, cf.
Brooke, “Physicality, Paratextuality and Pesher Habakkuk,” 177. As a material artifact, 1QM is
not especially large or small; Tov uses it as an example of medium-sized scrolls, cf. Tov, Scribal
Practices, 70.

© HANNA VANONEN, 2022 | DOI:10.1163/9789004512061_003

This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the cc BY-NC 4.0 license.



32 CHAPTER 1

scroll. Yadin notes that this fifth sheet is only partly preserved but according to
him there are traces of two columns left: one column is clearly preserved but
of the other, following the better preserved one, only a single small fragment
is left. For Yadin, it is clear that these preserved fragments belong to the same
scroll as the other sheets of 1QM.# Later on, Esther and Hanan Eshel called
this suggestion into question. They argue that since the remains of column
19 were found “separated from the rest of the scroll,” it is more reasonable to
assume that they belong to a different manuscript that represented a differ-
ent “recension” than 1QM.5 According to Brian Schultz, however, the fragments
of column 19 were found “rolled together with, or partially wrapped around
the scroll.”® Unfortunately, there are no photos that might clearly demonstrate
where column 19 was when found.” Taking into account the facts that there are
traces of sewing on the right side of column 18, that the text in column 18 and
the text in column 19 are written in a similar script,® and that column 19 was
obviously found at least in the vicinity of the scroll, there is no reason to doubt
that column 19 belongs to 1QM.°

In addition to the relatively well-preserved sheets, there are several addi-
tional fragments suggested to belong to 1QM.1° Ten of these fragments (1-10
in Table 2) were disconnected parts of the scroll and Sukenik obtained them
when he bought the scroll. Another two were discovered during the excavation
of Cave 1 (1Q33 fragments 1—2 in Table 2).!! These fragments were located in the
two outer sheets of 1QM and the sheet preserving column 19:

4 Yadin, The Scroll of the War, 247-48.

5 Eshel and Eshel, “Recensions of the War Scroll,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls Fifty Years after
Their Discovery: Proceedings of the Jerusalem Congress, July 20-25, 1997, ed. L.H. Schiffman
et al. (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 2000), 351-63 (354). Rony Yishay goes along
with Eshel and Eshel on this issue, cf. e.g., Yishay, “Column 19 of the ‘War Scroll’ (1QM)
/ nnanbnn nbuna v MY (MQu),” in Meghillot: Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls | Momn
AT 92T M5Na 0PN 8-9 (2010): 175-92.

Schultz, Conquering the World, 12.
There are some photos of the scroll in Sukenik’s TM3x7 M50 IR (Jerusalem: Bialik
Institute and the Hebrew University, 1954) — see, e.g., figures 9—11 — but they do not help
resolve the problem conclusively.

8 Eshel and Eshel, “Recensions of the War Scroll,” 354.

9 The idea that column 19 belongs to 1QM is also supported by, e.g., Duhaime, The War
Texts, 13.

10 Duhaime, The War Texts, 13. These fragments can be seen in Sukenik’s mMoBAN TRIN
MMAIN, on plate 47. They are transcribed in Yadin’s book; see The Scroll of the War, 352—3.

11 Duhaime, The War Texts, 13.
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TABLE 2 The placement of additional fragments of 1QM?

Fragment Placement in 1QM The placement is made by

1 15:11-16 Sukenik, Yadin, Abegg, Duhaime
2 19:1-2 Sukenik, Yadin, Abegg, Duhaime
3 col. 20 Duhaime

4 17:6—7 Milik, Abegg, DuhaimeP

5 18:12-14 Milik, Abegg, Duhaime

6 18:11-12 Milik, Abegg, Duhaime

7 col. 20 Duhaime

8 19:9-11 Yadin, Milik, Abegg, Duhaime

9 15:16-18 Sukenik, Yadin, Abegg

10 14:5 Milik, Abegg, Duhaime

1Q33 fragment 1 18 Yadin, Milik

1Q33 fragment 2 19 Yadin, Milik

a Cf. also Schultz, Conquering the World, 14.

b In line 17:7, Yadin, The Scroll of the War, 341, reads '781W[’ n*]a NNnw2a while Abegg, “The
War Scroll,” 242, and Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 132, read 58w ™A ANNWA after joining frag-
ment 10 here.

The placement of fragment 1 is reliable since there is a direct join between the
top of the fragment and column 15. The tops of the letters of line 11 are visible
in column 15 and they fit together with 1 and o in the fragment. The join can
be seen in Sukenik’s M3 M5%n7 998 and Duhaime has transcribed column
15 by taking this join into consideration.!> Another fragment that is placed in
column 15 is fragment g and its join with column 15 is not as sure since there
is no physical connection. The right margin was probably what led Sukenik to
propose the placement.!3

The placements of fragments 3 and 7 are the most uncertain since they are
situated in the hypothetical column 20. By contrast, the placements of frag-
ment 10 into column 14, fragment 4 into column 17, and fragments 2 and 8 into
column 19 are highly probable: in these cases, both the shape of the fragment
and the ink traces help in their placement. Fragments 5 and 6 can also plausi-
bly be placed in column 18 but it must be noted that fragment 5 is very small

12 See Sukenik, NN NSWAN K, figure 30; Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 128.
13 See Sukenik, MmN m5ann RN, figure 30.
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and the traces on it are unclear. In addition, what should be noted is that in
order to join fragment 6 into this column one must first accept another join;
namely, there are two more fragments relevant to this discussion, 1Q33 frag-
ments 1and 2. Barthélemy and Milik introduced these two in bJD 1 and argued
that they probably represent part of 1QM:* the spacing in these fragments is
about 7 mm as it is in 1QM, and the size of the letters is 2 mm, the same as in
1QM.15 Barthélemy and Milik suggested that fragment 1 belongs to the edge of
the scroll. On fragment 2, they do not say more than that it does not belong
directly together with fragment 1. Yadin, for his part, argues that fragment 1
can be placed in column 18 and fragment 2 in column 19.6 Yadin also con-
cludes that, since there are some letters visible on the left side of the fragment
in fragment 2 and since this fragment belongs to column 19, there must have
been at least one further column on the fifth sheet.!” This placement was later
followed by Abegg and Duhaime. Again, both the shape of the fragments and
the ink traces on them make the placement plausible, and, in addition, both
fragments include vacats like lines 18:9 and 19:8, which is a further argument
for the location. Thus, it is probable that 1Q33 fragment 1 is to be placed at the
right edge of column 18, on the same level with lines 7-12, and 1Q33 fragment 2
at the left edge of fragment 19, next to fragment 8 discussed above, on the same
level with column 19 lines 6-10.

Although the bottoms of the columns are fragmentary, 1QM is very well pre-
served and that probably indicates that the scroll was carefully handled. It was
probably stored in a jar'® and possibly it was not much used before storing.
However, the fact that the scroll was not rolled back after usage!® may indicate
that it was used just before storing it for the last time.

14  Dominique Barthélemy and J6zef T. Milik, Qumran Cave 1, DJD 1(Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1955), 135.

15  Barthélemy and Milik, Qumran Cave 1,135.

16 Yadin, The Scroll of the War, 352—53.

17  Yadin, The Scroll of the War, 13 1. 4.

18  Tov, Scribal Practices, 40; Weston Fields, Dead Sea Scrolls: A Full History (Leiden: Brill,
2009), 25—29, esp 29. Sidnie White Crawford, Scribes and Scrolls at Qumran (Grand Rapids,
MI: Eerdmans, 2019), 118.

19  Annette Steudel, “Reading and Reconstructing Manuscripts,” in T&T Clark Companion to
the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. G.J. Brooke and C. Hempel, T&T Clark Companions (London: T&T
Clark, 2016) 18691 (188). Steudel notes that there are several scrolls from Cave 1 that are
not rolled back after usage (in addition to 1QM, see e.g., 1QS). See also Schultz, Conquering
the World, 12, esp. note 10 in which he describes the photos of 1QM which show the fourth
sheet to be the outermost complete inscribed sheet in the scroll. Schultz refers here to
Eleazar Sukenik’s works The Dead Sea Scrolls of the Hebrew University, trans. Daniel A.
Fineman (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1955) and Megilloth Genuzoth I. The last-mentioned
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2 Layout and Script

In 1QM, 14-19 lines per column have been preserved but since the bottom
of the scroll is largely damaged, the exact number of lines cannot be ascer-
tained.2° Scholars have suggested different numbers between 20 and 30 for the
original number of lines, but Sukenik’s assumption that there are no more than
3—4 lines missing (which means 20—23 lines per column) is, however, largely
accepted.?! The width of the columns varies considerably — from 10.5 cm to
16.0 cm?? — and depends in part on what size pieces of prepared skin were
available to the scribe. This is the case with most Qumran scrolls.?® On average,
the column width is 15.0 cm.24 As Tov notes, in comparison with the Qumran
scrolls in general, 1QM has a medium-size writing block.2>

Between the columns, the margins are about 2 cm. The upper margins are a
bit wider, about 3 cm.26 The beginning of the scroll is easy to distinguish since
there is a wider unruled margin on the right edge of the scroll, before the first
column.?? This margin is unstitched, which means that there was no handle
sheet at the beginning of the scroll.28

work includes a description and photographs of 1QM and a partial transcription of its
columns 8, 14 and 15.

20 Duhaime, The War Texts, 13; Schultz, Conquering the World, 11-12. According to Schultz,
there are 1619 lines per column but according to Duhaime, the 14-19 lines of text “can
be read.” However, later, when Schultz describes column 19, he writes that there are “14
incomplete lines of text” in it; see Schultz, Conquering the World, 12.

21 Duhaime, The War Texts, 13; Schultz, Conquering the World, 12. Emanuel Tov, when enu-
merating the parameters of 1QM, gives 20 as the number of lines or 23—25 if the text is
reconstructed; see Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the
Judean Desert, STD] 54 (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 127. In general, Tov, Scribal Practices, 84. notes
that the “average number of lines per column in Qumran scrolls is probably twenty” but
that “larger scrolls contained columns with from 25 to as many as 60 lines.”

22 Schultz, Conquering the World, 12.

23 Cf. Tov, Scribal Practices, 82.

24 Cf. Tov, Scribal Practices, 83.

25 Cf. Tov, Scribal Practices, 86.

26 Duhaime, The War Texts, 13; Schultz, Conquering the World, 12.

27  The length of this margin is according to Duhaime and Schultz, 5 cm and according to
Tov, at least 7.1 cm. Cf. Duhaime, The War Texts, 13; Schultz, Conquering the World, 11-12;
Tov, Scribal Practices, 13.

28 Tov, Scribal Practices, 108; contrary to Sukenik, The Dead Sea Scrolls of the Hebrew
University, 35, according to whom there was an uninscribed handle sheet at the beginning
of the scroll. Tov denies this assumption by emphasizing that there are no stitch holes in
the right margin of the first column of the scroll.
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1QM was probably written by one scribe. The script is neatly done2?® and
the words are clearly separated from each other with spacing.3? The height of
the letters is around 2 mm and the space between the lines is 7 mm on aver-
age. The number of letters or spaces per line varies considerably; depending
on the width of the column, it can be from 60 to go.3! There are some correc-
tions every now and then but they are carefully made.3? Different correcting
practices indicate that not all the corrections were made by the same scribe.33
For example, in column 10, in the middle of line g, there is an empty space
between the words &'n1 and n2ny3, although Yadin notes that there is “no fault
in the skin.”3* The space is marked with a stroke near the bottom of the line.
According to Tov, the stroke reflects a canceled paragraph division: either the

29 Duhaime, The War Texts, 13-14. Duhaime refers to Sukenik, The Dead Sea Scrolls of the
Hebrew University, 35, who describes the scribe of 1QM as “an expert scribe writing a beau-
tiful and accurate hand.” Frank Moore Cross describes the hand of 1QM as delicate for-
mal script, see Cross, “Paleography,” EDSSs 2: 629—34. According to Lindsey A. Askin, 1QM
reflects many scribal practices typical of “competent scribes with professional abilities”;
cf. Askin “Scribal Production and Literacy at Qumran,” in Material Aspects of Reading
in Ancient and Medieval Cultures: Materiality, Presence and Performance, ed. A. Krauf3,
J. Leipziger and F. Schiicking-Jungblut, Materiale Textkulturen, 26 (Berlin: de Gruyter,
2020), 23—36 (31).

30  Tov notes that the great majority of the Judean Desert texts use either dots or other kind
of small dividers (in texts written in paleo-Hebrew) or spacing (texts written in square
script) between words. Thus, with its spacing, the script of 1QM represents a typical prac-
tice of separating words from each other. Cf. Tov, Scribal Practices, 131.

31 Duhaime, The War Texts, 13.

32 According to Tov, Scribal Practices, 127, the number of lines between corrections is on
average 17.

33 At least the following three correction procedures can be distinguished in 1QM:
1) Parenthesis signs are used at the beginning of column 3, where the first three words
are enclosed inside them and the identical text is written above. In addition, the text
in parenthesis is marked with two small lines, one above and one below it. Tov, Scribal
Practices, 202, conjectures that the reason for these markings could be “the addition of a
header or damage to the leather.” 2) In column 11, in the middle of line 8, the end of one
word is marked with cancellation dots (both above and below the letters to be cancelled)
and a correction is marked above the line. The scribe may have accidentally started to
write the word again since the first cancelled letter is the same as the first letter of the
word. Another option is that the scribe accidentally wrote a wrong word that was later
corrected by him or by a later scribe. Another case where cancellation dots are used is
in line 4:6, where one extra letter is marked to be cancelled. 3) There are a number of
superscripted words or letters which sometimes correct the words in the actual line (5:3,
54, 65, 711, 1511, 15:12, 18:10) and sometimes function as additions to the text below them
(2:6, 4167, 1212, 17:11). In some cases, the corrected letters are also erased (711, 1511, 15:12).
The superscripted corrections are random: one cannot say that there are especially many
corrections near vacats or near the beginnings or the ends of serekhs.

34  Yadin, The Scroll of the War, 305.
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original scribe or a later one wanted to cancel the lacuna that was first left in
the text.35 However, Tov does not speculate on why the lacuna was originally
left there. Yadin, for his part, suggests that since this exceptional space is near
the shift where the text, after describing God, moves on to describing Israel, the
lacuna may indicate the scribe’s intention to separate these two themes. The
stroke may have been added later by another scribe.3¢ Another option is that
the scribe wanted to make a distinction between two different sources: the
words just before and just after the blank space are also known in 2 Sam 7:23
and what comes before these words in lines 8—9g is similar to what is in Deut
3:24. However, if this is true, author seems to have been careless with his work;
the most natural place for the lacuna would have been before 811 and not after
it. In this case, too, the stroke in the lacuna was probably added later in order to
make the text continuous again. As regards the scroll in general, it is probable
that the original scribe made some of the corrections himself and afterwards,
one or more other scribes made more corrections.

The large bottom and top margins, fine calligraphy, and limited amount of
scribal intervention led Emanuel Tov to define 1QM as one of the so-called de
luxe manuscripts, together with many biblical scrolls and 1QIsab, 11QPs?, 1QT?,
1uQT>, MasEzek, and MasPs2.37 He does not explain the origin of this term
but it seems that he acquired it from the study of the Oxyrhynchus papyri; he
refers to William A. Johnson’s unpublished dissertation “The Literary Papyrus
Roll: Formats and Conventions” (1992).38 More recently, Johnson writes about
de luxe editions of the Oxyrhynchus papyri in his book Bookrolls and Scribes in

35 Tov, Scribal Practices, 202.

36  Yadin, The Scroll of the War, 305. Van der Ploeg, for his part, supposes that the line indi-
cates the lacuna is not intentional; see van der Ploeg, Le rouleau de la guerre, 137.

37  Tov, Scribal Practices, 126. For Tov, the main criterion for categorizing a manuscript as rep-
resenting the de luxe category is the use of large bottom and top margins. Additional crite-
ria are “alarge writing block, fine calligraphy, the proto-rabbinic text form of Scripture, and
only a limited amount of scribal intervention.” Daniel Falk follows Tov by defining 1QM as
“one of the very few non-scriptural de luxe scrolls from Qumran”; see Falk “Prayer, Liturgy,
and War,” in The War Scroll, Violence, War and Peace in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related
Literature: Essays in Honour of Martin G. Abegg on the Occasion of His 65th Birthday, ed.
K. Davis et al., sTD] 115 (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 275-94 (293). See also Devorah Dimant accord-
ing to whom 1QM “certainly enjoyed special status in the Qumran community since it
too is a copy executed with particular care, written on a large, well-prepared scroll, and
hidden carefully in a jar in cave 1”; Dimant, “The Composite Character of the Qumran
Sectarian Literature as an Indication of Its Date and Provenance” in History, Ideology and
Bible Interpretation in the Dead Sea Scrolls: Collected Studies, FAT go (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2014), 183.

38  William A. Johnson, “The Literary Papyrus Roll: Formats and Conventions. An Analysis of
the Evidence from Oxyrhynchus” (PhD diss., Yale University, 1992).
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Oxyrhynchus (2004).3° For him, de luxe editions seem to refer to the scrolls that
deviate — although not very clearly — from “those of an everyday production.”*®
Thus, the term de luxe has to do with scroll manufacturing. The most distinc-
tive characteristic in de luxe editions is the “fine execution of the script.” In
addition, in de luxe editions, there may be large upper and lower margins, short
height for the column, and large script with tight line spacing.*! Johnson —
and also Tov in his Scribal Practices — concentrates mostly on these technical
details and the reasons for certain categorizations. By contrast, questions like
why, for whom and/or for what purpose these de luxe editions were manufac-
tured gets less attention. In the case of Qumran studies, Devorah Dimant has
turned the conversation in this direction by suggesting that at least 1QS, 1QH?
and 1QM — which she notes are labeled as de luxe editions by Tov — have special
status in the Qumran community.#?

Charlotte Hempel does not use the concept of de luxe but chooses the
term “showroom quality” to describe the quality of manuscripts like 1QM,
1QS and 1QH2.#3 She also does not explain why she makes this choice, but
for her the main purpose of using the term seems to be to make a distinc-
tion between manuscripts that display “workaday quality,” mostly known in
Cave 4.4 Although she does not say it very explicitly, her idea seems to be that
the manuscripts that can be categorized as showroom copies are somehow
more finished and considered than those categorized as workaday copies. She
notes that this also has to do with the preservation of the scrolls: showroom
copies in Cave 1 were carefully stored in jars and wrapped in linen.*> Here, she
follows Harmut Stegemann who was one of the first to develop a categoriza-
tion based on the material factors and the findspot of the manuscripts.#6

39 William A. Johnson, Bookrolls and Scribes in Oxyrhynchus, Studies in Book and Print
Culture (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2004).

40  Johnson, Bookrolls and Scribes, 156.

41 Johnson, Bookrolls and Scribes, 156.

42 Dimant, “The Composite Character,” 183.

43  Charlotte Hempel, Qumran Rule Texts in Context, TSAJ 154 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2013), 335; Hempel, “The Profile and Character of Qumran Cave 4,” 85. Hempel argues
that several manuscripts from Cave 4 represent “workaday quality” while in Cave 1, the
manuscripts mostly represent a more refined form.

44  Hempel, Qumran Rule Texts in Context, 335.

45  Hempel, Qumran Rule Texts in Context, 335. For more about Hempel’s theory, see Section
2 of Chapter 9. White Crawford, Scribes and Scrolls, 118, notes that it is not sure whether
1QM was in a jar and wrapped but its condition indicates that it at least was in a jar.

46 Harmut Stegemann, The Library of Qumran: On Essenes, Qumran, John the Baptist, and
Jesus (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1998), 80—85. The first of his four categories is “master
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Whether one accepts this idea of de luxe or “showroom quality” or not, it
is in any case clear that with regard to its physical characteristics, 1QM stands
out from the rest of the War Texts: it is a well-preserved, large manuscript that
is beautiful to look at. This leads one to think that the appearance of the scroll
was of great importance. Of course, the fact that the scroll is well preserved
makes it easy to draw conclusions about the beauty of 1QM. However, saying
that 1QM is a beautiful manuscript does not rule other manuscripts out as
beautiful as well. Being aware of many problems related to terminology like de
luxe or showroom copy, I have chosen to utilize Hempel’s fresh explication of
concepts. For me, the manuscripts that are of “showroom quality” are scrolls
the appearance of which is meant to matter. They were most likely prepared
with the idea that they would be beautiful as artifacts. With 1QM, the decision
about its showroom quality is easy to make since the scroll is preserved very
well. In the case of other War Text manuscripts, because of their fragmentari-
ness one should be more careful when drawing such conclusions. It should
also be remembered that there may have been more manuscripts of even bet-
ter quality than 1QM that have not been preserved at all. However, by analyz-
ing the material facts that can still be observed, I review below the other War
Text manuscripts as well from this point of view, i.e., whether they were meant
to be looked at — or whether their purpose was different, e.g., a draft version.
As regards the terminology in general, there is a clear need for further discus-
sion. The terms, especially de luxe, can easily evoke impressions of luxury or
snobbery although these are not necessarily what the initiators of the terms
meant to evoke. Therefore, scholars should explain the terminology in a more
detailed way. In future studies, this should be taken into account, both when
using the terms initiated by others and when introducing new ones.

manuscripts” which he defined to be “models for the preparation of further copies”
(p. 80). These master manuscripts were carefully stored in Cave 1 where they were found
well preserved. Although Stegemann does not use 1QM as an example of the master man-
uscripts, it undoubtedly belongs to this first category. The second category includes the
manuscripts “for general use, especially for study” (p. 81). In this class, Stegemann places
especially “biblical” manuscripts which, according to him, were the objects of “communal
study” These manuscripts were hidden in caves 1, 6 and 11. The manuscripts that were
“for special studies” and “current interest,” for example the Greek manuscripts from Cave
7 (p. 81) form the third category. And finally, the fourth category consisted of “worn-out
manuscripts” which were stored in Cave 4 (p. 81). Stegemann’s categorization seems to
be based partly on his understanding of the profile of different caves, partly on material
observations, and partly on the content of the manuscripts (and their purposes of use
inferred from the content). Also, it is strongly related to his ideas of Qumran as an Essene
settlement and the caves as a library.
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3 Title, Content and Paragraph Division

Usually, in non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls, the title of the composition (if there
was any) was inscribed at the beginning of the first column of the scroll without
separating it from the running text so there was no special layout for the title.4
In the case of 1QM, the title is unclear: the first completely preserved word in the
line a probably belongs to the title but before this word (7nn5nn), there most
likely was two or three words now lost. The first two letters in the line are partly
visible and they should probably be read as % and .48 Thus, often suggested title
nAn51n 770 Sawnd is a plausible option though not the only conceivable one.*?

The suggestion that there was a term 770 in the title is supported by the
fact that this term is also used as a title for different organizational orders
within the scroll>® — and that overall, it is occurs very often in 1QM.5! While

47  Tov, Scribal Practices, 119. Tov notes that this practice is also known in most of biblical
psalms and in Ugaritic texts. See also Najman and Tigchelaar, “A Preparatory Study of
Nomenclature,” 309.

48  Cf. also Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 142. Although interpreting traces as belonging to % pre-
supposes that the top stroke of the letter is more inclined to the left than is usual in this
manuscript, 9 is a more probable option than the 1 suggested by Yadin, The Scroll of the
War, 257. If the letter was 3, it would not curve to the left at the bottom as is the case with
the traces of this letter. Yadin reconstructs the whole title as AR50 770 780 M.

49 Tov, Scribal Practices, 119; Qimron, The Hebrew Writings, 111. Qimron’s reading stems from
Jozef T. Milik, “Recension: Osar ha-megilloth ha-genuzoth,” RB 62 (1955): 64-76, and Jean
Carmignac, La Régle de la Guerre des Fils de Lumiére contre les Fils des Ténébres. Texte
restauré, traduit et commente (Paris: Letouzey & Ané, 1958); cf. Duhaime, War Texts, 53.
Although belonging to the category of incipits, Yadin’s option also fits in with the category
of the overall subject matter of the text and Qimron’s option with the category that con-
nects the book to a specific figure. Cf. Najman and Tigchelaar, “A Preparatory Study of
Nomenclature,” 309. See Yadin, The Scroll of the War, 257.

50 See also Chad Stauber, “Prophetic Scribalism: A Semantic, Textual and Hypertextual Study
of the Serek Texts” (PhD diss., University of Toronto, 2013), 79-81, who describes the use
of root 770 in M manuscripts according to a fourfold semantic range: 1) spatial disposi-
tion (when the term denotes to laying out or organizing in space), 2) hierarchical disposi-
tion (arranging in a specific order, ranking), 3) martial disposition (army, battalion), and
4) procedural disposition (in the lists of instructions that must be done in a particular
order).

51  The term 770 has been considered as belonging to the distinctive vocabulary of the
Qumran community, see Philip S. Alexander, “Rules,” EDss 2:799. This term is also dis-
cussed by Charlotte Hempel, “T70 serek,” EDss 2mm-17; Lawrence H. Schiffman,
“Memory and Manuscript’: Books, Scrolls, and the Tradition of the Qumran Texts,” in New
Perspectives on Old Texts: Proceedings of the Tenth International Symposium of the Orion
Center for the Study of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Associated Literature, 911 January, 2005, ed.
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770 does not occur in the Hebrew Bible at all, in the non-biblical Dead Sea
Scrolls it is quite commonly used, for example, 10 times in cD, eight times in
1QS, four times in 1QSa — and 19 times in 1QM.52 In most cases, to put it in Philip
Alexander’s words, it “denotes, abstractly, the order or rules according to which
a group of people is to be organized and to conduct its affairs.”>3

As Alexander argues, there are six different parts in 1QM that can be defined
as 0'270. One of these is at the end of the scroll and consists of lines 16:3 to
the end of the text. The other five (which all start with 770 in construct form
while line 16:3 reads Wy At T70R 913 NX) are in columns 3-9: Lines 2:16-3m
form the rule of the trumpets, in lines 3:13—4:8 one finds the rule of the ban-
ners of the whole congregation, and the other rule of banners is in lines 4:9-14.
The rule for arranging the divisions is found in lines 5:3—-9:9 and from line g:10
starts the rule for changing the order. Obviously, in 1QM, 770 is something that
the author5* uses to give a structure to his text, and consequently, in this study,
0'270 are used as the primary tool in order to outline the content of the scroll.
Also, it is probable that the author to uses the term 770 to direct his readers
to consider it as a rule or a collection of rules.’® This is noteworthy since in
modern scholarship, the eschatological character of the scroll seems to have
characterized it more than these multiple references to the text as being a rule
or a compilation of rules. The composition is largely known as the War Scroll
while the War Rule is not so much used — although it would be a legitimate
title as well.56

Table 3 demonstrates how the content of 1QM takes shape through the
0'270. The sections in which a new serekh begins are marked with gray.

E.G. Chazon and B. Halpern-Amaru, sTDJ 88 (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 133-50, on pp. 141-43;
and Stauber (about the root 770), “Prophetic Scribalism,” 24-83.

52 See 1QM 131, 15:4-5, 16:3, 18:6. It should be noted that here we discuss only those occur-
rences which are clearly visible, and we do not take account here of the fact that the word
70 is often reconstructed at the beginning of 1QM.

53  Alexander, “Rules,” 799.

54  While being conscious of the possibility that there may be many authors and/or redac-
tors/reworkers/compilers/scribes behind the text, in order to facilitate reading I usually
use the singular term “author” when referring to the person or persons behind the text of
this manuscript. This principle is also applied later in this study and also involves other
manuscripts.

55 Note also that in 1QM another serekh text 1Ny 770 79[ D, unknown from anywhere else, is
referred to (see 1QM 15:5).

56  See further discussion on this in Part 2 (Chapter 8).
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TABLE 3 Outline of 1QM; serekhs and vacats

Description of the Section 1QM
Sons of Light against Sons of Darkness and Kittim 11-6

Day of disaster and hope in God 17-15
Victory over enemy 1:16-1:E
Temple service during the war* 1E-214*2
The rule (reconstructed) for the trumpets* 2:16-311*
The rule for the banners of the whole congregation 313—
Banners of the formations 313—4:5
Banners in the battle 4:6—4:8
The rule for the banners of the congregation 4:9—
Banners when setting out the battle 4:9-414
Lengths of the banners 415-4:17
Names in the banners 4:18-5:2
The rule for arranging the divisions 5:3—
Weapons* 5:3—5:14*P
Progress of the war® 5:16—6:6%
Cavalry* 6:8-6:17*
Purity rules* 6:19(?)-7:7*
Tasks of the priests and progress of the war 7:9—9:9°¢

All sections that are preceded by a vacat, small or large, are entered in their own rows. The sec-
tions in which a new serekh begins are marked with gray. Those sections that end with a large
vacat (with an empty line or an empty line and a blank space at the end of the preceding line)

are marked with an asterisk (*).

a According to Schultz, Conquering the World, 54, there is also a vacat in line 2:9, which is the

shortest line in the column after line 14 where a section clearly ends. He argues for this by
noting that it would be possible to add the first word of column 10 to the end of column g
and still the length of line g would have remained at what the length of line 10 is now. In
addition, according to Schultz, a new topic is introduced in line 10, which calls for a new
paragraph. What should be noted is that this new topic, Mp5nn NN%A “war of divisions”
is important for Schultz’ theory of understanding 1QM as describing a two-phased war (see,
e.g., Conquering the World, 394—5). Because of the uncertainty of this vacat, it is not marked
in the table. Schultz also discusses the possibility that there might be a vacat in line 3:9. In
this case, however, he ends up considering it more improbable. See Schultz, Conquering the
World, 54—55.

In this case and the following two as well, it is also possible that the vacat was not meant to
be long but since the text comes to an end very near the end of the line, there was no choice
but to leave the following line empty.

The small indent at the beginning of line 8:13 may result from damage to the leather at this
point.
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TABLE 3 Outline of 1QM; serekhs and vacats (cont.)

Description of the Section 1QM

The rule for changing the order 9:10—
Towers g10-E
Hymn: Overview on salvation history 9:E-1112
Hymn: Heavenly forces* 1miag3-12:5*
Hymn: War cry 12:7-16
Rubric and blessings 12:17-13:3
Curses 13:4-13:64
Thanksgiving hymn™ 13:7-16%¢
Hymn? 13:18-1411
Rubric and thanksgiving hymn 14:2-15
Hymn: War cry 14:16-15:3
Rubric and encouragement speech* 15:4-16:1%
Rule that shall be carried out 16:3—
Battle instructions (phase 1)* 16:3—9*
Battle instructions (phase 2) 16:11-14
Rubric and encouragement speech (part 1) 16:15-17:3
Encouragement speech (part 2) 17:4-17:9
Battle instructions (phase 3, rubric) and thanksgiving hymn* 17:10-18:8%
Thanksgiving hymn and war cry 18:10-19:8f
Rubric ( for the thanksgiving hymn?) 19:9—

d The small indent at the beginning of line 13:5 may result from damage to the leather at this
point. Cf. Yadin, The Scroll of the War, 321.

e It is not absolutely clear whether this vacat was the whole line in length or whether there
were some letters at the beginning of the line.

f Itisimpossible to determine whether there was a vacat somewhere at the end of column 18
or at the beginning of column 19. In the preceding rule, the war cries start after a vacat (see
12:6-7, 14:15-16).

The table above is drawn up not only according the ©'370 but also according to
the vacats. All sections that are preceded by a vacat, small or large, are entered
in their own rows. In addition, those sections that end with a large vacat (with
an empty line or an empty line and a blank space at the end of the preceding
line) are marked with an asterisk (*). As the table shows, in all six cases, a new
serekh section starts after a vacat — in three cases after an empty line, and in the
other three, after an empty space at the end of the line. The first rule, the rule
for the trumpets (2:16—3:11) is separated from its context by complete empty
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lines plus an empty space at the end of the preceding line. This section is the
only one that is surrounded by large vacats on both sides. There are no other
completely empty lines in columns 1—4 (the first sheet). The rules in these col-
umns (assuming that the section in 1:1-2:14 is not a rule but some kind of intro-
duction) are generally short and they are divided by a maximum of two vacats.
The rule for the trumpets is also an exceptional rule in respect to vacats since
the whole rule is a single textual unity.

The fourth rule, the rule for arranging the divisions, encompassing columns
5-8 (5:3—9:9), includes the largest number of empty lines of all the rules. Every
subsection is here separated from the preceding one with an empty line. In the
case of the sections discussing weapons (5:3-5:14), progress of the war (5:16—
6:6), and cavalry (6:8-6:17), it is, however, also possible that the author had no
choice between a long and short vacat: since the text of each section ends near
the end of the line, it was not possible to leave any empty space at the end of
the line. The rule itself is separated from the preceding and following rules
with smaller vacats, empty spaces at the end of the lines.

In the rule for changing the order (9:10-16:1), the empty lines are used within
the hymnic sections. Line 12:6 clearly separates the war cry from the hymn of
heavenly forces. As regards line 1317, the length of the vacat is impossible to
determine with certainty because the line is not fully preserved. However,
whether there is an empty line in question or not, the vacat separates two
hymns. The smaller vacats seem to function similarly: they separate different
hymns. Lines 12:17-13:6, which include blessings and curses, suggest that the
vacats can also be used inside a section that was considered to be some kind
of unity: in lines 13:1—2, in the rubric,5” the priests, the Levites and the elders
are suggested to both bless and curse, which indicates that the rubric is meant
to encompass both the blessings that follow it directly and the curses that are

57  The term rubric denotes here the short introductory element leading to the hymn. Falk
uses this same term and says that rubrics indicate “occasions of use, for example days
of the week, days of a month, Sabbath, festivals, and purification rituals”; see Daniel Falk,
“The Contribution of the Qumran Scrolls to the Study of Ancient Jewish Liturgy,” in The
Oxford Handbook of the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. JJ. Collins and T.H. Lim (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2011), 1, 12. In the study of 1QM, at least Davies has used this term. About
the beginning of column 13, he writes: “There is a rubric introducing the column, which
indicates that the following liturgy is part of a blessing and curse ritual.” He also sees
many similarities between this rubric and the rubrics between columns 15-19. According
to him, they all begin with a list of participants in the liturgy and in all cases (if column
13 is reconstructed), the participants are led by the chief priest. The words common to
all are 07727 and OW and the formula 177K 1. See Davies, 1QM, the War Scroll from
Qumran, 104.



1Q33 ALIAS 1QM 45

separated from the blessings and the rubric with a vacat.5® At the end of the
rule, an empty line (16:2) separates it from the following rule.

In the last rule (16:2-19:E) too, an empty line 17:10 appears in the middle of
a hymnic section. At the beginning of the rule, another empty line divides the
battle description in two, perhaps separating two phases of the war from each
other as is suggested in the table.

All this demonstrates as regards the content of the scroll, it is not implau-
sible to interpret vacats as we as modern Western readers often tend to inter-
pret them, namely as contentual division markers, denoting beginnings and
ends of contentual sections.?® This interpretation is defended by the fact that
there is a vacat before every new serekh section and, for example, inside the
rule for arranging the divisions (5:3-9:9), the empty lines separate contentual
units like the description of weapons (5:3-5:14) and the description of cavalry
(6:8—-6:17). However, there are at least three other options to explain the use
of vacats as well — and it should be kept in mind that these are not mutually
exclusive: first, the blanc spaces may carry some kind of performative force,%°
second, they may point to the sources used or the scribal reworkings made
in the text,5! and third, the use of the sense division markings may have been

58  Here, the vacat at the end of a line functions as a space in the middle of the line is often
considered to do: Tov, Scribal Practices, 145, refers to Jonathan P. Siegel, “The Scribes of
Qumran: Studies in the Early History of Jewish Scribal Customs, with Special Reference
to the Qumran Biblical Scrolls and to the Tannaitic Traditions of Massekheth Soferim,”
(PhD diss., Brandeis University, 1971), according to whom a space in the middle of the
line denotes a section that is thematically related to the preceding section, and to Charles
Perrot, “Petuhot et setumot. Etude sur les alinéas du Pentateuque,” RB 76 (1969): 5091,
according to whom a space in the middle of the line is a break within a paragraph.

59  Cf. the case of Pesher Habakkuk: as Brooke notes, many of the vacats in 1QpHab “cor-
responds with the breaks in the sense, particularly as the move is made from the text
of Habakkuk to the pesher proper.” Cf. Brooke, “Physicality, Paratextuality and Pesher
Habakkuk,” 175-93, esp. 186.

60 In the case of 1QM, this has been suggested by Rebekah Haigh, who argues that “some
of the seemingly odd sense divisions in the War Scroll may also be a natural product of
a performative history.” She gives 1QM 12:6-16 as an example: “the vacat falls before and
after the 1QM hymn yet elsewhere divides that same hymn (4Q492 frag. 1).” Cf. Haigh,
“Oral Aspects: A Performative Approach to 1QM,” DSD 26,2 (2019): 189—219 (197).

61  Brooke (“Physicality, Paratextuality and Pesher Habakkuk,” 186—7) argues that some of the
vacats in 1QpHab (that are exceptions to the general scribal practice of the scroll) prob-
ably reflect different sources used and reworkings made in the text. Schultz, Conquering
the World, 71, who discusses M manuscripts, argues that some of the differences in the
sense divisions between 1QM and the other M manuscripts can be explained by suggest-
ing that “some of the sense divisions were intended to mark a change in sources, rather
than a shift in content.” However, Schultz also argues that in 1QM, the vacats mainly result
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unsystematic and incoherent.®2? To start with the last mentioned option, Tov
justly reminds us (not regarding particularly the War Texts but the Dead Sea
Scrolls in general) that “the idea of consistently subdividing a larger unit into
smaller ones may well be a Western concept.” For Tov, the safer way to think
about this is that scribes supposedly “often directed their attention to the type
of relation between the unit they had just copied and that they were about to
copy, without forming an opinion on the adjacent units.” He also notes that
while there might be some kind of logic behind the paragraph division, the
scribes’ work in this matter was probably largely “impressionistic.”63 In addi-
tion to Tov’s suggestions, explaining the vacats as reflecting (only) contentual
paragraph division is weakened by the fact that of the 11 preserved empty lines
of 1QM, only about one-quarter precede a new rule section while half of the
rules are preceded by a smaller, half-line vacat and thus, the larger vacats do
not go hand in hand with the serekh sections. This may indicate that the com-
pletely empty lines do not necessarily have to do with the contentual division
of the text.54

The first option, namely that the vacats may have to do with performing the
text is notable and probably not enough studied yet. However, while it is clear
that the ancient texts were not necessarily primarily meant to be read but to be
heard,%5 what we can know about the performance of the text is very limited.
For the main questions of this study, the most interesting option is the second
one, namely that it is possible that the paragraph division may have pointed
to the sources used or the scribal reworkings made in the text. It is unlikely
that all the vacats would have functioned in marking the sources or reworkings
but the suggestion could perhaps explain the large vacats which include
both the empty space at the end of the line and the empty line following a
vacat.56 The cases that are indisputably large vacats of this kind are in lines
3:11-12 where the rule for the trumpets ends and the rule for the banners of the
whole congregation starts,57 in lines 7:7-8 where the section describing the
purity rules ends and a more narrative-like depiction of the progress of the war

from the scribe’s aim to divide the text into contentual units and the different sizes of
vacats reflect two levels of contentual divisions (see, e.g., p. 392).

62 Tov, Scribal Practices, 144.

63 Tov, Scribal Practices, 144.

64  Note also that in 4Q491 fragments 1-3, the serekh is not preceded by a vacat (cf. line 6).

65  Cf Haigh, “Oral Aspects,” 191-94.

66  Tov (Scribal Practices, 145—6) refers to these large vacats as major divisions.

67  Note that there are two similar titles concerning banners following one another in col-
umns 3—4, and the question arises whether one or the other of these could be a duplicate.
The fact that there is a long vacat just before the first one of these may indicate that some
kind of reworking was made in the case of the rules for the banners.
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starts, and in lines 12:5-6 and 18:8—9 where one hymn gives way to another. In
the first-mentioned case it is also noteworthy that the rule for the trumpets
includes language referring to a strong contraposition between one’s own army
and that of the enemies: the enemies are called “those who hate righteous-
ness,” “those who hate God,” “the Sons of Darkness,” and “the slain of unfaith-
fulness” (cf. inscriptions in lines 3:5-6, 8—9). That kind of language is rare in the
other three serekhs at the beginning of the scroll (cf. columns 3—9) and it prob-
ably indicates that the text underwent some redaction.®® As regards columns 7
and 12, the parallel texts found in Cave 4 (see manuscripts 4Q491b and 4Q492)
indicate that these texts, or at least their themes, were somehow reworked and
developed during the transmission process of the War Texts. These textual par-
allels are further discussed in Chapters 2 and 3, and the vacats in the M tradi-
tion are again discussed in general in Part 2 after the analysis of the other War
Text manuscripts.6? At this point, we can conclude that the vacats probably
concern the transmission process of the War Text tradition and may provide a
hint as to where the text was reworked — although it is clear that they are not
the only or even the central keys to understanding the textual transmission. In
addition, it should be noted that the vacats can function in different ways in
the same text, and that the scribes’ work can probably often be described as
impressionistic rather than systematic.

4 Summary of 1QM

1QM is a well-preserved, medium-sized scroll and is beautiful to look at. As
such, it stands out from the other War Text manuscripts, as the next chap-
ter will show. The others are in a more deteriorated state, sometimes smaller
overall or in script size, and not necessarily as carefully copied. Although 1QM
was used, as is proven by the fact that it was not rolled up before being stored
in a jar, it was not necessarily used very frequently, as it is in relatively good
condition.

Despite its strong eschatological tone, 1QM is primarily a rule, which is
demonstrated by its own multiple references to the text as being a rule or a
compilation of rules. It constantly uses the word 770, also in order to give it a
structure. It also includes different sense divisional markings, at least some of

68 See Vanonen, “Vastakkainasettelun aika,” 261-64.
69  Cf. also Schultz’s discussion on paragraph division in the War Texts: Conquering the World,
42-85.
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which provide hints as to which sections of the text were reworked and lead to
the transmission process of the war traditions.

The 1QM text includes both instructions and hymnic material. Although
these different elements are often logically linked to each other (for example, a
hymn is performed after the enforcement of certain instructions), the text as a
whole does not appear to be a coherent war narrative; it is more like a compila-
tion of material related to the war. This composition-like nature of 1QM allows
us to assume that its author was aiming to compile material related to the war
and thus, it is plausible to suggest that the direction of the contentual depen-
dency relationship between 1QM and the Cave 4 manuscripts was usually that
1QM was dependent on the other manuscripts (although the possibility of the
opposite should also be borne in mind). This hypothesis is further tested in the
following chapter.



CHAPTER 2

4Q491a (4QM? + 4Q4917/) and 4Q492 (4QMP):
War Texts That Overlap with Other War Texts

From this chapter onwards, attention turns to the more fragmentary War Text
material found in Caves 4 and 11. It should be noted that the way in which the
manuscripts are divided into chapters already reflects the results of the study.
As hinted above, in this initial chapter, the study will demonstrate that 4Q491a
and 4Q492 clearly overlap with other War Text material, whereas 4Q491b and
4Q493, for example, contain more inventive visions of the war. Each chapter
assesses the material both as it is and by comparing it with parallel material.
On the one hand, the main emphasis is on the manuscripts as they are: each
manuscript is scrutinized as a material artifact which is valuable as it is and
its text is read in order to find its internal logic, not as complementary mate-
rial to the (often better preserved) text of 1QM. On the other hand, the aim to
understand the mutual relationships between the War Text manuscripts runs
throughout the study and requires constant comparative work. The tables in
which the relevant manuscripts are read synoptically serve as a previously
unpublished way of visualizing the similarity and variation in this material.
However, comparing the texts involves not only searching textual parallels of
various degrees, but also taking note of what is transmitted and what is not,
what is reworked and how, and how new innovations take their place in the
transmission process.

1 4Q491a (4QM?/2 + 4Q4917/°)

One of the most problematic cases in characterizing manuscripts among the
War Texts is the group of fragments Baillet gathered under the rubric 4Q491.
Baillet represented that generation of scholars who got a huge number of frag-
ments in front of them and as a matter of fact, had no other options but to try
to reassemble them into manuscripts — in order to ask any further questions.!

1 Baillet himself describes the situation of having 2057 pieces of text from Cave 4 in front of
him: “Totally disheartened (la mort dans I'ame) I began work on this jumble.” See Fields,
A Full History, 228, which includes D. Eisenberg and W. Fields’ translation on Baillet’s
“Introduction” in DJD 7 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982).
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Thanks to Baillet’s primary and vital work with the fragments, scholars after
him were able to start to ask many questions in more detail, for example, how
1QM is used when reconstructing the texts of the other M manuscripts and how
material considerations should be taken into account when interpreting the
fragments. As regards 4Q491, a still disputed question is which pieces belong
to this manuscript or manuscripts and how should these pieces be arranged.
Therefore, before going to the actual text of the fragments here called 4Q491a,
it is reasonable to take a glance at the research history of “manuscript” 4Q491
and to give some background information that is good to keep in mind when
studying the actual fragments.

11 4Q491 - One or Several Manuscripts?
Already in 1957, Claus-Hunno Hunzinger reported manuscript 4Q49:1 in his
article “Fragmente einer élteren Fassung des Buches Milhama aus Hohle 4
von Qumran.”? In this article, he reported on 70 fragments of this manuscript.
Later, however, he joined some of these and ended up having 62 different
fragments.2 When Baillet did his own study of this manuscript, the number
of fragments decreased further: as a result of the joins made by Baillet, there
are only 37 fragments left in the DJD edition.# As many of their colleagues,
Hunzinger and Baillet worked primarily to piece together the huge jigsaw they
have got in front of them. Putting things together was a necessary beginning —
and this work still is an immeasurable valuable basis for further questions.3

In addition to joining pieces into larger fragments, Baillet also aimed to
place the fragments within the conjectural manuscript. This was not easy, and
while arranging the material, Baillet was mostly dependent on 1QM and not so
much on the physical characteristics of the fragments themselves. As a result,
he managed to put fragments 1-16 in an order that follows the sequence of

2 Before Hunzinger, J.T. Milik had already worked with the fragments (cf. Hunzinger,
“Fragmente einer dlteren Fassung,” 131 n. 2).

3 Cf. Duhaime, The War Texts, 24.

4 Baillet, DJD 7:a2. Cf. also Jean Duhaime, The War Texts, 24; Davis, “There and Back Again,”
123—24. Abegg, for his part, says that there are actually 66 fragments. See Abegg, “The War
Scroll,” 1. It should also be noted that Abegg uses fragment numbers different from those
of Baillet. In this study, I use the numbers of Baillet since his edition of 4Q491 is the most
commonly known and used. Schultz has compiled a table that includes Baillet’s and Abegg’s
fragment numbering and helps in comparing their work. See Schultz, Conquering the
World, 21.

5 About the challenges faced by the first generation of the Qumran scholars in general, cf.
Charlotte Hempel, “Sources and Redaction in the Dead Sea Scrolls: The Growth of Ancient
Texts,” in Rediscovering the Dead Sea Scrolls: An Assessment of Old and New Approaches and
Methods, ed. M.L. Grossman (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2010), 162—81 (163—4).
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the similar material in 1QM. The rest of the fragment he divided according to
their content: fragments 17—-22 included regulations and 23—25 were pieces
of speeches, prayers and hymns. The content of fragments 26-37 remained
undetermined.®

Later, both Baillet’s joins and his arrangement of the fragments were —
naturally — criticized. Now that there was not anymore just a jumble of frag-
ments, it was easier to have a scholarly debate on the manuscripts that they
once belonged to. The first extensive rival theory of the placement of 4Q491
fragments was introduced by Martin Abegg who recognized both Hunzinger’s
and Baillet’s work but also saw many unresolved problems — regarding both
the individual joins and the arrangement of the fragments.” Abegg followed
the next wave of research in which scholar’s aimed to reconsider fragmentary
material and to separate materials out rather than bring them together.® On
the basis of his own investigations, Abegg ended up dividing the fragments
of 4Q4oa1 first into two (and finally into three) categories according to the
script used in them:® group A was for those fragments which were copied in a
rougher way (i.e., fragments 8-10, 11 ii, 13-15, 18, 22, 2428, 31-33, 35) and group
B for those which were copied by using a more elegant style (i.e., 1-7, 16-17,

6 Cf. Baillet, DJD 7:13-44; Duhaime’s summary of Baillet’s arrangement: Duhaime, The War
Texts, 25.

7 Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 1. For example, Abegg considers Baillet’s plates v—vI (in bJD 7) —in
which Baillet presents his ensembles of fragments 1-3, 8—10 and 11-12 — to be of “poor qual-
ity” As Davis notes, Abegg emphasized the paleographic differences between columns 1 i
and 1 ii (cf. Davis, “There and Back Again,” 124; Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 3-6).

8 To give one example of other cases: in the light of current knowledge, it is uncertain whether
all the fragments that the original editor joined to manuscript 4Q184 really belong to it; see
Tigchelaar, “Constructing, Deconstructing and Reconstructing,” 46. Note, however, that the
tendency towards putting things together and the tendency towards separating material out
is not just about the different generations of scholars. In every generation, there are scholars
with different preferences. As Charlotte Hempel notes “scholars of the non-biblical scrolls
include those sensitive to unevenness and differences between and within texts — the split-
ters.... Then there are others who have a profound dislike of cutting up a perfectly good text —
the clumpers.” Cf. Hempel, “Sources and Redaction,” 164-65.

9 Abegg notes that dividing the fragments into two groups was already seen by those who first
photographed the fragments: “the larger fragments representing these general characteris-
tics [i.e., careful script and rougher script] are never photographed together on any of the
fifteen photographic plates” (cf. Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 1). Garcia Martinez deduces that
“originally, Milik has distinguished two groups of fragments with materials related to the
War Scroll, and that it was Hunzinger who later grouped both sets of fragments in one manu-
script (4Q491)”; cf. Florentino Garcia Martinez, “Old Texts and Modern Mirages: The ‘T’ of Two
Qumran Hymns,” in ETL 78 (2002): 328: on the arguments for this, see esp. idem, n. 38).
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19—21, 23).10 Abegg also found further arguments for this division: According
to him, the letters in manuscripts A and B can be proved to be different,!* and
slight orthographic differences between manuscripts A and B can be found as
well. For example, manuscript B seemed to prefer the long form of the second
person masculine singular suffix (712-) while in manuscript A, both long and
short (7-) forms occurred.1? Also, the long forms of the third person plural suf-
fix (nn-, Nnn-) were, according to Abegg, preferred in manuscript B while in
manuscript A, the usage of the long and the short form varied slightly.13 In the
fragments categorized as belonging to group C (i.e., fragments 11 i and 12), the
script was similar to those in group B but the line height was 4.3 mm while
the line height in the other fragments of manuscript B was 4.0-4.1 mm. For
Abegg, this was a reason to make one more distinction and separate manu-
scripts B and C.1* Finally, Abegg argued further that all three manuscripts have
a different relationship to 1QM. Manuscript A contained direct parallels to
1QM" while manuscript B just vaguely echoed some occasional parts of 1QM.
Manuscript C did not contain any clear connection to 1QM.16

Abegg’s theory of 4Q491a, b and ¢ was a welcome opening for the further
discussion on the 4QM fragments and it later achieved wide support: For
example, Esther Eshel reinforced Abegg by pointing out that the unique vocab-
ulary in 4Q491 is concentrated in 4Q491c and that manuscript also stands out
from the others with its orthography.!” In his edition of the War Texts (1994),
Jean Duhaime did not yet divide 4Q491 into three parts,!® but later in his book

10  Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 1-3. Note that according to Hunzinger, the difference between the
scripts can be explained by the shrinkage of some fragments. Cf. Hunzinger, “Fragmente
einer dlteren Fassung,” 132; Davis, “There and Back Again,” 127 n. 7. Abegg does not discuss
this possibility.

11 Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 6. Abegg analyzes especially the differences between the catego-
ries under the letters 8, 3,0, j and W.

12 Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 7. Note, however, that the second person suffixes are quite rare in
both manuscripts.

13 Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 7-8. In addition, there are some additional orthographic notes on
pages 8—9.

14  Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 3. Fragments 29, 30, 34 and 37 remained undetermined
(see Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 1).

15  Abegg - following Baillet — interprets that 4Q491a “shows an expansion of the final skir-
mishes in the seven part war” against the Kittim. See Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 11.

16 Abegg, “The War Scroll,” g—11.

17  Esther Eshel, “4Q471B: A Self-Glorification Hymn,” RevQ 17 (1996 ): 175—203, esp. 176. Eshel
concludes that 4Q491c is “not part of the War Scroll” but is “from a different composition
altogether”

18 Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 81-82.
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(2004), he introduced Abegg’s theory and considered it plausible.!® Also,
Florentino Garcia Martinez and Eibert Tigchelaar followed Abegg’s division in
their The Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition.2° Recently, Brian Schultz supported
Abegg’s view in his study, and considered his own views of 1QM’s textual
development to be consistent with Abegg’s theory.2! It is beyond dispute that
in his dissertation — which unfortunately remained unpublished?? — Abegg
makes many relevant observations on the script and line spacing of the frag-
ments. However, it should be noted that he leaves out of consideration the
physical form of the fragments almost completely; their size, shape and dam-
age are not carefully studied. When discussing the fragments in more detail he
denies some of Baillet’s joins but in his introduction to his overall theory, these
facts remain unconsidered. Also, he does not discuss the alternative explana-
tions for the differences between the fragments: for example, he does not ask
whether it might be possible that two different scribes wrote one manuscript
with different handwritings or whether the variance of the line spacing could
be due to the shrinkage of some fragments. He does not speculate on how the
original scrolls looked or how the fragments should be placed in these scrolls,
and, in addition, the discussion on the consequences of his theory remains
almost non-existent in his dissertation.

Taking all of this into account, it is no wonder that Abegg’s theory has also
been criticized — and in general, too, the third generation of scholars started
to put things back together, at least to some extent. After the publication of
the Study Edition, Garcia Martinez returned to the topic and came to a new
conclusion of the number of 4Q491 manuscripts: in his article “Old Texts and
Modern Mirages: The ‘T of Two Qumran Hymns,” Garcia Martinez argues that
4Qq91a clearly is a separate manuscript but manuscripts B and C should be
understood as one.2? According to him, the differences in the appearance of
the manuscripts, in its letters and orthographic features are enough to show
the reasonableness of the separation of A and B but the “minimal difference”

19 Duhaime, The War Texts, 24—30.

20 Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar, Study Edition, 978-81. This division occurs in both the first
and the second edition of the book. Note, however, that Garcia Martinez later changed his
mind on the matter: Garcia Martinez, “Old Texts and Modern Mirages,” 321-39.

21 Schultz, Conquering the World, 17, 20—22, 373—74. Note also that Yishay does not include
the so-called Self-Glorification Hymn in fragment 12ii as a part of the war literature since
according to her, it has nothing to do with it, cf. Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,”
185.

22 A more accessible source for Abegg’s ideas is his article “Who Ascended to Heaven?
4Q491, 4Q427, and the Teacher of Righteousness,” in Eschatology, Messianism, and the
Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. C.A. Evans and P.W. Flint (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1997), 61-73.

23 Garcia Martinez, “Old Texts and Modern Mirages,” 321-39.



54 CHAPTER 2

in line spacing “is not of an order to demand such radical surgery,” i.e., a separa-
tion between B and C.24 Thus, Garcia Martinez understands 4Q491 as two dif-
ferent manuscripts, A and B of which the last-mentioned is not a copy of 1QM
but a “related composition dealing also with the eschatological war.”?® Another
scholar who disagrees is Elisha Qimron who has argued that there are no codi-
cological reasons to separate fragment 11 from the rest of the scroll.26 However,
Qimron does not discuss this problem thoroughly, and the need for a study
that concentrates on the material characteristics of 4Q40 is still obvious. The
most recent attempt to satisfy this need is Kipp Davis’ article “There and Back
Again”: Reconstruction and Reconciliation in the War Texts of 4QMilhama?
(4Q49127¢)."27 Although Davis too finds Abegg’s observations of scripts, letters
and lines to be justifiable, Abegg’s conclusions drawn on their basis appear
to be problematic to him — and not least because Abegg made his analysis
by using photographs, not the original fragments.28 Davis himself reviews
the fragments using the methods of material reconstruction. While Garcia
Martinez ended up considering manuscripts B and C to belong together, Davis’
conclusion is that actually, manuscripts A and C should be restored together.
This can be demonstrated with the similarities in size and shape of many of
the larger pieces of the fragments, which reflect different layers of the manu-
script and the patterns of damage that have been preserved in both layers.2?
Davis has been able to use the new digitized images and advanced tools for
photo-editing with which it is possible to create models of how the original
scroll looked. The result of his work is that the fragments considered to belong
to 4Q491c and column 2 of fragment 11 of 4Q491a are to be placed as two layers
of one manuscript.

Davis’ study is a valuable opening for a more physically oriented discus-
sion on the fragments of 4Q491. It leads to avoiding the division of 4Q491
into too many pieces but also leaves us waiting for the further results of the
material reconstruction of the fragments. Davis, too, looks for the future pub-
lication of 4Q491 which, according to him, is “to have major implications for

24  Garcia Martinez, “Old Texts and Modern Mirages,” 327—28. Garcia Martinez notes that
Baillet distinguishes ruling in the manuscript (although he says that it is not always
apparent) while Abegg is unable to see any traces of it; cf. Baillet, DjD 7:12; Abegg, “Who
Ascended to Heaven,” 64; Garcia Martinez, “Old Texts and Modern Mirages,” 328 n. 40.

25  Garcia Martinez, “Old Texts and Modern Mirages,” 328—29.

26 Qimron, The Hebrew Writings, xxxii.

27  Davis, “There and Back Again,” 125—46.

28 Davis, “There and Back Again,” 127.

29  For further discussion on the physical evidence for rejoining these manuscripts, see Davis,
“There and Back Again,” 128-37.
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the assignment, placement and interpretation for the other fragment groups
[i.e., other than fragments 11 i + 1211 ii], 4Q491 fragments 13, and fragments
8-10."30 However, it is clear that currently, his work is the solidest foundation
for making observations of these fragments. Therefore, in this study, on the
one hand, Abegg’s many observations on the differences between the sup-
posed manuscripts A and B are heeded and the division into two is accepted
and manuscripts 4Q491a and 4Q491b are discussed separately.3! On the other
hand, following the lead of Davis, in this study the separation of the supposed
manuscript C is considered critically. The arguments that Abegg presents are
not strong: varying line spacing within one manuscript is not an anomaly and
the shrinkage that was already suggested by Hunzinger is only one possible
way to explain it. Also, material arguments presented by Davis — that 4Q491a
11 i and fragments considered to belong to 4Q491c can be shown to form two
layers of one manuscript — are convincing. Thus, although in terms of hand-
writing, 4Q491c could be argued to belong together with 4Q491b (cf. Garcia
Martinez), in terms of the shape and size of the fragments it actually belongs
with 4Q491a (cf. Davis), and there is no reason to change Baillet’s original
placement. As regards the content of 4Q491c fragments, it should be noted that
understanding 4Q491c as a separate manuscript makes it easier to interpret
4Q401a as a copy or recension of the composition of 1QM. However, since there
is no answer to the question of what would then be the context of the hymns
presented in 4Q491c, separating the manuscripts seems to be more a matter of
making things easier than trying to understand the manuscripts as they are.
In sum, wading through the meandering research history of 4Q491 is neces-
sary not only in order to understand the research subject of this study; the brief
survey above also raises at least three factors that have had — and still have —
an impact on the study of the Dead Sea scrolls in general. First, the order of
availability of the material has inevitably influenced scholars’ views, especially
on the pieces found in Cave 4. The fact that Cave 1 was found first in many
ways gave the Cave 1 manuscripts precedence over the Cave 4 manuscripts,
and in many cases, for a long time, the Cave 1 manuscripts served as models
for assembling the puzzle of the pieces found in Cave 4. Second, different gen-
erations have had different opportunities to make observations regarding the

30  Davis, “There and Back Again,” 145-46.

31 If future research shows that all the fragments belong to one and the same manuscript,
the differences between the scripts should still be explained in some way — and thus scru-
tinizing the texts written in different scripts separately still makes sense. If the manu-
script should be understood as one, it is possible, for example, that one of the two scribes
aimed to combine two different views of the war. This option is briefly discussed at the
end of Chapter 3 below.
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vast number of pieces found in Cave 4. The pioneers were forced to gather
pieces together in any way possible in order to enable the research to proceed,
whereas subsequent generations have been able to build on the groundwork
already done, criticize the joins, separate the pieces, and finally join them
up again using better thought-out arguments. Third, the development of the
understanding of the nature of the texts has complicated concepts such as
“original” or “recension.” In the current situation, it is increasingly important to
be aware that what we call ancient manuscripts are, fundamentally, scholarly
constructs. Bearing all this in mind, we now move on to scrutinize manuscript
4Q4091a as a material artifact.

1.2 4Qq91a as a Material Artifact
So, in this study, the manuscript that is called 4Q491a includes (Baillet’s)
fragments 8-10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 18, 22, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 31, 32, 33, and 35. The
fragments are made of skin of average thickness. The light beige color of the
material is here and there darkened. Baillet suggests that this is due to mois-
ture and perhaps also to improper attempts to clean the manuscript. The col-
umn width seems to be the average: according to Baillet, it is g cm in fragments
8-10 and over 10 ¢cm in fragment 11 column 1.32

The scripts of the fragments — which reflect Hasmonean or early Herodian
style33 — are small in comparison to the War Texts in general: the letters are
about 2 mm high and the line height is about 4 mm.3* According to Abegg,3>
the script used in fragment 11 column 1 is more refined than that used else-
where in 4Qq91a but later Davis emphasized that both scribal hands were
able to produce clear and legible text even on a small scale and thus, it must
be noted that both scripts “exhibit exceptional skill.”36 Furthermore, Davis
introduces three models in order to explain the existence of the two differ-
ent scripts in one manuscript: there may have been either two scribes who
worked in the same setting, two scribes who worked in different settings, or
one scribe who worked under different circumstances. The first option, that
one scribe would have started to inscribe the manuscript and another one
would have continued right after the first one, is not very likely — as Davis also

32  Baillet, DJD 7:12.

33 Baillet, DJD 712, who discusses 4Q491 as one and only one manuscript, defines the script
as Herodian. According to Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 12, the script is Hasmonean or early
Herodian.

34  Baillet, DjD 7:12; Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 3, 12.

35 Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 1.

36  Davis, “The Dead Sea Scrolls in Colour: Re-Imag(in)ing the Shape and Contents of 4QM?”
(available through www.academia.edu).
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argues — especially because the scroll is seemingly small and therefore there
is no clear need to have two scribes write it. A more likely option is that there
were two scribes who wrote under different circumstances so that the sec-
ond scribe wanted to add something to what was earlier produced by the first
scribe. According to Davis, there are some material arguments to support the
idea that the second column of fragment 11 could have been added later. The
fairly narrow margin between the columns in fragment 11 might indicate that
there was not much space left at the end of the column and probably the sheet
ended there.3” Consequently, it can be suggested that the scribe who wrote the
text in column 2 aimed to make as much space as possible available in order
to squeeze his text into a small space. This aim can be explained by the scribe’s
desire to add something to the text that already existed.3® However, what
weakens this argument is that rulings were usually not executed by the scribes
but by the scroll manufacturers and thus, they usually already were there when
a scribe started his work.39 Still another option that Davis finds likely as well
is that one scribe wrote the text but at some point, he changed his style a bit.
There are many conceivable reasons for this kind of change: the scribe might
have changed his writing instrument, he could treat different parts of the text
differently and thus inscribe them more or less carefully, he could have aged
between writing the two parts of the text or, if there is some time between
writing the two parts, scribal conventions may have been changed.*® For me,
this third option seems to be the most likely, and I consider it probable that
one scribe deliberately wrote these passages in a different script to draw atten-
tion to their distinctive quality. It should be noted that the part that is written
in the divergent script is known as the Self-Glorification Hymn, and its con-
tent clearly stands out from its context in 4Q491. Although many hymns in the
4QM material are not only related to the war and are diverse in content, this
poem, in which the protagonist describes himself as a divine being and even
unique in his glory, clearly differs from all the others — as well as from the battle
instructions that follow the hymn in the next column. Moreover, the divergent
script is not the only factor that physically separates the text from its context;

37  Davis, “The Dead Sea Scrolls in Colour,” 17 n. 47, notes that “the somewhat dramatic differ-
ence between the intercolumnar in frg 11 i—ii measuring often < 10 mm and another mea-
suring approx. 15 mm is a peculiarity that was first pointed out to me by Hanna Vanonen.”

38  Davis, “The Dead Sea Scrolls in Colour,” 16-17.

39 Tov, Scribal Practices, 60.

40 Davis, “The Dead Sea Scrolls in Colour,” 17. In addition to these reasons, the scribe might
have injured his hand resulting in a change in his writing capabilities.
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a large lamed is also inscribed near the left margin of the column.* Since both
the change of the script and the lamed are linked to the divergent text, it is
probable that they were the scribe’s conscious way of demonstrating the speci-
ficity of the material. We will come back to this question later in Section 1.5.
Baillet'’s placement of fragments 8-10 is quite widely accepted although
these three fragments do not have a direct interface.#2 Placing fragments g and
10 next to each other is on safe ground since these two fragments share the

41 Only the top stroke of the letter is visible but scholars have been quite agreed in reading
it as lamed. Instead, different alternatives have been presented to explain it: According
to Eshel, “4Q471B: A Self-Glorification Hymn,” 183-84 n. 35, Stegemann understood the 5
to be part of the name 58w, However, there are no clear arguments for this. Wise, for
example, says that he cannot discern “any particular reason why the scribe might write
the name in enormous letters here”; see Michael O. Wise, “D'982 1132 *0: A Study of
4Q491¢, 4Q491b, 4Q427 7 and 1QH? 25:35-26:10,” in DSD 7 (2000): 192. Smith assumes that
the 5 may indicate the number of the poem or the book of poems; see Morton Smith,
“Two Ascended to Heaven: Jesus and the Author of 4Q491,” in Jesus and the Dead Sea
Scrolls, ed. J.H. Charlesworth (New York, NY: Doubleday, 1992), 295 — but Wise, “2122 "1
O"9R3,” 192, objects by noting that the letters can serve as numerical notations “only to
number a scroll’s sheets” and only “a few times in the Dead Sea Scrolls.” Scribes used
letters as numbers very rarely and more often they “spell numbers out as words.” Wise
himself suggest that 9 has to do with recensional activity that the text in column 11 i has
undergone. He refers to manuscript 4Q422, 4QpaleoExod™, which includes large waws
in the left margin of the column, always after the half-line vacats that indicate the larg-
est paragraph divisions in the document. In every case, the large 1 belongs to the verbal
form starting in the next line, at the beginning of the new paragraph (see Wise, “2122 *1
0"9R83,” 192-3). According to Wise, the 7 in 11 i can be seen as an analogy for the practice
in 4Q422, representing “the inseparable preposition separated, properly attaching to the
first word of the Hymn of the Righteous” starting after the vacat. Tov, Scribal Practices, 18,
however, questions Wise’s suggestion. According to him, concerning 4Q422 the “paral-
lel of the waws in open spaces is invalid as these were written in spaces between the
sections in the paleo-Hebrew script.” He enumerates some further examples of the large
letters that are located in the margins (mems in 4Q107 and 4Q546) but does not draw any
conclusions.

Although the significance of the % is not clear, its location near the vacat allows me
to suggest that it may have something to do with the use of the sources. Also, this scribal
practice that is not known elsewhere in 4Q491a or in any other War Texts might indicate
that some of the hymnic material was regarded as somewhat divergent from its context.
This question is returned in Section 1.5 below.

42 Baillet, DJD 7:20-21. Cf. Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 13 (note that Abegg renames fragments
8-10 fragments 1-10 of manuscript 4Q491a). Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 15-19) wades
through all the separate fragments but still ends up thinking that fragments 8-10 i
belong together. Cf. also Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 146—50. Qimron (The Hebrew Writings,
125—7) reads fragments 8-10 i together with 1QM 14 and fragment 10 ii after column 15.
Yishay (“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 80-81, 100), however, discusses fragments
8-9 separately from fragment 10 — as does already Hunzinger, “Fragmente einer &lteren
Fassung,” 135.
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bottom margin of the sheet and the blank space in the next to lowest line. In
addition, the line spacing of these two fragments fits well and the letters are
similar. Placing fragment 8 to the right side of fragment g is not as certain but
not impossible: the line spacing and the letters are similar enough to make this
placement possible. The close textual parallelism with 1QM 14 is something
that has been used as evidence for placing the fragments. Textual parallels are
not a strong argument when considering material arrangement, but in this
case, textual parallels that have been used to estimate the distance between
the fragments are at least not in contradiction with the material features.

Another placement which is widely followed is Baillet’s location of frag-
ment 11i with relation to fragment 12, i.e., that fragment 12 is to be placed at the
top left corner of 11 i.43 Even Abegg, who does not agree with Baillet that 11 1
and 11 ii belong to the same manuscript, thinks that 11i and fragment 12 belong
together, and Davis also argues for this.** According to all of them, fragment 12
should probably be placed at the top left corner of the column of which lines
8-23 are visible in fragment 11. Thus, the lines visible in column 12 are lines 2—5
of this column; although Davis emphasizes that beyond the tentative observa-
tions that can be made about the size and shape of the fragment, it is impos-
sible to confirm its placement conclusively.*>

However, not all of Baillet’s placements have received unreserved support.
Baillet places fragments 14 and 15 as part of the same column,* but Abegg and
Duhaime, among others, edit these two separately.#” Baillet combines these
two fragments so that fragment 14 was placed to the right of fragment 15 and
thus, the text of his lines 5-10 are from both fragments. Nevertheless, he does
not give any material reasons for this connection, and thus the placement
remains hypothetical. Therefore, I follow Abegg and Duhaime and discuss
these two fragments separately.

In addition to arranging the fragments, Baillet also assembled them from
smaller pieces. For example, fragment 10 ii consists of two pieces of leather
(see PAM 42.472 and PAM 42.474). The join between these fragments seems

43  Cf Baillet pjD 7: Plate vI.

44 Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 3; Davis, “There and Back Again,” 135—7.

45  Davis, “There and Back Again,” 135-6.

46  Baillet, DjD 7:37-39.

47  Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 29—30; Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 158-61. See also Yishay, who gives
separate editions of these fragments but discusses them together (Yishay, “The Literature
of War at Qumran,” 149-50). Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar edit only fragment 15 and
omit fragment 14 in their Study Edition (see p. 978). Note, however, that Qimron (The
Hebrew Writings, 130—32) agrees with Duhaime and reads the fragments together, placing
them between 1QM columns 18 and 19.
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to be plausible: the letters and the line spacing are similar, the bottom of the
smaller fragment fits together with the top of the left projection of the larger
fragment, and these two pieces also have a common vertical interface. In gen-
eral, it can be said that the critical scholarly discussion on Baillet’s edition con-
siders the arrangement of the fragments, not joining the pieces together.

If one follows Baillet’s tentative arrangement, the contents of the manu-
script appear as shown in Table 4.

Although it is widely noticed that Baillet’s arrangement of the fragments
was based on their parallelisms with 1QM and not always on material facts
like the color and thickness of the skin or the location of damage, there have
been a few suggestions for any alternatives. However, recently, Davis has taken
up this challenge and outlined one alternative arrangement: In the final part
of his paper “The Dead Sea Scrolls in Colour: Re-Imag(in)ing the Shape and
Contents of 4QM?,” he suggests that fragment 11 does not follow fragment 10
but starts what is in this study known as 4Q491a.#® Fragments 8—10 followed

TABLE 4 The contents of 4Q491 according to Baillet’s arrangement of fragments

Description of the Section 4Q491a

Hymnic section frgs. 8-10, col. 1:1-16a (line 16b vacat)
Instructions (for the end of the war?) frgs. 8-10, col. 1:17—

Battle instructions and encouragement frg. 10, col. 2:7-17

speech

Self-glorification hymn frg. 11 col. 1:8-18 (line 19 vacat)
Song of praise frg. 11 col. 1:20—

Battle instructions and encouragement frg. 11, col. 21—

speech and battle instructions

Encouragement speech (?) and battle frg.13

instructions

Encouragement speech? frg. 1513 (line 4 vacat)
Encouragement speech frg. 15:5—

48  Davis, “The Dead Sea Scrolls in Colour,” 20. From Davis’ own point of view, fragments 1—3
open the text of manuscript 4Q491 and fragment 11 follows right after them. Davis (“The
Dead Sea Scrolls in Colour,” 21 n. 61) notes that he has found “discernible overlapping pat-
terns of damage” between fragment 11 I and fragment 2 and he hopes to provide a further
discussion on the material relationship between fragments 1-3 and fragment 11 in the
future.
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at an undetermined distance after fragment 11. The placement of fragments 13
and 15 remains unclear but Davis refers to Yishay’s suggestion that fragments
13, 14, 15, 18 and 22 should be placed either side of fragment 10 ii.#° In Table 5,
which aims to demonstrate Davis’ arrangement, fragments 13 and 15 are placed
after fragment 10 ii.

However, Davis’ main point is to present physical evidence for re-joining
columns 1 i and ii and he does not yet show detailed arguments for the
arrangement of the other fragments (of which the main question clearly is the
mutual order of fragments 8—10 and fragment 11). Therefore, his arrangement
must thus far remain hypothetical as well — and the need for a detailed mate-
rial study of 4Q491 (both a and b) is still evident. At least a descriptive study of
the material features of 4Q491 is certainly possible, and, as Davis hints, there
are probably some material conclusions that can be made as well.5° This is
something scholars need to attack further. However, it should be noted that
the case of fragmentary manuscripts, the absolute order of the fragments may

TABLE 5 The contents of 4Q491 according to Davis’ arrangement of fragments

Description of the Section

4Q491a

Self-glorification hymn

Song of praise

Battle instructions and encouragement
speech and battle instructions

Hymnic section

Instructions (for the end of the war?)
Battle instructions and encouragement
speech

Encouragement speech (?) and battle
instructions

Encouragement speech?
Encouragement speech

frg. 11 col. 1:8-18 (line 19 vacat)
frg. 11 col. 1:20—
frg. 11, col. 21—

frgs. 8-10, col. 1:1-16a (line 16b vacat)

frgs. 8-10, col. 117—
frg. 10, col. 2:7-17

frg.13

frg. 1513 (line 4 vacat)
frg. 15:5—

49  Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 303-5.

50  Davis (“The Dead Sea Scrolls in Colour,” 21 n. 61): “There are discernible overlapping pat-
terns of damage between frg. 1¢—3 i and frg. 2, that are confirmable by both methods
for shape assessment, and colour selection described above. However, these fragments
appear in facing correspondence, which suggests that they were folded together.”



62 CHAPTER 2

simply be impossible to determine. What is clear in any case is that the text of
4Q401a does not follow that of 1QM or vice versa (although these texts some-
times resemble each other even closely) — and this will be further demon-
strated in the following sections.

In the following, the best-preserved fragments of 4Q491a will be discussed
one by one.>! In each section, the text of the fragment in question is first pre-
sented according to Duhaime’s edition, with the necessary emendations, after
which the contents of the fragment are discussed. Furthermore, the textual
parallels to the fragment in question — from both 1QM and the other texts —
are brought into the discussion and the degree of parallelism is defined. If it
seems that the text in the fragment in question and its parallel text are mutu-
ally dependent, the direction and quality of this dependence is analyzed. As
stated above, the hypothesis is that the author of 1QM used the other war
material and modified it when compiling his own anthology-styled work and
thus, in the following, the dependence is primarily examined from this point of
view. The starting point is to observe how the transmission process looks in the
light of the idea that the 1QM is a compilation of the war material and redacts
it. Another option that is often suggested when discussing the possible literal
dependence between two or more texts is the possibility of a common source
being behind the texts, and this is of course also one possible option when
trying to explain the similarities and differences between the M manuscripts.
However, it should be noted that the idea of an unknown common source
cannot be verified; it always remains a theoretical model. Moreover, usually,
the idea of a common source means that it must have been possible to make
changes to the source text or at least to link it to new contexts in creative ways.
This raises the question: is it necessary to hypothesize a common source that is
not preserved or it would be equally likely that one of the texts was the source
of the other? Therefore, the focus of this study is on what we can conclude
from the relationships between the materials that actually exist.52

The fragments are presented in numerical order, according to the numbers
Baillet assigned them. This order was chosen to make it easy for the reader to
find the fragments in which they were interested (Baillet’s numbering is the

51 Under every fragment, in the notes, a web address of the photo or photos of this fragment
is given. Kipp Davis notes that “the new colour photographs of 4Q491 are especially useful
because this manuscript has survived relatively intact from the time of its first capture
on infrared film, but also with the added advantage that the text remains quite legible in
natural light.” Cf. Davis, “The Dead Sea Scrolls in Colour,” 6-7.

52  Cf. also the discussion on 4Q491b and 1QM in Section 3 and Jokiranta and Vanonen,
“Multiple Copies of Rule Texts,” 50.
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most established way to refer to them). The absolute order of the fragments in
the original manuscript remains unsolved.

1.3

53

54

55

Fragments 8-10 i (B-371148)%2

[ 15[ 1

Ton RW[A H8W] 5[ DR T2 R[] 2

o]AI[  JB[™n5]i AlRW]PRY 1935 qox[ o'r]i Hap 85a mmasb] 3

PRIRY TAYA PNIA 0N WA Anndn 155 Mot o[ M™BR PMasa R 4
[Dan]n

nvywn R 512 55000 797 []A%AN wwip 225 S4my| ] o[an Joavh 5
i-hialistll

In B-371148, one fragment which according to Baillet (DD 7:19—20) is 4Q491 fragment 4
(and according to Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 49-50, 4Q491b fragments 14-15), is situated at
the top of fragments 8—9. However, there is no clear material connection between frag-
ment 4 and fragment 8 and thus, the location remains speculative. Therefore, fragment 4
is not discussed here as part of the ensemble of fragments 8-10, nor are fragments 5, 6 and
7 which all seem to be located in the photo on the same suggested sheet.

In line 5, there is clear deviation from the corresponding reading in 1QM, but in both
manuscripts the text is damaged. At the beginning of line 5, Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 148)
reads M[1 D[21 ]oawS while Yishay (“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 80)
reads My[wA ] and Hunzinger (“Fragmente einer dlteren Fassung,’ 135) |0[*21]
MY[% mMA *1pa1. Duhaime’s reading follows that of Baillet (DJD 7:21) although Duhaime
refrains from reconstructing that much (cf. Baillet's n¥[7 M1 ™1p11] o[*2n Joawh). The
D is clearly visible on the fragment and there is no reason not to read it. In contrast, the
letter just after the lacuna is only partly visible: one vertical stroke, slightly tilted to the
left. According Baillet (DJD 7:21), both W and Y are possible options but he prefers reading
W[ rather than MY[5. Thus, he specifically calls Hunzinger’s reading into question.
This word has been especially difficult for editors since the text of fragments 8—10 seems
to deviate here from the text of 1QM 14, which it otherwise seems to follow quite strictly.
Now, while 1QM reads 00 (1QM 14:7: DO |17 ™1p21), fragments 8-10 read either W or P
(line 5: |MW or |NY) (and that is why Qimron, The Hebrew Writings, 125, leaves the read-
ing of fragments 8-10 out of his edition and brings it up only in the footnotes, giving one
more option for reconstruction: MW[ ). What supports W is that elsewhere in the frag-
ment, the right stroke of P seems to end above the bottom of 3, and, here, the bottom of 1
and the bottom of the stroke of the disputed letter are at about the same level. However,
defining the letter remains tentative and thus, here, the word is not reconstructed but just
1P is read.

Towards the end of line 5, Hunzinger (“Fragmente einer élteren Fassung,” 135) reads 12
but Baillet (DJD 7:21) and Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 148) read D" — as it clearly is on the frag-
ment. Hunzinger's reading probably stems from 1QM: at the corresponding point of the
text, 1QM reads ™3 512 117" (see 14:7). Baillet (DD 7:22) again rejects Hunzinger’s reading
but supposes that there is a scribal error in the text: he suggests that the scribe might con-
fuse the letters 13 and 1 of his model with 0. Charlesworth and Strawn — who comment on
Duhaime’s edition — also see the scribal error as an option for explaining this point (see
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[5v]5a nbwnna 1ia TTon R5[a]AA o0 NN OR Taw TI[1a MmPnrR 6
wIk pwannani[nn A9 ] goan i saxd PBhoa] 7
56[obawn]% yTan nnip e n3nya Al pn nnpt nanTd[ ] 8
Al A5 [ AnmTa]335 oun PR ARRYPH Hen iR ] 9
[n]AnTa Aan3i[axa] Alonw A]5505 nannk wyd[a] nony ur) ] 10
[20]9[ *]xI™ 799 [ 1 oy onby mTiyn Hisi o[ ny ] 1

1215 o [n2mn]A3a A3 RiR]SA 1 Aamas nawnd[ ] 12

5 nnAly 0%]AR THn 57192 RwIm oK SR AN ] 13

DWIRY DS [OR 121573 MR TYIN 13 90 e A3SP[n ] 14

oywi[a T7]pin MR H7ara oA pwnna naghia ] 15

vacat [ ] oy Ml ] 16

7705 Anw[ AR SR 12 AR AR a0 AanHAn mIln 9] 17

Column 1 of manuscript 4Q491a fragments 8-10 includes a poetic text, most
likely a hymn or hymns. The text is set off with two vacats: the first one is not
so clearly visible but probably, line 1 ends with a vacat.58 In line 16, the empty
space at the end of the line is clearly visible. The first vacat separates the hymn
section from its rubric3® which probably lies on line 1 (and perhaps a preced-
ing column or preceding lines if they existed). Near the end of the fragment,

Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 148). Therefore, although reading D" as it is on the fragment, the
translation in the following table is similar to that of the corresponding point in 1QM.

56  Atthe beginning of line 8, Hunzinger (“Fragmente einer dlteren Fassung,” 135) and Yishay
(“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 80) mark 9 at the beginning of the word 12m7a
inside the brackets, and it is true that practically, at least in PAM 42.473 and in the color
photo in the Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls Digital Library, the letter is invisible. Baillet (byp
7:22) notes that there is an ink spot that is a trace of 5. However, the trace must have been
so tiny that without any context, it was probably impossible to identify it even in Baillet’s
time. Thus, here, 8 is marked in brackets. At the end of the same line, Duhaime’s recon-
struction is left out since there is no clear reason for it; it is not even parallel to 1QM 14.

57  Inline 13, Hunzinger (“Fragmente einer ilteren Fassung,” 135) reads fi[p]3 instead of 11p2.
The word is not very well preserved, but the first letter is quite surely 2. Of 1 and 1, the tops
of the letters have faded away but they are also mostly visible. Of ¥, there is only a small
trace left and therefore, it is marked as uncertain here. Here, as in many other places,
Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 148) — and Baillet (DJD 7:21) whom Duhaime is following here —
would probably not have been so sure of the interpretation of these traces had there not
been 1QM 14, which at the corresponding point reads 1]ip3.

58  Regarding line 1, Duhaime (“War Texts,” 146 n. 42) notes that after | 717°[2, fragments 8-10
either preserved a longer text than the one known from 1QM 14 or there was a vacat.
Which one is true is difficult to determine but at the top of fragment g, there seems to be
an empty space longer that just a space between words. That argues for a vacat.

59  As was the case above with 1QM, the term “rubric” here denotes the short introduc-
tory element leading to the hymn. Cf. examples of using this term elsewhere: Falk, “The
Contribution of the Qumran Scrolls,” 1, 12; Davies, 1QM, the War Scroll from Qumran, 104.
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another vacat closes the hymn section. After it, the description of what to do
after reciting the hymn follows. The vacats here may indicate that the hymn
was a more or less established piece of text that is here embedded in one
context (while elsewhere, it can be implanted into the other — as will soon be
demonstrated.) Although the rubric and the end description are fragmentary,
they tell us that in this context, the hymn is connected to a group of people
(cf. verbal forms in the plural in line 17, the word 7 in line 1) and to the war
(cf. ann5nA MI[1n] in line 17). Probably, this hymn is to be recited on the bat-
tlefield since line 17 seems to urge a return to the camps after repeating them
(cf. Ma]An 58 1w NN,

The hymn section starts with a simple introductory formula, yn&i ii[],
also known from 1QM 13:12, 14:4, 18:6.50 As noted, the hymn section is not
divided into smaller parts with vacats or any other sense division marks, but,
considering the content and some formal characteristics, the text can be
divided into three major parts. First, the two blessing formulas in lines 2b and
6b can be used for dividing the text: The first formula (58W]5[ 5]x 712) starts
the first part of the hymn in which God is addressed with third person forms.
This part does not exploit Hebrew poetic devices like chiasms or repetitions,®!
but some use of parallelism can be distinguished (in lines 2 and 4 synthetic
parallelisms and in line 2b—3a an antithetic parallelism),52 and the part seems
to roughly follow the following structure: blessing formula (2b)— bicolon
(2c—3a) — bicolon (3b) — tricolon (3c—4a) — bicolon (4b—5a) — bicolon (5b).63
The core message of the part is that those who are weak will be strengthened

60 Inall these cases, the formula is followed by the words 58 T2/ 58 nonw T3,

61 On the poetic style, see, e.g., Pajunen, The Land to the Elect, 270-80.

62 These parallelisms are more clearly discernible after reconstructing the text of frag-
ments 8-10 according to the parallel text in 1QM 14 (cf. Table 6 below): Line 2: “he who
keeps mercy for his covenant / and testimonies of deliverance for the people whom he
redeems”; line 4: “to the staggering knees strength to stand, / and the steadiness of loins to
the smitten back”; lines 2b—3a: “He has called the stumbling to wonderful [mighty deed]
s. | He has gathered an assembly of nations for destruction without any remnant.”

63  The colons — which almost always start with the conjunction 1 - consist of a verbal form,
an object and a modifier (starting with the preposition 5 or the preposition 2), each 1-3
words long. The order of these three sentence elements can vary. At the end of this part
of the hymn, the structure becomes impossible to determine (cf. 5c—6a). Ordered by the
colons and supplemented by what is known in 1QM 14, this part of the hymn goes as fol-
lows (what is clearly only in 1QM 14 is marked with brackets):

ohwIn R/ ITa oYY Ayt mmyn / inmab Ton amwn / SRwr Hx A
18 Mmna% / oni 25 vawna oA/ MIRY PR 11935 oK DR HAPT/ KD mMash
[TRYR PR 0N WG () / Annn b maa[or T/ 5r nmaxapnh onbrib
w1 50 nne T77 AN [ wp ) my[ ]f'ﬂ'l »1pa1 / 0N DOWH 0Unn PINRY

Tnyn PR ora3(M2)m / Ay
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with the help of God and this is illustrated by different images, many of which
are known from the Hebrew Bible texts.64 The second introductory formula
(5% 7w T[12) starts the second part of the hymn in which God is addressed
with second person forms and those who approach him are referred to as
“we” — a feature that is sometimes interpreted to indicate the collective use of
the hymn and the recital situation.6> Again, no special poetic devices are used
except one or two parallelisms in lines 8-9.66 The idea of the weak becom-
ing strong is still present (line 9) but now, the focus is turned around: with
many different images (lines 9—10) emphasizing that those who are powerful
will become feeble. Belial's dominion has not managed to break the covenant
between God and his people. In lines 6b—8a, the confrontation between “we”
and Belial and the “men of his dominion” is strongly emphasized while in the
previous part of the hymn in lines 2b—6a, neither Belial — nor any other adver-
sary — was mentioned. In lines 11-12, time seems to be an important theme;
enumerating times of day (night, departure of evening) may refer to praying at
different times of the day.

At the end of the section, the final part can be separated on the basis of
its content and the imperative form (line 13b-).67 This third part calls on God
to rise up (1M, gal imp. of 011). The part starts with a synthetic parallelism
(line 13b) but after that, the text is so fragmentary that it is difficult to distin-
guish any structure. God is still addressed with second person forms. The Sons
of Darkness are mentioned and there is some kind of juxtaposition between
light and darkness (line 14). Sheol is referred to and the word p7ar (“place of
destruction”) occurs twice. Rising (or raising), however, links the third part

64  Cf,e.g, 4Q4901a 8-10 3 and Zeph 3:8; 4Q491a 8-10 4 and 2 Sam 22:35, Ps 18:34, 14411, Isa 35:3
(on the image of the weakness of knees in the Hebrew Bible, see Yadin, The Scroll of the
War, 327); 4Q491a 8—10 5 and Ezek 3:7, Ps 119:1. The verses that describe teaching the weak
about warfare are often part of either victory songs or prayers for victory: 2 Sam 22:35 is
part of David’s song of thanksgiving for victory, Ps 18:34 belongs to royal thanksgiving for
victory, and 1441 starts a prayer for security. The other verses are not necessary related to
war and it seems that in their case the author of 4Q491a just uses “biblical” vocabulary —
rather than linking their text clearly to certain “biblical” contexts.

65  Cf. Pajunen, The Land to the Elect, 298: “A third factor pointing to a communal use is the
first and second person plural forms....”

66  Again, these parallelisms are more clearly discernible after reconstructing the text of frag-
ments 8-10 according to the parallel text in 1QM 14 (cf. Table 6 below): In line 9, synony-
mous parallelism “for all their mighty men there is no savior, / for their swift ones there is
no refuge”; possible antithetic parallelism in line 8: “Now you have raised up the fallen by
your vigor, / but the (men) of high stature you have hewn down to [...].”

67  One should also note that in the parallel text in 1QM 14, this hymn is separated from the
previous ones with a vacat.
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of the hymn with its previous context: in line 12, it is said that the mysteries
of God’'s wonderful acts will raise up (o™n%, hiphil inf. cstr. of o1) from the
dust.®® God destroys the adversaries, but little more can be concluded from
the contents.

As was already noted and as Table 6 clearly demonstrates, the text of 4Q491a
8-10i bears a remarkable resemblance to 1QM 14. In the table, the two texts are
placed side by side and their similarity is accentuated with red text.

As the table shows, the two texts are very consistent and with the help of
1QM 14 the text of fragments 8—10 can be fairly trustworthily reconstructed in
many lines. They can be defined as close parallels to each other and it is plausi-
ble to think that there is a literary dependence between the texts. However, the
table demonstrates as well that there are also differences that can be distin-
guished between these two texts.59 Especially, it can be noted that the contexts
of the hymns clearly differ from each other. On the basis of the preserved text,
while in 4Q491a, the hymn section is linked to its context afterwards, in 1QM 14,
the same is done before the hymn section starts, in lines 2-3.7% Both contexts
share characteristics: in 1QM 14, the camp is mentioned (line 2, niannn) as well
as in 4Q4o1a (line 17,mn[ M1 ). However, in 4Q491a the hymns are not performed
in the camp but “there,” which in 1QM 14 is defined as the battlefield, “the place
where they had taken position, where they had arrayed the line before the
enemy’s slain fell down” (see line 14:3). In 1QM 14, it seems that the soldiers
first withdraw to the camp and then, in the morning, after having purified
themselves, return to the battlefield to perform the hymns. In 4Q491a, after
singing “all the praises of the war” the soldiers are to return to the camps and
purifying is not mentioned at all, at least in the preserved lines. It should be

68  The end of the sentence (2981 52w 78YN) is preserved only in 1QM 14.

69  Davies (who refers to Hunzinger) also enumerates some differences between the texts.
See Davies, 1QM, the War Scroll from Qumran, 84.

70 Note also that lines 14:2—4a have much in common with 1QM 19:9-13 (cf. 14:2 and 19:9,
14:3 and 19:10-13, 14:4 and 19213) — although there are also great differences between these
two passages. The most significant differences are, first, that in 1QM 19 there is enumer-
ated a large group of actors (the chief priest, the chiefs of the battle lines, the officers)
but in 1QM 14, only the pronoun “they” is used to refer to the actors (cf. 19:n1-12 and 14:3),
and, second, while in 1QM 19 the author speaks of the “slain of the Kittim,” in 1QM 14
the author discusses generally the “slain of the enemy” (cf. 19113 and 14:3). At least Philip
Davies and John Zhu-En Wee have presented their own theories of these similarities and
differences by suggesting that column 19 represents a later, specified version of the mate-
rial of column 14. See Davies, 1QM, the War Scroll from Qumran, 73, and Wee, “A Model
for the Composition and Purpose of Columns XV-XIV of the War Scroll (1QM),” RevQ 21
(2003): 268—69.
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noted that only one word is preserved before the hymn section in 4Q491a and
thus, one should not draw hasty conclusions. However, it seems that the sec-
tion does not continue similarly all the way to the end: In 4Q4091a, after the
hymns, the text goes back to the situation in which the hymns are to be recited
and then continues — in another fragment — with something that finds its
parallel in 1QM 16 (cf. the discussion of 4Q491a 10 ii below). In 1QM, instead,
priestly instructions follow, something that do not have any clear parallels with
4Q4o01a (cf. 1QM 15). Thus, these texts seem to demonstrate that the hymns
were more or less mobile as literary entities and that basically similar hymn
sections could gain slightly different meanings depending on their contexts.

In the following analysis, the hymn is discussed in the three sections into
which it is divided above, now by comparing the texts preserved in 4Q491a and
1QM.72 In this analysis, I also discuss the obvious literary dependence between
the texts and what would explain the small differences between them. First,
I simply make observations about these possible redactional elements and
in the end, I briefly discuss the motives behind them and what do they tell
us about the group behind these texts. The starting point is, because of the
collection-like nature of 1QM, that 1QM is dependent on 4Q491a. Due to the
fragmentariness of the end of 1QM 14, the comparison between the third part
of the hymn of 4Q491a and the third part of the hymn of 1QM is difficult and
thus the third part of the hymn receives less attention.

1.3.1 First Part of the Hymn (4Q491, Fragments 8-10, Lines 2b—6a/
1QM 14:4c—8a)

The brief hymn in lines 4Q491, fragments 8-10, 2b—6a/1QM 14:4c—8a blesses
God and enumerates his good deeds. 1QM includes two verbal forms that are
not in 4Q4g1a: 117% in the tricolon in the middle of the hymn and ™2 in the
bicolon right after that. While 4Q491a merely describes the opening of the
mouth of the mute, 1QM says that the mouths are open “to sing” (1379). While in
4Q401a, opening the mouths, teaching the weak hands, and strengthening the
knees and loins seem to belong to one and the same sentence, in 1QM, there is
a new predicate verb ;m “he gives” which is a participle form. This breaks the
structure that is built upon the combination % + infinitive and begins a new
sentence.

71 Cf, however, 4Q491a 10 ii, where lines 13—14 give instructions for the priest. These instruc-
tions are reminiscent of those in 1QM 15. For further discussion on this, see Table 10 below
and the analysis before and after it.

72 Cf. also the comparison between these texts in Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,’
96-99, 312.
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As regards 1179, it is possible that it was omitted in the text of 4Q491a: per-
haps unintentionally or maybe deliberately, in order to avoid any misunder-
standings since all the other infinitive forms in the immediate context refer to
the acts of God (while singing refers to the mute). However, it is more convinc-
ing that 137% was added in the text of 1QM as an interpretative clarification.
The idea that God does something “with the might of God” (5% n13131) may
have been inconsistent to the author and he added 1175 in order to say that the
might of God has actually to do with the mute. The verb 137 occurs quite often
with the preposition 5 which indicates the cause of rejoicing but the preposi-
tion 1 is not impossible either: Ps 20:6 urges rejoicing over God’s victory by
using 137 and 2 (F0P1°a 13373).73 Thus, the addition was not problematic from
a grammatical point of view. What may also explain this addition is Isaiah 35
(especially verses 3—6) of which the hymn is strongly reminiscent: common
vocabulary includes at least the parts of the body man o1, 0312 and 2% and
the verbal roots nna, pax, pin and o5, The root 137 occurs in Isa 35:6 in the
same sentence as 09& — and the purpose of the author could also have been
to tie the hymn in 1QM even more clearly together with Isa 35. In the hymnic
section of 1QM, namely in columns 1014, the references to the biblical texts
are numerous and the aim to connect the hymns to biblical traditions is evi-
dent (especially in columns 10-12). Thus, it is not far-fetched to think that in
column 14 as well, the links to the biblical texts were strengthened when pos-
sible. This fits together with the idea that is later comes up as a motivation for
the redactional work; namely the tendency to emphasize the eternal, special
relationship to God — the relationship that is visible both here and in the all
other known holy tradition.

Like 1179, 1011 too can be interpreted as an explanatory addition: the long
chain of objects related to the infinitive form 7155 was difficult and the sen-
tence was reconstructed with the verbal form jm. Also, it is possible that jm
was added in order to clarify the poetic structure: the author wanted to make
a distinction between the tricolon and the subsequent bicolon and added a
participle form (while the verbal forms in the tricolon are infinitives).”* By
contrast, there is no apparent reason why the verbal form would have been
omitted.

73 In most of the cases in which the preposition 2 occurs after 137, it indicates either the
location where the shouting takes place (cf. Jer 31:12; 4Q 427 7i14) or the time when the
shouting comes to pass (Lam 2:19).

74  Inaddition, Yishay (“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 96) suggests that {11 was added
to emphasize that the strength to stand is not any random resource but that it is given by
God. This is an option as well; in any case, there are many reasons to interpret {3 as an
explanatory insertion.
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Regarding the first hymn, there is still one more line in 1QM 14 where
something more exists in comparison to fragments 8—10: line 5 of 4Q491 reads
“their mighty men” while line 8 of 1QM reads “all (12) their mighty men.” This
expression occurs again in 1QM 14:11 where it is said that there is no savior “for
all their mighty men.” In 4Q491a, the corresponding line 9 does not express
for whom there is no savior but there is a lacuna in the text at this point and
thus “for all their mighty men” was probably originally part of this hymn too.
In any case, it is difficult to explain why %13 would have been omitted in line 5
of 4Q4g1a. Instead, it is plausible to think that it was added in the text of 1QM
in order to emphasize that none of the mighty men of the enemy side will be
saved. It should be noted that at this same point, there are some other differ-
ences as well: as Table 7 demonstrates, in 4Q491a fragments 8-10 line 5b, the
bicolon is a bit different from the corresponding wording in 1QM 14:7.

The table shows that in 1QM 14:7, there are the letters © and D after the
lacuna in the middle of the line. Instead, at the corresponding point, 4Q491
8-10i, line 5 reads |nW. The text of 4Q491 is extremely difficult to read here
and thus not much can be concluded about the difference between the texts.
The difference is not necessarily a significant one; Baillet demonstrates that
the visible words of 1QM would fit into the lacuna of 4Q4g91a (NW¥[7 M mpa1)).
However, the word after them, partly damaged in both fragments, is clearly
different. Unfortunately, due to the lacunas, the further speculation on the
direction of the change is impossible.” Another difference at this point is that
while in 4Q491a, the “whole wicked nation” shall be destroyed, according to
1QM, there are several wicked nations to be destroyed (see both "1 and the verb
onn). It is again possible that the difference came into being accidentally but it
is also possible that in 1QM the number of enemies was increased deliberately
in order to make the destruction more impressive.

In 4Q491 fragments 8-10, lines 2—3, the text corresponding to the end of 1QM
14:4 and the beginning of 1QM 14:5 remains in the lacuna. However, it seems
that all the words of 1QM do not fit here in 4Q491a. Thus, in Baillet’s recon-
struction, the word MTa (redemption) is absent,”® but this possible difference
between the texts must remain speculative since it is not possible to determine
with certainty what was written in the lacuna.”” However, this point, as well as

75  Note also the difference between 11 and DI at this point which should probably be
explained as a scribal error in 4Q491a.

76  See Baillet, DjD 7:20.

77  In addition, there are some orthographic differences between the texts: in 4Q491 8-10
4, two words are written a bit differently in comparison with the corresponding point
in 1QM (see lines 6-7): the dual form of 773, “knee,” is in 1QM 0272 but in 4Q491
D212, The construct form of the word YRR “strength” is in 4Q491 P/IX but in 1QM PINN.
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TABLE 7 Differences between 4Q491 fragments 8-10 line 5 and 1QM 14:7

4Q491 fragments 8-10 line 5 1QM 14:7
wip 225 MY[ 1 wp 215 0d] M My
WA R D12 o 73T []A%hNa YW M3 M0 10 777 mna
[...]-.. the stubborn heart, Through the poor in spirit [ ...]
and by those w[hose] way is perfect ... the stubborn heart,
shall the whole wicked nation be and by those whose way is perfect
destroyed shall all wicked nations be destroyed

those discussed above, can be explained as reflecting that the author of 1QM,
when reusing the texts of 4Q491a, was adding some words here and there when
needed, probably mostly to clarify or to emphasize something.

1.3.2 Second Part of the Hymn (4Q491, Fragments 810, Lines
6b—13a/1QM 14:8b-153)

In 1QM 14:8—9, there is a short section that cannot be found in the correspond-

ing lines of 4Q4o91a: in 1QM, God is described not only with the epithet “merci-

ful” (o™7onn 5R) as in 4Q491a but he is said to be the one who keeps the covenant

(rrMT 512 o1 1marh na mwn). These words in 1QM link the second part

of the hymn to the beginning of the first part as Table 8 demonstrates:

TABLE 8 Similarities between 1QM 14:8b—9a and 1QM 14:4b/line 2b of 4Q491

1QM 14:4b/line 2b of 4Q491 1QM 14:8b—9ga

125 Tom IWn SR HR TNa 0Py rmarh mia wn ovTona SR nanw (T2
2T 910

Blessed be the God of Israel, Blessed be] your name, O merciful God,
he who keeps mercy for his covenant  youwho keep the covenant for our fathers
and with all our generations!

Also, there is a small orthographic difference concerning the plural construct form of i3
“nation”: In 1QM 14, it is ™3 (see lines 5 and 7) but in 4Q491 *R11 (see lines 3 and 5).
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This suggests itself as the reason why these words were added to 1QM:
the author of 1QM wanted to link the two parts more tightly together. With
this addition, the author emphasized the idea that there is an eternal bond
between the “we” group and God.”® This emphasis would also explain the dif-
ference between line 10 of 4Q491 and line 12 of 1QM 14: at this point in 1QM,
the “we” group is described as “your holy people” (7awmp o) while the cor-
responding line of 4Q491 reads “your people” (n21yp). The author of 1QM 14
wanted to highlight the “we” group’s eternal relationship to God by not only
saying that they were people “whose fathers already” had made the “covenant”
with God (14:4b) but also describing them as God’s “holy” people (14:12).7°

Both in 4Q491a and in 1QY, it is emphasized that God’s wonders are shown
throughout generations but the following words again differ: in 1QM 14:9, the
words | m]axwhH navton anban (“you have shown through wonders your
mercy for the remna[nt ...]") follow while in 4Q491a, the corresponding point
(line 6) reads 132 770N 8*5[2]A7 (“who has shown your mercy through wonders
in our midst”). The verbal root used is the same, 855 (hiphil), but in 1QM, it is
in the perfect form (nn%an, 2nd person masculine), and in 4Q491a, a participle
form (%5817, 3rd person masculine) is used. The difference can be explained
as a change towards a more special relationship to God. The third person form
(4Q401a) was changed to the second person form (1QM) in order to emphasize
the strong bond between God and his people.8° The fact that these three differ-
ences can all be explained using a similar reason, namely a wish to emphasize
the “we” group’s long and personal relationship to God, is an argument for the
redactional nature of 1QM and the priority of 4Q491a.

While in 1QM 14:9 the wonders discussed above were shown “to the rem-
nant” (n™xwH), in line 6 of 4Q491a they are shown “among us” (132).8! The word
n"™RW does not occur in the preserved lines of fragments 8—10 but it is recon-
structed (quite plausibly) according to 1QM in line 3 of 4Q491a. There, how-
ever, the “remnant” is not identified with the “we” group but is related to the

78  According to Yishay (“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 97), the author of 1QM wants to
specify the impression of the mercy of God and that is why he adds Tom.

79  Cf also Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 97.

80  In this second hymn, there is also another point where the verbal root 858 occurs in
different forms: 1QM (14:14) reads N2'MK581 while fragments 8-10 reads, in the corre-
sponding line (12), 13 [N'&]%4. Thus, while in 1QM, there is a verbal form of 853, in frag-
ments 8-10, a noun occurs. There is probably not any deliberate change of text behind
this difference.

81  For Davies (1QM, the War Scroll from Qumran, 84), this is a mark of the brevity of the 4Q
text.
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enemy who will be completely destroyed without any remnant.82 In 1QM 14,
n™RW occurs three times and twice it is identified with the “we” group: in line
14:8 and in the line now under discussion (1QM 14:9). The idea of the identifica-
tion of the “we” group with the “remnant” is rare in the War Texts in general.
In addition to 1QM 14, it occurs only in 1QM 13 (line 8) which is often consid-
ered to be a late part of the composition of 1QM.83 This leads one to think that
changing “us” to the “remnant” is more probable than changing the “remnant”
to “us.” This change provided the “we” group one more designation and thus
enlarged its meaning so that the message would be more easily accepted in
different contexts: “among us” carries a sense of immediacy while the “rem-
nant” includes the idea of the periodization of history that moves forward
and invites people to identify with the correct group to be included in that
remnant. The conclusion on the “remnant” being the later of the two options
would get more support if we could show that the clause n™]8w 1R (“we are
the remna[nt ...]") was missing in 4Q491 (and then probably added in 1QM in
order to link the first and the second hymn). Unfortunately, the contents of the
lacuna at the beginning of line 6 is not known.84

At the beginning of 1QM 1413, the word 7123 is in the plural (n2>Mm™Ma33)
while in 4Q491a fragments 8-10, if reconstructed correctly, it occurs in the sin-
gular (line 10, 13n%i[212]1). In both manuscripts, the term occurs both in the
singular (line 4 of 4Q491/1QM 14:5) and in the plural (line 4 of 4Q491/1QM 14:6).
In general, the word 723 occurs in 1QM mostly in the singular: only five of 24
occurrences are in the plural (see 3:5; 13:9; 13114; 14:5; 14:13). However, in this
case, it is noteworthy that 12'm1231 is part of the parallel structure and in
the preceding verse, the expression that corresponds with 72'm"1231 is in the
plural (7onnR *wyn1). Therefore, one would expect 17123 to be plural as well —
and consequently, the probable explanation of the difference is that the author
of 1QM changed the form from the singular to the more expected plural.

1QM 14:10 has at the end of the line the personal pronoun nn{, while 4Q491
fragments 8—10 read at the corresponding point (line 8) 7Ny “now.” One option

82  Cf. also1QM 1:6 and 4:2. The word N"IXRW also occurs in 4Q491 fragment 17, line 7 but this
is such a fragmentary point that one cannot determine anything about the context of
the expression. In general, the term N™RW occurs both as a positive group designation
(e.g., €D 1:4;1QH? 141, 15:22) and as a threatening term (e.g., CD 2:6;1QS 4114, 5:13;1QSa 1:7
[reconstructed]; 1QH? 14:32, 27:2).

83 Cf. Vanonen, “Vastakkainasettelun aika,” 266.

84  Baillet (DJD 7:21) reconstructs the beginning of line 6 as follows: N™IRW 1IRY TAYNA "R
ov1B[N]A Y8 7AW T2 Y. Yadin (The Scroll of the War, 327), for his part, reconstructs
1QM 14:8b as follows: O™ 70NN 58 noanw ['[172 MAIRY 1R TAYA PR 122y 1293
According to these reconstructions, it seems that in 1QM, there is space for some more let-
ters than there are in 4Q491a and that indicates that the texts were in some way different.
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is that the difference is a scribal error — either of a scribe of 4Q401 or a scribe
of 1QM - since the words are very similar. However, this difference - if it is
a change from nny to NNX — could also be explained by the previously men-
tioned wish to emphasize the “we” group’s personal relationship to God.83

There is still one difference which was already noted but which should be
taken under closer scrutiny. In 4Q4o91, all three parts of the hymn are written
directly one after another, without any vacats between them. By contrast, in
1QM a vacat in line 15 ends the second part of the hymn. After the vacat, the
third part begins in line 16. As already noted, the author of 1QM wanted to bind
the first and the second part more tightly together. Therefore, he added the ref-
erence to the covenant (N7 13 oY1 MARY M2 wn), which is similar
to the beginning of the first part (1n™2% TON AMWn Y8 58 T113; cf. line 2b of
4Q491a/1QM 14:4b). At the end of the column, instead, he made a clear distinc-
tion between the second and the third part and separated them with a vacat.
Perhaps for him, the third part was so different from the previous ones that it
was reasonable to relegate it to its own paragraph in the text. Also, it is possible
that he wanted to emphasize the power of the third part and give space to its
strong, imperative beginning. The end of 1QM 14 and the beginning of 1QM 15
are fragmentary, but it is possible that the author of 1QM linked the third part
of the hymn of 1QM 14 to the hymn at the beginning of column 15 — while in
4Q401 an instructive part of the text follows the third part (see line 17).

1.3.3 Summary

What can be concluded about the nature of 4Q491a and its similarity to and
differences from 1QM? Lines 1-16 of 4Q491a 8-10 i can be defined as a close
parallel to lines 4-18 of 1QM 14. It is highly improbable that such similar texts
would have developed completely separately from each other. Thus, Davies
has already argued that 4Q491a fragments 8—10 probably represent a text older
than 1QM 14 (and that, in addition, there probably already is a textual history
behind 4Q491a fragments 8-10). However, he also brings out the possibility
that 1QM and 4Q4o91a fragments 8-10 could equally well be chronologically
independent and, instead, their similarity could be explained as “a paral-
lel development.”8¢ The latter option is of course possible but would require
demonstrating the common source text. Above, it was demonstrated that the

85  This difference is also interesting since from line 8 in 4Q491 fragments 8-10 the scribe
begins to write the second person suffixes in the long form (712-) while earlier, in lines 6—7,
they occurred in the short form (7-). In 1QM, the long form occurs systematically. There is
no apparent reason why consistent suffixes would be changed to inconsistent; the more
plausible explanation is that the author of 1QM has standardized them.

86 Davies, 1QM, the War Scroll from Qumran, 84.
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differences can as well be explained without the idea of a common source and
with the idea of 1QM rewriting the text preserved in 4Q491a — an option that
was more probable according to Davies as well. This option is not far-fetched
when considering that 1QM seems to reflect a tendency towards collecting
material and organizing it to unities. The minor changes made to the text can
be explained as being the author’s clarifications (his aim to emend the poetic
structure of the text) or reflections of his desire to emphasize the special rela-
tionship between God and his people — the people with which the community
behind these texts identifies itself.87 The special relationship with God was
possibly a drawing power of the community and strengthened the authority of
the leaders of the community. As a collection and a finished manuscript, 1QM
was probably addressed to a slightly wider audience than the other War Texts,
which may explain the desire to add weight to the authority of the community
and its leaders.88

87  Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 97, 99, argues as well that the differences
between the two hymns are the deliberate changes made by the author of 1QM and that
they are made in order to clarify the content of the hymn and to deepen its message.
However, she finds it more probable that the two manuscripts share a common source
from which the hymn is taken. About this, cf. the discussion on the theory of common
source in Section 1.2 above.

88  Asregards the “wider audience,” cf. Charlotte Hempel, “Reflections on Literacy, Textuality,
and Community in the Qumran Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Is There a Text in This Cave? Studies
in the Textuality of the Dead Sea Scrolls in Honour of George J. Brooke, ed. M. Cioata, A.
Feldman, and C. Hempel, sTJD 119 (Leiden: Brill, 2017), 69—82, who argues that not all the
members of Qumran community were part of the elite: “While affirming the determina-
tive leadership of a stratum of elite scholars and scribes, we noted the inevitable though
largely unrecognized presence of a significant proportion of the membership who were
illiterate or semi-literate while nevertheless identifying themselves as part of the same
textual community” (p. 82). What may also be noteworthy is that below I demonstrate that
in the M manuscripts, whether the war is conducted by only the priests and the Levites, or
also by the laymen, varies. It seems that in 1QM, the perspective widens from the priestly
characters to the laymen and their role is seen as more active than, for example, in 4Q493.
The role of the laymen in the Qumran community has long been debated. At an early
stage of the study, for example, Jerome Murphy O’Connor suggested that originally, in
the Qumran community, the priests had authority, but that over the course of time, the
laymen increasingly took root, cf. Murphy O’Connor “La genese littéraire de la Régle de la
Communauté,” RB 76 (1969): 528—49 (534, 548—49) (note that Murphy O’Connor bases his
argument on 1QS, before the S manuscripts from Cave 4 were published). Since then, this
argument has been both supported and criticized, and from the beginning, the discussion
has intertwined with the debate on the origin of the Qumran movement. Both discus-
sions are still alive. What should also be noted is that another possibility is that the dis-
crepancy between the priests and laymen is actually somewhat artificial, making it more
appropriate to ponder how “priestliness” was actually understood in the Qumran move-
ment. Cf. e.g., George J. Brooke, “Some Issues behind the Ethics in the Qumran Scrolls and
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What should be noted is that as manuscripts 1QM and 4Q491a were copied
simultaneously: both were assigned a date in the second half of the first cen-
tury BCE. Thus, at the level of manuscript, we cannot argue for a chronological
development from one phase to another (e.g., from a more exclusive group to
a more inclusive one). Instead, what this evidence probably demonstrates is
that it was possible to modify the transmitted hymn according to the purpose
for which the manuscript in question was used and/or among whom it was
meant to be used.

The comparison between 4Q491a 8-10 i and 1QM 14 also demonstrates that
the hymns were somewhat mobile literary entities and the context may make
the mainly similar hymn sections seem to be a bit different. However, in this
case, the hymn itself was decidedly established since only minor changes
were made while transmitting it. In the next sections (see especially Section
1.6 below), we will see examples of the greater changes and how the hymns
offered a place for more creative redactional activity as well.

1.4 Fragment 10 ii (B-367012; B-367013)

Jo[ 133 7
]o[*]®'n2a 8
lollian wir v 9

JooWwa[ ]@'R'noa NN 10
891371 58 ['11]2 Hash enn tHn n

their Implications for New Testament Ethics,” in Early Christian Ethics in Interaction with
Jewish and Greco-Roman Contexts, ed. ].W. van Henten and J. Verheyden, STAR 17 (Leiden:
Brill, 2013), 83-106 (100), who argues that “if members are not priests by descent, they
become priestly through their participation in the ‘sanctuary of men’ As such, all mem-
bers have a cultic priority in their self-understanding, which influences how they concep-
tualize the world and their own place in it” However, the War Text manuscripts seem to
indicate that at least some discussion on the role of the laymen was underway and that
some redactional activity was practiced in relation to it. Consequently, it is possible that
some of the M manuscripts were addressed to a priestly audience (who probably took
part in transmitting and even creating the texts) while others were addressed to a wider
audience, including the laymen or those who represented a different kind of priestliness
(in the broader sense of the word). We will come back to this question below in Chapter 3.
89  Attheend of line 11, Yishay (“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 100) reads o[ instead of
3M[. The letter after 1 is very weakly visible — only a small spot at the bottom of the line —
and, at least with the photos available, it is difficult to argue that it would specifically be
2. However, since the temporal distance between the editors is fairly long, it should be
taken into account that when Baillet (DJD 7:25) — whom Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 150) is
following here — studied the fragment, the traces were preserved in the fragment. Thus,
since there is no clear reason to disagree with Baillet and Duhaime, the reading follows
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90

91

ANJEIRIN N2 DR NN 12
1538[5] 7npi nnnbnb &rnn mon wan 13
9]ARY 731 IRDD MR AR R P 14
] ®1H 802 20pwaray oHRa SRS O3 15
15m nny &0 9may oR3 wa 16

] nywn TI01 PERIn IR I 17

them. Yet, in order to demonstrate the challenging nature of the reading, the reconstruc-
tion suggested by Baillet and Duhaime (02mM]3M) is left out.
Duhaime (“War Scroll” 150 n. 97) remarks that 3 is “written over 9 ... by the scribe”
Duhaime suggests that this error of the scribe results from dittography: the previous word
begins with 3, X and 5. See also Baillet, DJD 7:25; Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar, Study
Edition, 974; Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 100.
While Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 150) reads here 178y, Baillet (DjD 7:25) reads Nay, Yishay
(“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 100) 18 and Qimron (The Hebrew Writings, 127) 72Y.
Duhaime here follows Puech who has given his own opinion on Baillet’s reading in his
review of DJD 7; see Emile Puech, “Recension: Qumran grotte 4 I11 (4Q428-4Q520),” in RB
95 (1988): 405. What makes the reading especially difficult is that there are two supralin-
ear letters just below the word; it seems that Yishay interprets the long vertical stroke of
the supralinear 5 as continuing the last vertical stroke of the questionable word and that
is why she reads final nun. However, the color photo of the fragment (B-367012) shows
clearly that the long vertical stroke is not a vertical stroke of | but the top stroke of the
interlinear . Qimron’s reading does not come into the question since the last trace of the
word is a vertical stroke and this does not fit with 7. Baillet suggests that the vertical stroke
is the left stroke of M. However, when comparing the final strokes of this word to the s
earlier in the fragment, it becomes clear that the most probable option is rather **, 13, or
1. When the sign is 1, the left vertical stroke and the top horizontal stroke form the point
of a wide triangle at the top of the letter. In this case, however, a very narrow triangle is
formed at the top of the letter/letters. Duhaime suggests the combination is 17 but this is
not likely: the top of the penultimate stroke curves rapidly down while in 3, the top of the
letter is practically a right angle (cf. 3 at the end of the first word of line 16 and Abegg’s
samples of letters in “The War Scroll,” 4). So, the likely reading would be either 112y, 8y,
Y or 1'0Y with perhaps the first one being the most probable; if the letters are compared
to the s nearby, their horizontal strokes seem to be longer than those of the other *s.
None of the suggestions is unproblematic with regard to the meaning of the word.
28Y denotes “dust” which would fit the context, and thus Baillet translates “poussiére”
although he reads Nay. Another known word that comes to mind is *8Y which occurs
in Psalm 104:12 and means “foliage” or “leafage.” This word is a hapax legomenon in the
Hebrew Bible but occurs five times in non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls (1QH? 14:15, 4Q302 2 ii
7;4Q30211:2; 4Q385a 17a—e ii 3; 4Q433a 2:8). Some form of the verb 71V may also come into
consideration. According to Qimron (The Hebrew Writings, 127), both this word (which
he reads as 78Y) and the previous one could be proper nouns. However, there is no clear
evidence of this, and it would be surprising to have unidentified proper nouns in the con-
text. In the following table, the word is read as 118 but translated according to Baillet and
Duhaime as “dust” but with a question mark. Cf. also Wise et al. “1Q33 (1QM[ilhamah] =
1QWar Scroll [Rule],” in The Dead Sea Scrolls Electronic Library, ed. E. Tov (Leiden: Brill,
2006).
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The text of this fragment (consisting of two pieces) can be divided into
two parts: lines 7-14a form the instructive part of the text while lines 14b—17
include a speech given by a priest. No vacats are preserved. What can safely be
concluded is that the instructions and the speech are not separated in any way:
there probably is no space for a vacat at the end of line 14. Nor are there any
other section markers visible.

When scrutinizing the actual text, it must be first noted that only little is left
of both passages. However, regarding the instructions, it can be said that they
concern the battle against the Kittim (lines 2:8, 10, 12), and at least the skir-
mishers (2:9) and a priest (2:13) are taking part in this clash. Some participants
are going to fall in the battle but this will happen according to the divine plan
(2:11). “The priest appointed for the battle” has a special task to strengthen the
soldiers and to give a speech (2:13-14), probably to encourage the soldiers since
“strengthening the hands” in line 14 refers to heartening. The speech itself is
even more fragmentary but it gives the impression that both human and divine
beings are involved in the battle (2:15). The speech mentions vengeance, and
some stigmatized language is used (see nYywn 710 in line 2:17).92 Sheol is men-
tioned (2:17)93 and the verb 53R is used twice (215, 17).

The text of 4Q491 8-10 ii (henceforth, the column is referred to as 4Q491a)
has often been linked with the text of 1QM 16:3-17:14.%* This 1QM passage
belongs to a section that gives instructions for the beginning of the battle. The
priests shall direct the war with trumpets, and the gates of the battle shall be
opened, and the soldiers shall take their position (16:4—5). Instructed by the
trumpet signals, the soldiers shall take up arms and begin the battle (16:6—9).
Later on (cf. the vacat in 16:10), another relay shall go to the battlefield and the
previous one shall withdraw (16:11-13). The chief priest shall give a speech of
encouragement (16:13—14) in order to strengthen the new battle line for the
future. The actual speech that follows (16:15b-17:9) includes many ideas that
do not occur very frequently in 1QM: first, the idea that God is testing his own
people in wartime (16:15b), which indicates that the encouragement is not only
needed in the case of panicking before the enemy but also because of panick-
ing when one’s own side suffers losses; second, the idea of a leading figure of
the enemy side, the “commander of the dominion of wickedness” (17:5-6); and

92 Note that TI0 occurs here for the only time in the War Texts.

93  In addition to this, Sheol occurs in the War Texts only in 1QM 14:18 and the parallel pas-
sage of 4Q491 8-10115.

94  Cf. Duhaime (The War Texts, 43), who in his table of parallels and similarities between
1QM and Cave 4 manuscripts, draws a parallel between 4Q491 8-10 ii 7-14 and both 1QM
15:2—7 and 1QM 16:3-17:14.
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third, the idea of the heavenly figure, an “everlasting help” to whom is given the
“might of the majestic angel” (17:6).

Table 9 demonstrates the similarities and the differences between 4Q491a
and 1QM 16:8b-17:9.

In 4Q4914, the instructive part of the text seems to be close to 1QM 16:8b-15a.
Especially lines 11-14 of 4Q491a and lines 11-15a of 1QM 16 are textually close
to each other. However, the differences between the texts are not just sporadic
additions or omissions but large and recurrent. While in 4Q491a the slain are
“the slain of the crucible” (77¥171 *55m; cf. line 1) in 1QM 16 they are “the slain
of the skirmishers” (017an *55m; cf. line 11). Also, the dissimilarity between the
priests (7nn5n% PnA/Ynn ;a0 in 4Q491, line 13 and wxA 113 in 1QM
16:13)%% marks a difference between the two texts. The same is true concerning
the body member which is strengthened: in 1QM 16 it is the heart and prob-
ably also the hands (16:14) while in 4Q491a it is only hands (cf. line 14). At this
point, the text of 1QM is probably a bit longer than that of 4Q491a. In addition,
it seems that the text in 4Q4g1a is shorter than that of 1QM 16 in some other
places: in lines 11-12 of 4Q491a, something about the priests follows right after
the slain have fallen “according the mysteries of God,” but at the correspond-
ing point in 1QM there is an explanation that the falling of the slain is meant to
be a test for “all those appointed for the battle” (16:11-12). And while in 4Q491a
only the first battle line is mentioned before the priest’s speech (see line 12,
W& N29Yn[nn), in 1QM 16 the other battle line (see line 12, nINKR 7137Yn) is
also discussed. All in all, 4Q491a and 1QM 16:8b-15a cannot be categorized as
anything more than remote parallels.

As regards the end of the text of 4Q491a 10 ii, it includes an encourage-
ment speech as does 1QM 16:15b—17:9. However, these speeches share just a
few words, and, especially in the case of 1QM, those words are quite frequent
(w3, o"HR).96 In addition, the speech in 4Q491a includes vocabulary that is not
known from anywhere in 1QM (see T10 in line 17). Thus, this speech is distinct

95 Itis difficult to determine whether one should read W1IM7 17127 or P19N7 17127 in line
13. Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 150) follows Baillet (DD 7:25) and reads W1 17127 but in
the footnote, he suggests that the latter word should be read as P11 (see also Garcia
Martinez and Tigchelaar, Study Edition, 974, who give 17111 in parentheses right after the
word WIINi). Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 20), Yishay (“The Literature of War at Qumran,”
100), and Qimron (The Hebrew Writings, 127) read Y111 here. The more likely option is
that the final letter is W and not P since the ink trace in the smaller piece of 10 ii does not
fit . However, 17171 does not mean anything, which leads one to think that the scribe
accidentally wrote W11 when he meant to write 17171,

96  The relationship between the speeches can be assessed only on the basis of vocabulary:
since there is so little left of the speech of 4Q491, the possible structural similarities or
differences are impossible to see.
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in comparison to 1QM but since it represents a genre that is also known in
1QM, it can be categorized to be a genre parallel of 1QM 16:15b—17:9.

What is noteworthy is that although the priest of 4Q4g1a (/&N 190
nnnonY p1na in line 13) does not occur in 1QM 16, it does occur in 1QM 15.
Consequently, it has been suggested that 4Q491a 10 ii has a link to 1QM 15
t00.97 In addition, what has probably made scholars endorse this suggestion
is Baillet’s arrangement of the fragments. Fragment 11 which in Baillet’s order
follows 10 ii includes a close textual parallel to 1QM 16:3-14 (see 11 ii 1-12a),%8
and it has been considered improbable that 4Q491a would include two succes-
sive passages parallel to one 1QM passage. The similarities and the differences
between 4Q491a and 1QM 15:4—7 are indicated in Table 10.

The instructive parts of the texts share some terminology but they cannot
be defined as close textual parallels — and when looking at Tables g and 10 it
is clear that the instructive part of 4Q491a 10 ii is more reminiscent of that of
1QM 16 than of that of 1QM 15. The speeches in 4Q491a and 1QM 15 share some
terms (DX in lines 14 of 1QM 15 and 15 of 4Q491a, "W31 in lines 13 of 1QM 15 and
16 of 4Q491a, YW in lines g and 14 of 1QM 15 and 17 of 4Q4g1a) but all these
terms also occur in the encouragement speech in lines 16:15b—17:9 (see lines
6-8). Therefore, if one has to choose only one of these two texts to be parallel
(in some degree) to 4Q491a 10 ii, 1QM 16:8b-17:9 must be the choice.

The brevity of 4Q491a 10 ii easily leads us to hypothesize that it represents
an earlier textual form in relationship to 1QM 16-17. Lines 1QM 16:13b—14 could
be explained as an elaborated version of lines 13-14a of 4Q491a 10 ii: the author
has added “heart” before “hands” and thus widened the description of the
encouragement. Similarly, the text in line ub of 1QM 16 could be an expan-
sion of line 11 of 4Q491a 10 ii: while in the last-mentioned passage, it is stated
that the slain fall according to the mysteries of God, the first-mentioned adds
that by these mysteries, all those appointed for the battle are tested. The idea
of testing could hark back to the word 77%n “crucible” which is often thought
to be something in which people are tested and refined.?® These kinds of
additions would have sharpened the confrontation in 1QM: they would have
been used in order to create, or at least to strengthen, the sense of threat in
the community that used and reworked the War Texts. However, 4Q4o91a frag-
ment 11, discussed below, shows that these “additions” were already included
in manuscript 4Q491a, and if the author of 1QM knew 4Q491a—as he probably
did - he rather followed fragment 11 than fragment 10 when writing column 16.

97  Cf. Duhaime, The War Texts, 43.
98  Cf. Table 12 below.
99 Cf,eg,Mal3:2-3.



WAR TEXTS THAT OVERLAP WITH OTHER WAR TEXTS 89

TABLE 10  The texts of 4Q49110 ii and 1QM 15:4—7

4Qq9q1a10ii 1QM 15
Jo[ 159 7

Je[]®m2a 8 [ oam]3n rirI WRIN M2 T 4
] o[ ]ian war B g DINRA RIPYIAY IO WIR 5101 oD
Joo®A[]&R N3 NnMbAN 10 q9[o An]RAbnn TvIn nhan X 5
137 58 [17]3 51215 aenn %S0 1 DW 970 DA AT S0 o Ny 710
AR nadynh o hoa nnnbn 12 Al ]2 N>R M NR 6
138[5] 7npi nnrbnb W1nn 1mon wan 13 0 5 op1 nb prann iman Tonnm
9]ART "Y1 IR AMNMARA AR DR P 14 il AR prm rnR M7

1 &5 80 pwIRa oHRa MR ops 15
151 nnop &0 Nay ok wa 16
] nywn Mot PsHin Rw I 17

7 ... [...]o[...] 8 against the Kitti[m of ...]o[...]
9 the skirmishe[r]s shall set [...] 10 the battle
against the Kittim[...] ... [...]

11 the slain of the crucible to fall according
to [the mysteries of ] God, then the ... [...]
12 a battle against the Kittim. For the fir[st]
line [...] 13 The priest assigned for the battle
shall draw near and take up position [in]
front of [...] 14 He shall strengthen their
hands with his wonderful mighty deeds.

And he shall speak up, sa[ying, “...] 15
vengeance, to devour among gods and
men, for no [...] 16 flesh except dust (?). For
now ... [...] 17 It shall devour as far as Sheol,
and the wicked assembly [...]”

5 135 P RN 1PIN ANKRY I

4 The chief priest shall take a position, his broth-
ers the pr[iests], the Levites and all the men of
the rule (being) with him. He shall read in their
hearing 5 the prayer of the appointed time for
wal[r ... the bo]ok (?) of the rule of that time, with
all their words of thanksgiving. He shall array
there 6 all the lines ... [...].... The priest shall walk
along, the one assigned for the appointed time of
vengeance according to the decision of 7 all his
brothers, and he shall strengthen ... [...]....

And he shall speak up, saying, “Be strong and
brave, be sons of worth!

This is a good example of the fact that the War Text material has to be evalu-
ated as a unity, not just by comparing two sporadic passages. In 4Q491a, the
slightly different instructions in fragments 10 and 11 are probably meant to

describe different phases of the war: the confrontation is sharpened while the
war is proceeding. In 1QM, instead, the author seems to favor an even sharper
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confrontation by including column 15 in his text at the same place where the
text of fragment 10 is in 4Q491a. What links column 15 to 4Q491a fragment 10 is
the “appointed priest” (p¥17/$17n7 171190). The reference to him might reflect
some kind of need to correct and specify priestly terminology: the possibility
emerges that while ©19n71 1271 in 4Q491 does not refer to any known priest, in
1QM 15, the term is corrected to P1Ini ;2N and a completely new situation is
created in order to find a task for this new priestly character.

In order to conclude more on the relationship between 1QM 15-17 and 4Q491a
and to analyze the way the author of 1QM transmits the War tradition in these
columns, fragment 11 ii must be included into discussion. Thus, the conclusions
are drawn in the end of Section 1.6 below. Before that, we focus on fragment 11 i
which represents text that is not transmitted by the author of 1QM.

L5 Fragment 11 i + fragment 12 (B-371355; B-370893)

]o[ Frg.1221
5233 innpn[ 2
] 72imb o[ 3
JnTniax | 4
o
853 1000550 5
lo 6
iR 1029787 | Joo[ Jo[ Frg.1:8101
pTRa[ 13 owrTp 15U 1030[ Joo 1] InMaa A 9

100 Both Baillet (DJD 7:30), Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 62), and Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar
(Study Edition, 980) see an unidentified letter before 1. Baillet notes that in PAM 41.846,
the reading is most visible and when scrutinizing the photo, one can clearly see a tiny ink
trace at the top of the line on the right edge of the fragment. Thus, at this point, there is
reason to amend Duhaime’s (“War Scroll” 152—56) reading from o73[* to oo ["L.

101 The line numbering here (cf. Baillet, DD 7:26—27; Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 152) is based on
the suggestion that fragment 11 columns 1 and 2 belong together and there are the same
number of lines in both columns; contrary to this, see Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 1-3), who
argues that columns 11 i and ii belong to different manuscripts. Lines 1—7 are visible in col-
umn ii. Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 56-57), Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar (Study Edition,
980), and Wise (“0"983 "313 *1,” 184) use line numbers 1-17.

102 According to Baillet (DJD 7:27), the original text here was 17311 and it has been corrected
to 991 so that 13 has been corrected to 8 and 5 was added above the line. Baillet’s expla-
nation is convincing: the 1 was converted to 3 by filling in the space between the “horns”
of the 1 and thus giving the letter a rounded top. The bottom part of the letter retains its
1-like characteristics.

103 Inui, inthe middle of line 9, Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 152) reads only O[ 1]337, while many
other editors distinguish more letters: Baillet (DJD 7:26) reads O[*P"]7¢[ 1]337" here and
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Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 56) and Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar (Study Edition, 980) also
see ¥ and T between the lacunas. Instead, Wise (“D"983 "33 1, 182) sees there & and 1
and reads D[’1]i[5]R 1337” and Davis (“There and Back Again,” 141-2) suggests yet another
reading D[*3]R[%]7[ 1337 There really are small ink traces left at the bottom of the line
(best visible in PAM 42.474) but it is extremely difficult to say to which letter or letters they
might belong. According to Wise (“D"982 11133 "1,” 184), “the traces are too far apart to
represent contiguous sade and dalet” but he does not give any special material explana-
tion for his own readings either. The most plausible solution here would be to just mark
two undefined letters according to two tiny traces and read O[ Joo[ 1]i37".

There is no space between X and the preceding unidentified letter; contrary to what
Duhaime suggests (“War Scroll,” 152). There are, though, some cases in which the space
between the words is really short or even non-existent but there is no reason to suggest
that & would be a separate letter here. Cf. also, e.g., Baillet, DJD 7:27.

As is the case with many fragments, in fragment 11 too it is often practically impossible
to distinguish between 1 and * and this causes interpretative problems. In line 13, Wise
(“D'983 N3 "N, 182) reads X' instead of Duhaime’s (“War Scroll,” 152) 819, According
to Wise, the reading 815 “either produces a clause that yields no meaning, or fails to take
account of the scribe’s evident intention to erase 12T Therefore, Wise (“D"?N: pilanRiakd
186—7) ends up comparing the line with line 15 where 8'5 and other words known in
this line also occur (cf. line 15b: 8% AT *71232 /M), Baillet (DJp 7:27), who reads
815 in line 13, suggests that the scribe failed to mark the deletion dots around X15 that
precedes 137", This would mean that the scribe intended to write B 8191 but acci-
dentally wrote 137" 812 and therefore, after noticing his mistake, decided to start again
and marked 17" as erased, meaning that also 819 should be skipped. The problem
with this interpretation is that for this mistake, one would expect to have 1 before 815
(8151). Therefore, Wise’s explanation is more reasonable and here, the text is corrected to
follow it.

At the beginning of line 14, Baillet (DJD 7:27), Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar (Study
Edition, 980), and Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 56) read 0i2%o[ instead of Duhaime’s (“War
Scroll,” 152) D12Y[. A really tiny ink trace is visible on the right edge of the fragment, just
before *, so at this point Baillet’s reading better reflects what one sees on the fragment.
However, 1 and * are clearly visible and a small difference in size between them is dis-
tinguishable — and thus, Baillet’s marking of these letters to be uncertain is unnecessary
caution.
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Fragment 12 is so small and includes so few complete words that it is diffi-
cult to analyze its content. What can be said with fair certainty is that there
is a protagonist speaking in the first person singular forms (line 4) but this
protagonist is not the only figure: the dwelling that is mentioned (line 2) is
not “my” but “his.” Of other fully preserved words both 722 and 977 (in lines 2
and 4) refer to honor, which is thus probably something important in the text.

These two words are common in the Dead Sea Scrolls but 9771 does not occur

anywhere else in the preserved War Texts. The words n1pn and 2117 (in lines

2—-3) are rarer (4—7 occurrences in the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls) and they
do not occur anywhere else in the preserved War Text manuscripts. Both refer
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Here, contrary to Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 152), Baillet (DD 7:27), Garcia Martinez and
Tigchelaar (Study Edition, 980), and Wise (“D'9R3 1133 *1,” 182) see a letter before &1,
Baillet and Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar do not define it but according to Wise it is pos-
sibly R. A really weak trace of ink is distinguishable in PAM 42.474 (see the third fragment
in the top line) but which letter it might have belonged to is impossible to say. The most
plausible solution here is to mark 81 of.

Baillet (DD 7:27), Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 56), Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar (Study
Edition, 980) and Wise (“D"983 113 *,” 182) all read "05Wn1 here instead of Duhaime’s
(“War Scroll,” 152—56) "NAWN3I. Since ¥ is quite legible on the fragment, it must be sus-
pected Duhaime’s N is just a typo (and/or confusion between two t-letters).

At the end of the line, there is one big lamed of which the top stroke is preserved. See
Section 1.2 above and the end of this section.

At the end of line 21, Wise (“D'982 1113 "7,” 182) reads NA]WH instead of Baillet’s
(DJD 7:27) and Duhaime’s (“War Scroll,” 153) ©3 [and in this case, there is a reason to doubt
Baillet’s and Duhaime’s reading: the remaining traces of the first letter seem not to form
the top stroke of 2 since there is a noticeable notch in the traces (which is not so typical
of 2). However, this notch does not to fit very well to Wise’s suggestion either, namely 11 —
although 1 seems to be a more probable option than 2. Other options might be 1, ¥, or
¥, but ¥ and ¥ would probably require more space between the strokes and in the case of
1, there would probably be a sharper stroke in the top left part of the letter. Therefore, at
this point, it is safest to mark just o. Of the second letter, not enough is left to define it, so
one must be content with reading Joo.
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to locations. It is noteworthy that all the preserved words of the fragment also
occur in 1QH? — a collection that also preserves parallels to the hymns in 11 i.

Column 11 i is better preserved. One full-line vacat (line 19) divides the text
into two sections which Baillet named “Cantique de Michel” and “Cantique
des justes.” The hymn before the vacat can possibly be divided into smaller
sections on the basis of its content, but beyond the vacat in line 19, nothing else
indicates any ancient structuring of the text.

At the beginning of the column, God is addressed with third person forms
(cf., e.g, line 10). Other actors are “holy ones” (2w1Tp, line 9), the “council of
the poor ones” (o°11aR Ny, line 1), and the “perfect ones” of something ("n°nn,
line 11) which all probably refer to one group that has a special status in God’s
eyes. The hymn is related to a joyous occasion, probably to a victory; verbal
forms tell that a group of people will sing (137, line 8) and be glad (53, line 8). In
addition, God is described as having established his truth a long time ago and
something is said about “his mysteries” ("1, line 10).

Somewhere in lines 1213, the description changes from the third person
forms to the first person: “I” starts to praise himself. In line 12, the “powerful
throne in the congregation of the divine beings” is mentioned and it is stated
that entrance to this throne is restricted since the kings of the East cannot sit
(12w") on it. The reader gets the impression that the kings of the East and “I”
are somehow contrasted since it seems that the “I” is one who has actually sat
("naw") on the throne. In line 14, the “I” is described as being something very
different from ordinary human beings: in addition to being “among the divine
beings” and “in the holy congregation” (which probably form a parallelism),
his desire is “not according to the flesh.” This seems to indicate dissimilarity
to humans. However, when the comparative setup continues with the ques-
tions starting in line 15, these questions suggest that the protagonist is not only
unique in his glory (cf. line 15) but also in grieving and being in distress (line
16) — which are more easily to be connected with human beings than with
angels. The question section ends with a very similar phrase to one that was
found in its beginning (cf. lines 14 and 18: 5% oy 1R “I reckon myself among
the divine beings ...”). Before the vacat in line 19, something is said about the
gold from Ophir which is known only from four other non-biblical Dead Sea
Scrolls (4Q437, 4Q405, 4Q427,"" 4Q472).

The hymn starting in line 20 is far more fragmentary than the text before the
vacat. Presumably, this hymn also starts by using the third person form. The

111 Note, however, the different spellings: 3"2I1X in 4Q491 and 2*1°2 IX in 4Q427. Scholars
have usually suggested that the latter form is a scribal error (cf. Eshel, “4Q471B: A
Self-Glorification Hymn,” 192).
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“righteous ones” ('p"1®) in line 20 are the actors in this hymn and probably
those who are ordered to sing praise or play (7nr1) for God “in the holy dwelling”
(wmpn wn1). Victorious tones are present in this hymn as well — as reflected
by terms like “jubilation” (719, line 21), “everlasting joy” (2 nnnw, line 21)
and “power” (M3, line 23). Not much more can be said about the content of
this hymn.

The scholarly discussion concerning these hymns is mainly focused on the
question of the identity of the protagonist speaking in the first hymn.'2 The

112 The identity of the speaker of the so-called Self-Glorification Hymn (thought to be pre-
served in 4Q491a, 4Q431 [4QH¢] fragment 1, 4Q427 [4QH?] 11 and 1QH? fragments 46 and
56) has generated a huge scholarly discussion. I present here some key points in a con-
cise manner. In his edition, Baillet named 11 i Cantique de Michel et cantique de justes,
meaning that lines 8—18 should be attributed to the archangel Michael while the rest
of the text was the song of the righteous. However, the identification of the speaker as
Michael was soon criticized. Morton Smith stated that 1QM cannot be used for arguing
this identification since there, Michael does not appear as a person but is only mentioned
in some shield inscriptions (1QM 9:15-16) and in the chief priest’s promise (1QM 17:6—7)
where the authority of Michael (982 nwn) is twice mentioned; see Smith, “Ascent to
the Heavens and Deification in 4QM?,” in Archaeology and History in the Dead Sea Scrolls:
The New York University Conference in Memory of Yigael Yadin (Sheffield: jsoT Press, 1990),
185. In addition to this, Smith asks why the archangel would compare himself to the kings
of the East or to sailors and why would such a supernatural being need to glorify himself
at all; cf. Smith, “Ascent to the Heavens and Deification in 4QM?,” 186-97. In his opin-
ion, the speaker must be a human being and the hymn reflects the idea of deification
which might also have to do with “some practices that produce extraordinary experiences
understood as encounters with gods or angels”; cf. Smith, “Ascent to the Heavens and
Deification in 4QM?,” 187-88. Later, many scholars agreed with Smith that the speaker is a
human being and the most supported suggestions of his identity have been the Teacher of
Righteousness or some later teacher, the eschatological high priest, or a Messianic leader
of the Qumran community. On the Teacher theory, cf. John J. Collins, who brought the
Teacher of Righteousness out as one option — cf. Collins, Apocalypticism in the Dead Sea
Scrolls, The Literature of the Dead Sea Scrolls (London, New York, NY: Routledge, 2002),
147 — but later ended up considering the later teacher from the late first century BCE as the
more probable option — cf. Collins, “A Throne in the Heavens: Apotheosis in pre-Christian
Judaism,” in Death, Ecstasy, and Other Worldly Journeys, ed. ]J. Collins and M.A. Fishbane
(Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1995) — and Martin Abegg (“Who
Ascended to Heaven,” 72), who argues that the Teacher might have identified himself as
the speaker or another after him might have done this. About the eschatological high
priest, cf. Collins (Apocalypticism in the Dead Sea Scrolls, 147), to whom this priest is also
a messianic character and Eshel (“4Q471B: A Self-Glorification Hymn,” 196—201). About
the messianic leader, cf. Israel Knohl, The Messiah before Jesus: The Suffering Servant of the
Dead Sea Scrolls, trans. David Maisel (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2000),
20. More recent suggestions have been that the speaker should be interpreted as a collec-
tive: Wise argues that in the hymn, “each individual member of the user group spoke of
himself or herself” (cf. Wise, “0">82 "33 *1,” 216). Fletcher-Louis connects the hymn to
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vast interest in analyzing this question and the hymns in general is partly to
be explained by the fact that the two hymns are not preserved only in 4Q491a:
there are three passages among the Hodayot manuscripts that are considered
to represent them together with 4Q491a fragment 11. These passages are in
4Q431 (4QH¢®) fragment 1, 4Q427 (4QH?) 11 and 1QH? fragments 46 and 56. Of
these, 4Q427 is relatively well preserved whereas especially fragments of 1QH?
are very small and include only a very few complete words. 4Q427 is also the
oldest of the manuscripts that have preserved the two hymns: it can be dated
to the first half of the first century BCE while 1QH#, 4Q431 and 4Q491a are from
the second half that same century.!® Since 4Q427 is the best preserved of the
three Hodayot passages, and since it can be plausibly reconstructed according
to 4Q43y, it is best to use it as a point of comparison to 4Q491a fragment 11.
Table 11 below demonstrates that, on the one hand, there are some clear lexical
similarities between 4Q427 and 4Q491a but, on the other hand, the texts of the
two passages do not follow each other very closely.

In 4Q427 7 i, no vacats or other sense divisions have been preserved.
However, the loose similarity with 4Q491a 11 i guides us to divide the text in
two, at least for study purposes: the first part ends in line 13a and the second
part begins in line 13b. The first part is reminiscent of the text of 4Q491a 11 i
8-18. In this part, by using the preposition 112 and the verbs mw, 737, nn7T and
awn, it is shown that the protagonist (“I”) is incomparable among other beings.
Only the last two words are also known in 4Q4g1a, but the thematic setting
is clearly similar: lines 8—18 of 4Q491a form a description of the protagonist
who is unique. The references to refined gold (18) and the gold of Ophirim
(oaR on2/m™a IR on2) preserved in both texts — being otherwise rare in
the Dead Sea Scrolls — link the two passages. In addition, both texts state that
their protagonist somehow is akin to the divine beings.

the liturgical context and argues that “the most plausible identity for the speaker ... is a
priest who describes his experience of apotheosis during the liturgy of the community’s
worship”; cf. Crispin H.T. Fletcher-Louis, All the Glory of Adam: Liturgical Anthropology in
the Dead Sea Scrolls, sTD] 42 (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 215. And finally, Baillet’s old identifica-
tion has gained some recent support: Garcia Martinez argues that “the original attribu-
tion by Baillet of the hymn to the Archangel makes more sense than all other attributions
proposed because it is the only one that respects the elements preserved in 4Q491.” Garcia
Martinez makes a significant observation by emphasizing the importance of interpreting
the hymn in its context. According to him, while in 4Q491 the protagonist probably is an
archangel, in the Hodayot, the protagonist must be the Teacher of Righteousness who
also speaks through the first-person singular forms elsewhere in the collection. Cf. Garcia
Martinez, “Old Texts and Modern Mirages,” 336, 338-39.
113 Cf. Duhaime, The War Texts, 41.
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The second part of the text in 4Q427 fragment 7 is an exhortation to praise
God. This hymn reflects the close relationship between human and divine
beings: those who praise (probably human beings) are to be in the “congre-
gation of God,” in the “holy habitation,” among “the eternal hosts” and in the
“common assembly” where the worship takes place (cf. lines 13b—18a). There,
their task is to sing praise (1), sing (7"W), rejoice (NAW), ring out joy (110
hiphil), give praise (557 piel), extol (11 polel), consider God to be great (27
5113), sanctify (TP hiphil) God’s name, raise up (D1 hiphil) their voice, sound
(ynw hiphil) a joyful music, pour out (Y21 hiphil) their joy, and bow down (nnw
hiphil). The hymn is reminiscent of 4Q491a 11 i, lines 20—24 which is not, how-
ever, preserved as well. In addition to the lexical similarities between these two
passages, in lines 18b—23 of 4Q427, God is described in many ways of which
at least doing wonderful deeds (8%38) and helping those who have stumbled
(5w3) are also known from 4Q491a, in the preceding context of the hymn of
111 2024 (898 in 8-10 i 6, cf. also 1QM 14:9 and 18:7, 10; W3 in 8-10 i 2: can be
reconstructed according to 1QM 14:5). Despite the clear lexical links, the hymns
in 4Q491a 11 i 20—24 and in 4Q427 7 i 13b—23 are not entirely similar: the righ-
teous ones (0'P*T®) occur only in 4Q491a and the same is true of proclaiming
the meditation (X772 'nwi) and raising the horn (17p o'pn).

Many scholars have observed the similarities between 4Q491a and 4Q427
and tried to create models to explicate their relationship. Esther Eshel explains
the differences and similarities between the two texts by suggesting that they
represent two different “recensions”: 4Q427 fragment 7 belongs to recension A
and 4Q4o1a 11 i belongs to recension B. Eshel tends to think that recension B is
a later version of recension A but she also introduces the possibility that the
two recensions might have developed from one common source." This latter
option is to be regarded as hypothetical for at least two reasons.!> First, it is
an undeniable fact that the source is not known. Second, if there was a simi-
lar source behind the hymns preserved, one must conclude that this source
was considered to be quite freely editable. Consequently, if one argues that
the scribe of 4Q491a was able to make many changes to his unknown source,
it is equally possible that he made substantial changes to the text of 4Q427.

114 Cf. Eshel, “4Q471B: A Self-Glorification Hymn,” 189—91, 201. Eshel argues for the lateness
of recension B by noting that it duplicates some of the phrases known in recension A and
adds some new themes in comparison to recension A, namely the difference between the
protagonist and ordinary people and the horn that she interprets to be the “horn of the
Messiah.”

115 Cf. also the discussion concerning 4Q491a 8-10 i and 1QM 14:4-18 in Section 1.3 above.
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Therefore, it is simpler to think that either of the hymns might just as well be
dependent on the other.!16

However, not everyone agrees with Eshel that it is the “recension” pre-
served in 4Q427 that is the older of these two: Wise argues that, as a longer
text (according to his reconstructions), the one preserved in the Hodayot man-
uscripts more probably rewrites the text of 4Q491a than vice versa.'” Garcia
Martinez, for his part, has challenged the whole question of the direction of
influence: for him, in the end, the two “recensions” are very different, linked
only by “some lexicographical affinity, a few common expressions, and a com-
mon theme.” Furthermore, in this case, Garcia Martinez finds the term “recen-
sion” useless and he ends up emphasizing that the hymns should be read and
interpreted within their own literary contexts.!18

There is no reason to disagree with Garcia Martinez about the unhelpful-
ness of the term “recension”: the term as Eshel uses it leads too easily to the
presupposition of some “original” text of which different variant versions have
been preserved.!’® However, no evidence can be presented for this “original,”
but what one has is the manuscripts and the text in them. Consequently,
what should primarily be studied is the concrete material, not any hypotheti-
cal composition. In addition, Garcia Martinez’s observation about the signifi-
cant differences between the texts is noteworthy: the originality of each text
is easily dwarfed by labeling the texts as “recensions” or “versions.” Instead,
the concepts created for this study make it possible to describe different lev-
els of parallelism!?? — without yet arguing anything about their possible lit-
erary dependence. It is clear that the texts in 4Q491a and 4Q427 cannot be
categorized as close parallels since, for the purposes of this study, the close
parallelism appears on the level of wording. Instead, as Garcia Martinez notes,
the texts share a common theme (and also some expressions and words) — a
theme that is, to crown it all, special. Also, both texts represent a hymnic genre.
Therefore, despite the differences between them, the texts can undeniably be
labeled as remote parallels or at least as genre parallels.

116 Wise, “0'982 112 "0,” 214: “{W]hy posit a third source for which there is no evidence?”

117 Wise, “0HRa M n,” 214.

118 Garcia Martinez, “Old Texts and Modern Mirages,” 332.

119 Inherarticle “Self-Glorification Hymn,” in Outside the Bible: Ancient Jewish Writings Related
to Scripture, ed. L.H. Feldman, J.L. Kugel, and L.H. Schiffman (Philadelphia, PA: The Jewish
Publication Society, 2013), 192426, Esther Eshel argues that the Self-Glorification Hymn
is “partially preserved in four Qumran manuscripts” (see p. 1924).

»«

120 See the definitions of “close parallel,” “remote parallel,” and “genre parallel” in Section 4 in

the Introduction.
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What conclusions can then be drawn on these texts? One is that their dis-
tinctive theme, the so-called self-glorification, was not a one-time innova-
tion but considered to be worth transmitting. Furthermore, implanting this
theme into different contexts and reworking it into different textual forms was
allowed, and consequently, its interpretation was somewhat flexible. At this
stage of the study, one can infer that hymns and speeches seem to offer a place
to pursue literary creativity and also allow the presentation of novel ideas. In
the case of the two hymns in 11 i, the exceptional scribal practices used in this
fragment can probably be explained as signifying the distinctive nature of the
text as well: as was pondered in Section 1.2, the large lamed near the left margin
of the column could be explained as an indication of distinctive text embed-
ded in the war material. A further, perhaps noteworthy point is that in 4Q491a
the hymns are written in a script different from the text in their context. There
are different explanations for this fact (see Section 1.2) but what should also
be taken into account is the divergent content of the part written in this diver-
gent script. As with the large lamed, changing the script may also point to the
distinctiveness of the material. The vacat in line 19 — one practice that marks
a difference between the self-glorification material in the Hodayot texts and
4Q4o1a—indicates a desire to structure the text that may support the idea that
the material was taken from the Hodayot texts and was reworked for its pres-
ent context.!?!

What should also be noted is that although the protagonist glorifying him-
self is a rare theme, the general idea of the connection between human and
divine beings is not that divine (0'9&) beings are mentioned in 4Q491a many
times (8-10i:14; 10ii:15, 11i112, 14, 16; 13:1; 15:8; 24:3, 4) and although most of the
mentions are fragmentary, it can be concluded that they appear together
with human beings (cf,, e.g., 10 ii 15: DWIRI ©H81).122 [n 11 i, the connection
between humans and the divine is strongest. When reading the hymns in
their present context, i.e., combined with the military instructions, emphasiz-
ing the special relationship to God and/or divine beings, and even blurring
the boundary between human and divine appear to be a way of whipping
up the spirit, the will to fight. Steven Weitzman notes that it is a well-known

121 One fact that might also support the idea that the text of 11 i was reworked for its present
context is that most of the scribal corrections of 4Q491a are concentrated in this column
(see 11113, 14, 15,17, 18 whereas elsewhere in the Scroll, see only 8-10i15 and 10 ii17). There
are many different correction procedures used (cancellation dots, interlinear letters, a
box-like shape), which may indicate that the corrections were not made all at once.

122 Note, however, that in 4Q4g1b, the “holy angels” (W1 *2851) are described to be “within
their lines” (cf. line 10) and the “commander of his angels” (3857 =W; cf. line 3) seems to
play some role in the war, while in 4Q491a, angels (D’DN'?D) are not mentioned at all.
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fact that “religious belief can motivate soldiers to fight harder and take more
risks.”123 This kind of motivation and encouragement appears frequently in the
War Texts and especially in their speeches and hymns (cf,, e.g., 1QM 10:2—5a;
15:7-16:1;16:15-17:9). Thus, it is quite possible that by reworking the two hymns
already known from the Hodayot tradition and combining them with the war
material, the idea of the special connection between human and divine — that
was already in embryo in other parts of the text — was made stronger and the
psychological influence of the text was reasserted.

When scrutinizing the War Text material as a whole, the question arises as
to why the Self-Glorification hymn was not transmitted in 1QM. It has been
demonstrated many times elsewhere in this chapter that the author of 1QM
used 4Q4o1a and thus it is likely that he knew the hymn as part of the War
tradition. The preserved material suggests that he missed the opportunity to
use the Self-Glorification Hymn in his compilation.!>* One reason for this may
be that the hymn was not considered to belong to the War material. This may
have been the interpretation of the author of 1QM, or the hymn may already
have been initially considered an explanatory addition to the war mate-
rial — an idea which is supported by the fact that the hymn was written in a
different script to the other parts of 4Q491a and that it was flagged with an
exceptional scribal marking. Another noteworthy point here may be that we
have already assumed that when the war material was gathered, the author
of 1QM had a wider audience in mind than the author of 4Q491a. Perhaps the
Self-Glorification hymn was considered to represent unconventional thinking
that was not needed for making the war material relevant for broader use. It
has been demonstrated above that the author of 1QM aimed to link the war
material more tightly to the “biblical” traditions probably widely known and
used. Perhaps his intention was to make the War Text material more accessible
and in order to do this, he omitted some elements that were considered (or

123 Cf. Steven Weitzman, “Warring against Terror: The War Scroll and the Mobilization of
Emotion,” j§J 40 (2009): 219. In general, in his article, Weitzman argues that 1QM reflects
Greco-Roman theories of troop psychology according to which supernatural portents and
ritual activity could be used to promote militancy. What should be noted is that as regards
the War Texts, it is not necessary to think that (only) the soldiers in the real war situation
were those who were encouraged and motivated. The idea of waging war against more
problems was present in many texts in the Second Temple period, cf. e.g., Eph 6:10-17. It
is probable that the M tradition works in many levels.

124 In theory, it is of course possible that the author of 1QM knew a version of the 4Q491a
text that did not include the Self-Glorification Hymn. Moreover, it may be possible that
the Self-Glorification Hymn was part of 1QM but was damaged along with the end of the
manuscript. Being conscious of these theoretical options, I choose here to ponder how
the situation appears in the light of the material preserved for us.
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may have been considered) eccentric and added elements he considered to
be more familiar and conventional.'?®> However, it is not impossible that the
Self-Glorification Hymn still had some effect on the author of 1QM: the idea of
the close relationship between the divine and human beings is clearly present
in 1QM, for example in column 1, which describes the assembly of gods and
the congregation of men as fighting the war together (see 1QM 1:10). As will be
demonstrated below, the role of the angels was also a theme that was discussed
during the transmission process of the War Texts. The Self-Glorification Hymn
may have been part of this discussion.

The next chapter again presents an example of text that can be categorized
as parallel to 1QM. We now return to the discussion on the redactional activity
practiced by the author of 1QM in columns 15-17, namely the discussion that
began in Section 1.4.

1.6 Fragment 11 ii (B-371355; B-370893)

oT[A]w
WIR W] ARn[5nn
a7 mp[n
Jwpnr ouA[1am
nnRno]A Haa 1 YR ] B[] [T
o1 S nnnbn nesh Ip]5[v
A]aT Hm Spn n[R]L o[p]i 9T Mpa
vacat |§ o®nN33 nneinn nnnona]
51915 5m oran *55m quin vi[a]
nnn5]A% NN MmN n37YA NREY WPA[] 10
126]13] )95 wi[RIA )M wih 2w wpn[’]

© O DU A W N =

11

125 It should be noted that we can not necessarily know what was considered conventional
or unconventional/experimental in the late Second Temple times. The Hebrew Bible as
we know it was not yet established and there may be many reasons why some text was
often copied and used (e.g., the text could be either well-known and perceived as authori-
tative and thus broadly copied in order to keep it in use or not so well-known and with-
out authority and broadly copied in order to make it more familiar and to strengthen its
position). However, for example, the ideas presented in columns 10-11, namely that the
salvation history proceeds from creation to the kingdom of David and further on to the
prophets, were very likely to be generally accepted and considered conventional (cf. e.g.,
several references to these themes in the New Testament, e.g. in Hebrews, see 4:3, 9:26,
11:32).

126 Somewhere before the end of this line, Baillet (DJD 7:31), Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar
(Study Edition, 976), and Qimron (The Hebrew Writings, 128) read 2 and Abegg (“The War
Scroll,” 23) reads 2 while Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 154) does not read anything. In my view,
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1A &5 g9ena jna iy 251 9] ] innnbna nnnr n[R] 12

[PAR3 I[8I]0 5K poa TmIny| 58 M3 onPnw A 8D 13

150 ]ovTa amp R Je[  18n[ 14

2]% pmnS oA 3% FFon nnx (12 15

13 58] & upn> A ovn R[N 16

nPwrn mY A[3ONA]5RS R7anm Tnyn pRY | 17
[P 5132 SrAW[H] 0w SR i HPehab vpAla iR 18

RN DY MW AARYA 9709 0N Wpnt AYRA B[*]3370 IR 19
na7p]AY% DYBna 3PAN T HY MW APINN 0Imn Wpn 1aen 5 20

oo5n]A BI[W]RA3 [ ] odmoam innnbn 93 wiRk o in]H[v]A 21
Bl 5P wl]s nmawn oy | 22

1A AYin AwRA HHna S[anb 23

JooroR[ 1% 24

4Qq9111ii is not preserved very well. What can be seen is that the text is divided
in two by placing a vacat in line 8. The text that precedes the vacat seems to
consist of battle instructions and what can be quite clearly seen is that the bat-
tle is conducted by sounds and the war is waged against the Kittim. After the
vacat, instructions continue and now the text refers to losses in the battle (cf.
line o: “the slain of the skirmishers shall begin to fall”). In line 12, it seems that
a hymn/speech section starts and at least in line 13, second person forms are
used.!?8 The themes of the hymn are encouragement (line 14), God’s help/sal-
vation (lines 14, 17) and Israel’s special relationship to God (lines 16, 18). Belial
is also mentioned (line 18). In line 19, the text moves on to instructions again
and they are given for “a second battle against the Kittim.” A priest conducts

there really is a horizontal stroke, obviously the bottom of a letter, visible in the top of a
piece of fragment 1. Here, 3 is added, but ultimately it is impossible to say whether the
stroke belongs to 2 or 2. In any case, it seems clear that one or the other of these letters
was on the fragment.

127 Here, Duhaime reads N” but argues in the footnote that this word should be read nn*mM
(see Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 156 n. 126), and other editors, too, have preferred this reading.
Baillet (DJD 7:31-32), Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 23), Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar (Study
Edition, 976), and Qimron (The Hebrew Writings, 128) read 1M, and Baillet explains that
the scribe has corrected the form 1N to AN by marking an interlinear * in the middle
of the word. Yishay (“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 13) reads 1", but for this read-
ing the fragment provides no evidence. Since the interlinear * can readily be seen on the
fragment, it is added here and the word is read as 7',

128 That the text in lines 12b—18 is a hymn can also be argued by noting that line 19 begins
with the phrase n987 B[*]3371 TNR1 “after these words” that is elsewhere used as a tran-
sition from a hymn (cf. 1QM 17:10 and possibly 4Q491a fragment 13 line 3).
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the war by blowing alarms (lines 20, 21) and “all the people with trumpets” are
also mentioned.

In spite of the relatively damaged nature of the fragment, it can easily be
seen that 4Q491 11 ii 1-12a closely parallel 1QM 16:3-14, and, again, 4Q491 11 ii
19—23 are a close parallel to 1QM 17:10-13. The middle parts of the texts, namely
the hymn parts (12b—18 of 4Q491a and 16:15-17:9 of 1QM) also bear some resem-
blance to each other, albeit noteworthily less than the instructive parts. Table
12 indicates the similarities and the differences between the two texts.129

By placing these texts side by side, it is easy to confirm many conclusions
reached on the content of 11 ii above. Baillet reconstructs 11 ii 1-13 and 19—23
on the basis of 1QM 16 and 17 and shows that the words of 1QM 16:3-14 and
17:10-14 can largely be quite plausible fitted into the lines of the fragment.!30
Between these very similar instructive sections, both texts include a hymnic
section (lines 13b—18 of 4Q491a and 1QM 17, lines 1—9). Although 4Q401a is
again fragmentary, it clearly begins similarly to the end of 1QM 16: the chief
priest is brought to the stage and he is encouraging the soldiers (cf. line 12 of
4Q491a). Also, the encouragement part ends with the words 5% 0™277 NN,
“after these words” (line 19 of 4Q491a, cf. 1QM 17:10) which demonstrates that
the previous part was a speech. Although with regard to their actual content
the speeches of 1QM 16—17 and 4Q491a differ here and there greatly from each
other, they still share many thematic (and lexical) elements like the idea of
God testing his people’s heart in crucible and the idea of God humiliating the
wicked.!3! Therefore, these speech passages can be defined to be remote par-
allels. In the table above, these terminological similarities were marked with
red text.

In the following analysis, the texts of 4Q491a and 1QM 16-17 are discussed
according to the three sections into which it is divided according to the vacats
in 1QM.182

129 Inthis table (Table 12), the two texts are disposed to make the comparison between them
as easy as possible. Therefore, some space is left before the different sections of the texts.
These spaces are not visible in the manuscripts.

130 Baillet, bjD 7:30-31 Note that the content of 1QM 16 was already described in Section 1.4
above.

131 These differences and similarities are also noted by Jean Duhaime, “Dualistic Reworking
in the Scrolls from Qumran,” cBQ 49 (1987): 32—56 (esp. 49).

132 Thevacat in line 17:3 is ignored in this division.
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1.6.1 First instructions (4Q491a fragment 11 ii 1-12a/1QM 16:3-14)

There are a few orthographical differences (cf, e.g., ©'X'n3 and ©o™n3 in line
6 of 4Q491a and 1QM 16:10), but in addition some more noteworthy points of
difference exist: in 4Q4091a, line 4, the subject and the predicate seem to be in
a different order in comparison with 1QM (see lines 5b—6a) and the predicate
verb ypn is in a different form (in the imperfect wpn* while in 1QM 16:6, it
is in the perfect wpm).133 The difference is at the point where the narrative is
changing from the consecutive perfect forms to the imperfect: the previous
four verbs in 1QM are in the consecutive perfect while the following verbs are
in the imperfect. The preceding perfect forms are all placed before their sub-
jects. Therefore, it seems possible that the author of 1QM was expecting perfect
forms to continue and thus wrote a perfect here, before the subject, in con-
trast to what was in his source. The expression 0n% perhaps originally followed
the verbal form in 4Q4o1a (cf. Baillet’s reconstruction)!3* and that is why the
scribe of 1QM 17 wrote it here. Another option is that the scribe got it from the
previous line in which it probably existed (cf. 1QM 17:4—5, according to which
Baillet reconstructed line 3 of 4Q491a)'3% or that the scribe, after recognizing
his mistake, added it in order to clarify the sentence, which now was different
in comparison with the manuscript he was copying.136 Finally, he wrote the
subject 03M2n and continued again according to his model text. It is difficult
to explain the difference the other way around; for example, why would the
author of 4Q491a have omitted 0n5?

In 1QM 16:12, there are two extra words in comparison with 4Q491a (see line
10): while in 4Q401a, the text says that the priests shall “blow for another line of
the reserve to march out,” in 1QM, it is specified that the priest shall blow “the
trumpets of assembly” (87pni nwen). These trumpets occur nine times in
1QM (in addition to this, see 3:1-3, 7; 7:3, 15; 8:3; 9:3) but never in 4QM material.
It is noteworthy that in 1QM, these trumpets are mentioned several times in the
instructive columns 3—9 but in the end columns 15-19, only once. Therefore,
one possible reason to add them in 1QM 16:12 is that when 1QM was written in
its present composition, it became important to create links between its differ-
ent units, and the trumpets of assembly were added to column 16 in order to
link the end columns more closely to the narrative columns 3-9.

133 Note that there is a similar difference between 4Q491a 11 ii 20 and 1QM 17:11. Both the
imperfect form and the perfect form of the root Ypn occur eight times in 1QM. The per-
fect form does not occur in 4Q491a at all but the imperfect form occurs five times.

134 Baillet, bjp 7:30.

135 Baillet, bjp 7:30.

136  Note that in line 17:10, BN is also probably an addition (see the discussion of the second
narrative, 4Q491a 11 ii 19—23 / 1QM 17:10-14).
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1.6.2 Encouragement Speeches (4Q491a Fragment 11 ii 12b—18/
1QM 16:15-17:9)

As noted above, despite the obvious textual dissimilarity of 1QM 17:4-8b and
4Q401 11 ii 13b—18, there are many lexical and thematic links between these
texts. The most significant of these are that both texts describe God as testing
his people within the crucible!3” (4Q491a 11 ii 12/1QM 16:15) and humiliating the
wicked (11ii16/17:5) and both urge the combatants not to be afraid (11 ii 13/17:4).
However, it seems that the text of 1QM is somewhat longer than that of 4Q491a.
Duhaime argues for the idea that 1QM 17:4—8b represents a reworking of 4Q491
11 ii 13b—18 and he introduces four cases where the author of 1QM has, accord-
ing to him, expanded the text of 4Q491:138

TABLE 13 Four cases where, according to Duhaime, the author of 1QM has expanded the

text of 4Q491

4Q491 11 ii 1QM 17
Case 1 7o MY 14b (6b) 1 T[2] 59125 DAY Ty
Case 2 [ HR]3W% 5& 12y 71 01n 16b [ Ponnmabadsaw [ ] &
o i b[ Jod
nSwnn W Sawnt panh mn orn
(4b-5)
Case3 91215 W["H] ohw Hx [ 18b 1972 0w HRIWT A AnRwa RN
T (7a) 5% 55
Case 4 5991 18ap (5bp-6a) nyw nHwnn w

In case 1, it seems logical that the author of 1QM 17 has further defined the text:
he gives to the 71 “support” an attribute ' “eternal,” and by adding the
word 513 “lot,” he explains in more detail to whom the support is to be given.
In case 2, the situation is more complicated: the common words of 4Q491a
and 1QM are in a different order in each text. However, Duhaime argues
that in 1QM, the word v “day” is further defined as the “appointed (7p1) day”
and another verb referring to humiliation has been added (55w in addition

137 Cf. Section 1.4 above.
138 Duhaime, “Dualistic Reworking,” 47—51. Duhaime’s starting point in his argumentation is
the assumption that texts tended to expand.
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to ¥12).139 The third case resembles the second one since there too, the com-
mon terms are in a different order. Duhaime thinks that the author of 1QM has
further defined Israel and its covenant: Israel is said to be 5% 5 “the lot of
God” and the covenant is to be joyfully lit up (Annwa '8n). As regards case
4, there are no common terms in 4Q491 and 1QM but Duhaime suggests that
5992 “Belial” and nywn nbwnn 9w “the prince of the realm of wickedness”
refer to one and the same figure. In 1QM, the name of this figure refers to the
dualistic arrangement (there is a realm of wickedness and thus, another realm
different from that must also exist).140

It cannot be helped that this kind of comparison remains always some-
what speculative — and not least because of the fragmentariness of 4Q491a.
However, since the links between the texts are significant and the contexts of
the hymn follow each other closely, the burden of proof would rather lie for
those who would assume that there is no relationship between these hymns.
It seems probable that as was already suggested, the author of 1QM knew the
text of 4Q491a and used if when compiling the war traditions. However, while
he demonstrably transmitted some of the hymnic material very faithfully (see
Section 1.3 above), here he reworked the hymn considerably. While doing so,
the author probably aimed at adding the “biblical” flavor of the hymn which
is above all demonstrated in two cases. First, in the encouragement speech
of 1QM 16:15-17:9, the author of 1QM is clearly referring to the tradition deal-
ing with the fate of Nadab and Abihu (Lev 10, Num 26:60-61, 1 Chron 24:1-2),
i.e., how Yahweh calls fire down from heaven to kill the men who have offered
“foreign fire” before him.!#! Second, as Gregory Beale has noted, there can be

139 As regards this case, Duhaime (“Dualistic Reworking,” 50) supposes that the word &
could be reconstructed at the end of line 4. However, he is careful not to draw any conclu-
sions on the basis of this reconstruction.

140 Duhaime, “Dualistic Reworking,” 50. Actually, Duhaime argues that all the additions in
1QM 17 are dualistic in nature. The terms 5913 “lot” and IR “light,” for example, are dualis-
tic to him, and, as he argues, in case 1 and case 3 these terms (or their derivatives) are addi-
tions in 1QM. In case 2, the addition of the verb baw points to dualism since it, according
to Duhaime, “stands in contrast with the elevation of Michael and suggests a dualistic
opposition.” An important part of his argumentation is that he also finds this kind of dual-
istic reworking from two other texts, first, from the Community Rule (1QS 3:13, 18b—23a,
23b—25a) and second, from the Damascus Document (CD 5:17¢—19), and in addition, from
1QM 13:9b-12a), cf. “Dualistic Reworking,” 50, e.g., p. 32.

141 It must be taken into account that the whole name 271 and most of the letters of the
name RI7"2R are reconstructed — but the continuation of the text makes this reconstruc-
tion quite reliable. In addition, Dean O. Wenthe argues that “the author connects the
idea of fire in the crucible and testing the elect by his use of Leviticus” and that “1QM
also retains the accent of Lev 10:3 by indicating that through such an action God hallows
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seen links between 1QM 17:4—9 and Daniel 12.142 The idea of the authority of
Michael occurs in both passages and in addition, the idea of “shining” occurs
in both passages although it is expressed by different verbs (118 in 1QM 17:7 and
911 in Dan 12:3).143 These links to the Hebrew Bible texts do not seem to be part
of the encouragement speech of 4Q491a. Below (see Chapter 2 and Chapter 3,
Section 2), we see that when the War Texts were transmitted, the angels’ role
in the war was debated, and the idea of a authority of Michael probably forms
part of this debate. It seems that angels’ role grew during the transmission pro-
cess; a conclusion that is again referred to when we discuss manuscripts 4Q492
and 4Q493 below.

It is possible that when aiming to add links to the “biblical” tradition, the
author of 1QM may have followed a more general trend. For example, a com-
parison of 1QS and its parallel passages in 4QSP and 4QSd reveals that the cita-
tions in 1QS reflect redactional activity.!** However, 1QS has direct citations,
whereas 1QM does not quote any text directly in columns 16-17. Columns 10
and 11 of 1QM include biblical citations (see 10:3b—5a, 6b—8a; 11:6b—7a, 1b—12a)
but no parallels are extant in the Cave 4 manuscripts, as they do not contain
any. However, it is possible that these columns are as a whole a kind of review
of the salvation history from creation to the kingdom of David and further on
to the prophets, and thus represent material that was created for 1QM only and
reinforce the links between 1QM and the biblical tradition. Thus, the author
may well have been aiming to link the idea of war with the well-known “bibli-
cal” traditions when compiling 1QM, and possibly thought this would serve a
wider readership of the material.

himself before the people”; see Dean O. Wenthe “The Use of the Hebrew Scriptures in
1QM,” DsD 5 (1998): 313.

142 Gregory K. Beale, The Use of Daniel in Jewish Apocalyptic Literature and in the Revelation of
St. John (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1984), 29. However, Beale also brings
out that John J. Collins, although remarking the parallel elements between 1QM 17 and
Dan 7 and 12, states that 1QM plausibly owes most of all to the Persian mythological back-
ground; see John J. Collins “The Mythology of Holy War in Daniel and the Qumran War
Scroll: A Point of Transition in Jewish Apocalyptic,” vT 25 (1975): 604.

143 Wenthe also sees here some kind of link and argues that “the use of material from Daniel
is (here) reminiscent of column 1”; see Wenthe, “The Use of the Hebrew Scriptures in
1QM,;” 313.

144 Metso, Textual Development, 144; and idem, “Biblical Quotations in the Community Rule,”
in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries, ed. E.D. Herbert
and E. Tov (London: British Library, 2002), 81—-92 (86-91).
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1.6.3 Second Instructions (4Q491a Fragment 11 ii 19—23/1QM 17:10-14)
In1QM 17:10, it is emphasized that the priests shall blow “for them” (oi1%) while
in 4Q491 (see line 19) the audience of the signal is not mentioned. The most
plausible explanation for this difference is that the author of 1QM expected
07> here since in lines 16:4 and 165 it follows the verb ypn (and precedes the
subject 0uman). This expectation then causes a scribal mistake. Another pos-
sibility is that the author of 1QM accidentally skipped the word 0227, mov-
ing to the next word beginning with % (770%). After realizing this, the scribe
wrote the suffix 0n after » and wrote the missing word 01m271 above the line. It
could also be possible that the author of 1QM wanted to be more specific than
his source text and added the object bnb in the text. However, since Dvma0 is
written between the lines here, it is more likely that it is a matter of a scribal
mistake.

There are also other differences between the beginnings of the passages.
It seems that in 1QM 17:10, there is something more in comparison with line
19 of 4Q401a: the effects of blowing the trumpets are described in more detail
when stating that the columns shall spread at the sound of the trumpets. These
words would not fit at the end of line 19 of 4Q491a and thus, in comparison
with 4Q491a, they seem to be additional. By contrast, the words are partly vis-
ible in 1QM 16:5, and the whole clause can be reconstructed there. Thus, here
too, the author of 1QM probably waited for a sentence similar to that in 1QM
16 and wrote according to that suggestion — or else he deliberately wanted to
harmonize the two passages by adding these words to 1QM 17.14

But if the author of 1QM primarily followed the text of 4Q491a, where did
he get the idea of the priests arraying the “battalions (537) of line” when in
4Q401a, the priests blow for arraying a “second battle against the Kittim”? This
cannot be explained by 1QM 16 since there, at the corresponding point, the
priests blow the “alarms of formation.” One explanation is that he got the word
from 4Q491a fragment 13. The term 937 occurs there in line 5, in the instruc-
tive passages, which in many respects are reminiscent of those of 1QM 17 (and
1QM 16 and 4Q491a fragment 11). If the author of 1QM used the text of 4Q491a
as a source, it is clear that he had to abridge the text since all the phases of the
war that are enumerated in 4Q491a do not occur in 1QM. When abridging, the
author of 1QM perhaps combined elements from the omitted passages with
the text of the preserved passages.46

145 The third passage where these “additional” words occur is 1QM 8 (see line 6). There a very
similar instructions about the battle are given, although the weapons (8:11) and the trum-
pet signals (8:7,12) are described in more detail.

146  Note also that the word “battalion” or “division” (53T) can also been found in 1QM 8, in
lines 4 and 14, which frame the instruction part very similar to that of 1QM 17.
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In 4Q4g1a line 23, something in the text is happening among the “guilty
slain” (nnwxn *55n) while in 1QM at the corresponding point (17:14) there is
only “their slain” (0%5n). This difference is difficult to explain. If the author of
1QM had aimed to harmonize the passage with that of 1QM 16, he would have
written o™n3 "55M3a (cf. 1QM 16:8). Unfortunately, the corresponding points
elsewhere in 4Q491a have not been preserved and thus it is not possible to
check whether mnwxn 50 occurs only here or whether it was also used else-
where in the scroll. In general, the expression was known in the War Texts:
it occurs in 4Q491b fragments 1-3 line 13 and in 1QM 6:17 — although in the
last-mentioned line MW appears in a suffixed form, without any article (*55n
onnwR). Another possibility is that 4Q491a preserves a later reading here, in
which case nnwx: could be added in order to emphasize the enemies’ wicked-
ness. All in all, explaining this difference remains speculative.

1.6.4 Summary

As the analysis above demonstrates, the similarity between 4Q491 11 ii and
1QM 16-17 can be explained by the idea of 1QM rewriting the text preserved in
4Q4g1a. In addition, the author of 1QM probably did not use just the text in 11
ii but also that of some later columns (cf. fragment 13), which explains at least
some of the differences between the texts. As already noted, 1QM tends to col-
lect the war-related material and organize it. The idea that the author of 1QM
used the text of 4Q491a selectively, aiming at combining different elements,
fits together with this tendency. Also, the study of 4Q491a 11 ii and 1QM 16-17
gives further support to the ideas presented above, namely, that the hymns and
speeches were seen as more unstable literary entities than the instructions: it
was possible to use them in order to pursue literary creativity and insert new
ideas into the text.*” Here, the reworking of the hymn especially reflects the
author’s aim to create links to the “biblical” tradition which probably was well-
known among the audience he has in mind — a wider, not so specialized audi-
ence. This kind of “scripturalization” appears as well in 1QM columns 10 and 11
which do not have any parallels among Cave 4 manuscripts and which possibly
were created for this composition.

147 The differences between the speeches could also be explained by suggesting that they
pertain to different occasions, i.e., they have different settings. However, the question
about the settings is very difficult in the case of such fragmentary manuscripts. As was
demonstrated in Section 1.2 above, even the question of the arrangement of the frag-
ments of 4Q491a is extremely difficult to answer, and furthermore this makes it difficult
to discuss the settings of the speeches in this manuscript (and compare them to 1QM).
Therefore, it is ultimately suggested here that the very similar passages in 4Q491a and
1QM are probable related to similar settings.
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In the following three chapters, the text preserved in the more deteriorated
columns is introduced and analyzed, as far as it is possible. The smaller the
pieces are, the more difficult the task becomes but there are still some relevant
observations to be made.

17 Fragment 13 (B-363818; B-363819)
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The empty space at the top of the fragment is too wide to be a space between
lines. This can be noticed by comparing the space to the lower spaces between
the lines; they are not completely equal in size but none of the is as wide as this
is. Therefore, it seems that the preserved line 1 of fragment 13 is either the first
line of a column or a first line after a vacat. The content of the fragment is remi-
niscent of the battle instructions in 4Q491a 11 ii and 1QM 16-17. However, lines
1-3a probably do not belong to the instructions but to a speech or hymn; this
is indicated by the second person forms and the discussion on divine beings.

148 Just after the letters W3, Baillet (DJD 7:35), Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 29), Garcia Martinez
and Tigchelaar (Study Edition, 976), Yishay (“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 136), and
Qimron (The Hebrew Writings, 130) see remnants of an undetermined letter, and there
really is a spot at the bottom of the line just before the tear. Since the trace is tiny, it is
practically impossible to say which letter it belongs to and thus, it is here marked with a
mid-line circlet.

149 Here, Baillet (DJD 7:35), Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 29), Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar
(Study Edition, 978), Yishay (“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 136), and Qimron (The
Hebrew Writings, 130) read n37pnb o[p73n31 (with markings sometimes divergent from
each other) instead of Duhaime’s (“War Scroll,” 158) N37wn[. This is justified since there
are traces of two letters at the beginning of the line: just before 1, there is a part of 5
clearly visible: the horizontal stroke at the top of the line and the beginning of the vertical
stroke that goes above the line. Before this 5, there is a small stroke below the line, prob-
ably the bottom stroke of a final mem. Thus, here, Duhaime’s reading is corrected from
n2wn[Y to |n37ynb B (the trace could perhaps also be the tail end of 7 or 1, and there-
fore it is better to mark D as an uncertain letter). The somewhat speculative reconstruc-
tion D[°3121 suggested by other editors is still omitted.
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In addition, line 3b probably reads nHRA 0™aT0 R “after these words,” which
also mark the transition from speech to instructions in fragment 1 ii line 19
and in 1QM 17:0. Table 14 demonstrates the similarities and the differences
between fragment 13 and 1QM 16-17.

The instruction part in lines 3b—8 has many words in common with 1QM
16 — for example, the expression 710 Tn 9p “a shrill staccato sound” (see line 6
of fragment 13 and 1QM 16:7). However, every now and then, 4Q491a fragment
13 lines 3b-38 still includes fewer words than the passage in 1QM 16.150 What
should also be noted is that the battle instructions given in fragment 13 differ
from those in 1QM 16 (and almost all the other instructive passages in 4Q491a
and 1QM) in three ways. First, fragment 13 suggests that the soldiers are to take
position “among their battalions” (0937, the word is also used in 1QM 17 but
in a different context). Second, after mentioning the Levites, the text again
describes some kind of arrangement of the soldiers while in 1QM 16 and 17,
the battle already begins. Third, the text seems to end with a speech or hymn
given by the whole people — whereas in other preserved cases, a speech given
by a priest follows (cf. 11 ii and 1QM 16) or instructions for the battle continue
(cf. 1QM 17, 1QM 8). This demonstrates that although the formula for giving
the battle instructions was stabilized to a certain degree, it was still possible
to modify it. The special characteristics of the instruction passage in fragment
13 probably indicates that in 4Q491a, there were more phases in the war than
there are in 1QM 16-17. For 1QM, the number of phases was reduced and some
elements of the battle instructions were re-combined.

1.8 Fragment 15 (B-363816; B-363817)
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150 See, e.g., 1QM 16:7 and fragment 13 line 6 where 1QM says that the shrill staccato sound is
blown 1¥15 11AM5A “to conduct the battle” while this kind of explanation is not found in
fragment 13.

151 Inline 4, there is clearly a vacat although Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 160) does not explicitly
mark it in his text or translation.
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The vacat in line 4 divides the text in two. The first part is very poorly pre-
served but the use of the first person plural (line 3) indicates that it may be a
hymnic text. The verbal form 29pni occurs exclusively in the War Texts (1QM
17:11; 4Q491a 11 ii 20; 4Q493 line 7) but there is no clause similar to that of line 3
of fragment 13. In line 2, there occurs a rare word n3%nn “procession” which is
not known anywhere else in the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls. In the Hebrew
Bible, it occurs only once, in Neh 12:31, where it belongs to a liturgical context.

The other section is slightly better preserved. The introductory formula 11y 1
91K in line 5, almost entirely in view, and two verbs in the imperative (prm,
18R, expressing an exhortation to be strong and courageous, suggest this part
is an encouragement speech. As Table 15 demonstrates, something similar can
be found in 1QM 15:7.

The encouragement speech probably discusses godly intervention: lines
6 and 7 seem to describe God’s supremacy over all nations and his ability
to redeem his own. Lines 8 and 10 seem to suggest that heavenly beings act
together with humans. Line 12 confirms that the speech is related to war. These
themes are also known elsewhere in the War Texts but no particular parallel
to fragment 15 can be pointed to. Thus, the text in fragment 15 is one more
example of what has already been demonstrated above: in the transmission
process of the War Texts, hymns and speeches were not as stable elements as
the battle instructions.

TABLE 15  Lexical similarities between 4Q491 fragment 15 line 5 and 1QM 15:7

4Q491 fragment 15 line 5 1QM 15:7
JienRt pm AAMHR R AIP0] P R AP Ao 1588 P mx 510
510325 v wenR
5 [and] he shall speak up, saying 7 all his brothers, and he shall strengthen
to them, “Be strong and brave [...] [...] -

and he shall speak up, saying, “Be strong and

brave [...]




WAR TEXTS THAT OVERLAP WITH OTHER WAR TEXTS 123

19 Other Fragments

There are 11 more fragments that are usually considered as belonging to
4Qqo01a. These fragments are small and some of them are more or less worn
out. Table 16 introduces the observations that can be made on the content of
these fragments.

TABLE 16  The contents of 4Q491 fragments 18, 22, 24—28, 31-33, 35

Fragment Content

18 A few words preserved as complete, mainly known in the other War
Texts as well (ypn, 55m); 710 O] is less common although it occurs once
in 1QM 11:10 (partly reconstructed)

22 No complete words visible, probably forms of the roots Tnp and p11
(also common in the other War Texts)

24 Under 10 complete words are preserved, many of them known in
other War Texts as well (371, nbwnn, oo, 7). However, e.g.,

o[*]5%n 513 nSwnn is a unique combination and 7%nN occurs here for
the only time in the preserved War Texts

25 A few very common words are visible; the combination pw7 72 is unique
among the War Texts

26 A few very common words are visible

27 Only a few letters visible

28 Only a few letters visible

31 Only a few letters visible

32 Only a few letters visible

33 Only a few letters visible

35 The bottom margin is visible and a few very common words are preserved

in the bottommost line

110  Summary of 4Q491a

Although the exact order of the fragments is not known, there are still some
conclusions to be drawn on the basis of the scrutiny above. First, roughly speak-
ing, the content of 4Q4g91a can be divided into two genres: the battle instruc-
tions and the hymns/speeches. The battle instructions seem to be reminiscent
of each other in outline, and in addition they recall the instructive passages
known in 1QM. In general, the battle instructions in 4Q491a and in 1QM seem
to represent a somewhat stabilized form of text which was considered to be
worth transmitting without making significant changes. However, the number
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TABLE 17 1QM 14-17 and its parallels in 4Q491a (* denotes vacats in the text of 1QM)

Description of the Section 1QM 4Q491a Degree of
Parallelism
Rubric and thanksgiving hymn 14:2-3;4-15  8-10,col. 1:17-E;  remote parallel?
col. 11-12 + close parallel

Hymn: War cry 14:16-18 8-10, col. 1:113-16  close parallel
(14E-15:3)

Rubric and encouragement speech 15:4-16:1 *

Rule that shall be carried out 16:3—

Battle instructions (phase 1) 16:3-9 * 11, col. 2:1-12a / close parallel/

Battle instructions (phase 2) 16:11-14 10, col. 2:8-14a remote parallel

Rubric and encouragement speech (part 1) 16:15-17:3 1, col. 2:12b—18 /  genre parallel/

Encouragement speech (part 2) 17:4-17:9 10, col. 2:14b—17 remote parallel

Battle instructions (phase 3, rubric) 17:10-14 11, col. 2:19—23 close parallel

(and thanksgiving hymn) (17:15-18:8) *

of different phases of war seems to vary between manuscripts: in 4Q491a, there
are at least four phases where instructions are given while in 1QM 16-17, there
are only three.

In hymns and speeches, first and second person forms are generally used.
Central themes that are discussed in practically every case are the presence of
heavenly beings and the godly intervention in the war. However, the form and
content of the hymnic passages varies. It seems that especially the encourage-
ment speeches were not considered to be stable but they were used as a tem-
plate for creative literary work. While the instructions were used to construct
a stable framework for texts, the speeches were the place where scribes and
redactors were able to introduce new ideas or to choose the hymns familiar to
them, and perhaps made the text suitable for their own purposes within dif-
ferent contexts. A special case is the thanksgiving hymn in 4Q491a 8-10 i that
is closely parallel to the hymn found in 1QM 14. This part of the text seems to
be carefully transmitted and only minor changes were made to it. The changes
were probably made in order to emphasize the special relationship between
God and his people who are referred to as “we” in the text.

A considerable amount of textual similarity between 4Q491a and 1QM
1417 — especially between the battle instructions and between the thanksgiv-
ing hymn in 4Q491a fragments 8-10/1QM 14 — indicate that these two texts did
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not develop in complete isolation from each other. The most probable expla-
nation for their mutual relationship is that 1QM rewrites the text that is known
from 4Qgg91a. The anthological character of 1QM reflects collecting material
and organizing it into units. In 4Q491a as well, anthological features can be
distinguished. However, when comparing passages that are closely parallel to
each other, the direction from 4Q491a towards 1QM is almost always easier to
explain. Also, the scribe of 1QM seems to add some vacats that are not known
in 4Q4g91a which indicates an aim to structure the text. What is noteworthy
is that not everything in 4Q491a was considered to be worth transmitting:
probably, the battle instructions were combined and the number of separate
descriptions was reduced, and the hymnic parts of the text could be either
omitted or radically rewritten.

The two scripts used in the manuscript indicate that 4Q491a was not written
at one sitting: rather the manuscript was in process for a while. Also, what is
clear is that the manuscript was not meant to be a showroom copy or a copy
that would be easy to see and read aloud. It seems more like a literary-oriented
manuscript where some already somewhat stabilized material is combined
with traditions still finding their exact form and place — or traditions that were
to remain unstable. What should also be noted is the cave where 4Q491a was
found. In comparison to all the other Qumran caves, it can be said that Cave 4
includes a very wide and diverse collection of texts. Recently, Charlotte Hempel
has suggested that this diversity can be explained by assuming that Cave 4 was
“the learned hub of the Qumran elite who collected and transmitted a large
array of learning and literature including Rule texts that need not necessarily
have been practiced or shared with the membership at large.”>2 The small size
of the script and the unique nature of its content here and there indicate that
4Q491a may well have been a representative of the “eclectic and scholarly char-
acter of the content of Cave 4.”52 The reason for omitting the Self-Glorification
Hymn in 1QM might have been that it was already initially considered as an
exploratory addition to the war material: it was written in a script different
from other parts of 4Q491a and it was flagged with an exceptional scribal mark-
ing. Also, the hymn was possibly considered to be unconventional, especially
for the audience which the author of 1QM has in his mind. In order to make the
text accessible for the wider audience, he omitted some material considered
to be idiosyncratic and, instead, added the links to the well-known “biblical”
traditions.

152 Hempel, The Qumran Rule Texts in Context, 337.
153 Cf. Hempel, The Qumran Rule Texts in Context, 337.
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2 4Q492 (4QMP)

There are three fragments of leather — rather thick and reddish brown in
color — that constitute manuscript 4Q492.15* Two of these have preserved very
few letters: in fragment 3, there are only two K’s, the last letters of two different
lines, and fragment 2, although containing a few more letters, has preserved
only remnants of two lines as well. However, what are clearly visible are mar-
gins: in fragment 2, the top margin is seen above the preserved lines and in
fragment 3 the left margin is visible. In comparison with the Dead Sea Scrolls
in general, the top margin is large.155

Fragment 1 is the largest fragment and contains remnants of 13 lines alto-
gether. This largest fragment is 11 cm high and 11 cm wide while the other two
are 3.5 cm high and 4 cm wide (fragment 2) and 6 ¢cm high and 1.5 cm wide
(fragment 3).1%6 The script in these fragments is Herodian, similar to 1QM,!57
and dates to the second half of the first century BCE.158

The arrangement of the fragments is not unambiguous. Since there are no
material connections among the three fragments, finding their correctlocation
is very difficult. That they belong to the same manuscript is clear since they all
contain tears due to the ruling. According to Baillet, the text in fragment 2 may
be a continuation to the hymn that begins at the end of fragment 1.5 In that
case, fragment 2 would belong to the left side of fragment 1, being the top of
the following column. Fragment 3 clearly is the upper left corner of a sheet as
Baillet already notes. He assumes that this fragment should be placed either to
the right side of fragment 1 in which case it would be the top left corner of the
column previous to that preserved in fragment 1 or to the left side of fragment 2
in which case fragments 2 and 3 would belong to the same sheet. In any case,
for Baillet, it seemed clear that there was more than one column in this manu-
script. As is easily demonstrated, the text of 4Q492 fragment 1 has clear textual
parallels in 1QM. However, in this case, even 1QM did not help Baillet arrange
the fragments since there is not much legible text in fragments 2 and 3 and
the text in the best-preserved line — line 1 in fragment 2 — does not have any
equivalents in 1QM. Thus, Baillet left the arrangement of the fragments open,
and after him no one has presented any potential solutions.

154 Baillet, DJD 7:45.

155 Cf. Tov, Scribal Practices, 102—3. Tov notes that usually in the Qumran scrolls top margins
are 1-2 cm in height (see p. 99) while that of 4Q492 is 2.5 cm.

156 Duhaime, The War Texts, 20.

157 Baillet, DJD 7:20. See also Duhaime, The War Texts, 20; and Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 63.

158 Baillet, DJD 7:20; Duhaime, The War Texts, 20, 41.

159 Baillet, DJD 7:49.
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When comparing the text of 4Q492 to its parallels, it can be estimated that
there is space for about 75 letters or spaces per line in fragment 1. The script is
relatively small (letters are about 3 mm high) and neat'®? and does not signifi-
cantly deviate from other 4QM manuscripts in which the average letter height
is 2.75.161 According to Duhaime, the leather was probably already damaged
when the lines were ruled.’$2 This may indicate that the leather was not origi-
nally very high quality and consequently the manuscript was scarcely meant to
be a showroom copy. Instead, the manuscript might have been used for some
kind of study purpose or scholarly work. This would also explain the excep-
tionally large spaces between lines (about 9 mm each) which may have been
left in order to make it easy to read the manuscript.

The text of the manuscript is read as follows:163

Fragment1
K] 0%
P& #ioa%
] 5w 9123
] R[5]A 9[2 Harin]729m noe
] 1650 1%n mnw §8[ ] vacat ®4+pmbaia A[An]
nnnwn]i Tinawr oAl o Hn [7]Hr 8anh Tan oy
1 A 033 Hp[a Jnayan 'y madvacat 10> 799
17%5a nannn 1oR? NI vacat DY M55 HRIWH nannk
1M o3 *]n3 2 ow 1H81 AR n2nA opn TY i pa[1]

o o000

1 5&[2 1973 8w a1 wr 9[2p]A RS B[*]551 319 10N
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160 Note that there are no preserved scribal corrections in 4Q492.

161 Cf. Baillet, DJD 7:20; Abegg, “The War Scroll from Qumran,” 63; Duhaime, The War Texts, 20.

162 Duhaime, The War Texts, 20. See also Abegg, “The War Scroll from Qumran,” 63.

163 Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 168.

164 When studying the photos, it seems that at the beginning of this line, all the letters are not
aligned (or perhaps the first letters of the line might be smaller and almost interlinear;
see PAM 44.018). However, this is not true in the original fragment which Jutta Jokiranta
checked for me in the 1aa Dead Sea Scroll laboratory in Jerusalem in September 2012. The
impression results from the damage to the surface of the fragment. Another obtrusive
issue at the beginning of this line is that there seems to be an ink trace above 7. This trace
could be the top of a letter or a part of a supralinear letter. However, no letter exists in
which that kind of sporadic stroke leaning to the right would appear. Therefore, the stroke
was probably drawn by accident.

165 Here, Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 168) reads T1R1 and other editors agree. However, on the
fragment, there are tiny ink traces visible after 7 and these traces fit with 73, for example. 11
comes to mind as a primary option since 1QM reads it at the corresponding points (777X
in12:13 and 77X in19:5), but there are other options as well. Thus, here, the word is read
as oTINI.
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Fragments 2 and 3 contain so few letters that it is practically impossible to

analyze their content. In contrast, the text of fragment 1 is better preserved

and it can be divided into four different parts according to vacats.'®” The first

166

167

In this line, there are many ink traces that Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 168) seems to ignore.
At the beginning of the line, the photos show that there are tiny ink traces visible at the
top of the line, one of them probably very close to the first 7 and the other two a little bit
further, probably belonging to the same word. Here, Baillet’s (DJD 7:49) and Abegg’s (“The
War Scroll from Qumran,” 63) reading i U"?}J 5RY o o[ is closer to what can be seen on the
fragment than Duhaime’s ]3 "5V YR [. After the partly visible 9, before the big lacuna
in the middle of the line, there are also some traces visible at the top of the line. Abegg
distinguishes five letters while Baillet marks four. As regards the traces, Baillet’s reading
Jo o[ Jo oY is closer to reality: first, there are two traces far enough from each other to
be separate letters and later, near the lacuna, there are two more traces. Between the first
two traces, there would be space for one more letter but since no trace of it is preserved,
Baillet’s reading is equivalent to what one sees on the fragment. Thus, here, the reading
oflineg (I3[ Joo[Jo[lo[ 15[ Joo[ Joob[ Iimhy 585 o of)is taken from
Baillet. Note that originally in Baillet’s reading, there was a % inside the brackets in the
middle of the line. Baillet reconstructed it after 1QM 19 but on the fragment, there are no
traces of it left. Thus, here this % is deleted.

At least in line 5, there is a clear vacat. In lines 7 and 8, the blank spaces suggested to be
vacats are smaller and the question remains whether it is possible that the leather was
uneven and forced the scribe to leave some unintentional blank spaces in the text. The
photos do not give an unambiguous answer to this although there is a full spectrum color
image of the fragment available. In what follows, the text is divided into four parts accord-
ing to all possible vacats, being aware, however, of the many options to explain these
blank spaces. Cf. also Yishay (“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 196) who as well divides
the text into four parts; three hymns and one prose section.
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part, lines 1-5a, is very fragmentary, and without finding any parallels to it, it
would be very difficult to say anything about its content. However, the pre-
served words 023 “mighty ones,” 55w “to seize,” 0™ “foes,” and 271 “sword”
lead thoughts to a battle context. The second part in lines 5b—7a is more leg-
ible: it clearly calls on Zion to rejoice (nnw). In this passage, Zion seems to have
achieved an advantage over other nations whose wealth is now transferred
to its ownership. In addition, these lines seem to describe a kind of reversal
of roles: other nations’ kings shall serve Zion which has perhaps not always
been the state of affairs. This song of joy continues in the third part, in lines
7b-8a, in which rejoicing cities are called 'np mia “daughters of my people.”
The fourth and last part of the text is reminiscent of battle instructions (201
and 811 in the imperfect), which are now seemingly related to the end of the
battle: it is said that the mighty men fell (1981) and the multitude of the slain
are dead (¥nn), both verbal forms being in the perfect.

Although fragment 1 is somewhat tattered and the text is thus damaged in
many places, it is still possible to recognize parallels to it. In 1QM, there are
two passages that are closely reminiscent of it, 1QM 12:7-16 and 1QM 19:1-13.
Tables 18, 22 and 23 below demonstrate the significant similarities between
these passages and the possibility of reconstructing the missing parts of 4Q492
fragment 1 with the help of 1QM 19 and 12. Especially 1QM 19 is very closely
parallel to fragment 1. The parallels also help describe the above-mentioned
text passages in more detail. The first passage (in 4Q492 fragment 1, lines
1-5a) seems to follow some kind of poetic structure: God’s presence on the
battlefield is described with parallelistic verses (line 1 of 4Q492,1QM 191, 1QM
12:8b—9a) and his power is described through natural phenomena (rain, mist,
rainstorm; line 2 of 4Q492, 1QM 19:2—3a, 1QM 12:9b-10a). Then the text moves
on to discuss a valiant war hero who is encouraged by using various imperative
forms (lines 3—5a of 4Q492, 1QM 19:3b—5a, 1QM 12:10b—13a). It is possible that
this figure still refers to God since in the Hebrew Bible, God is often portrayed
as a warrior (e.g., Isa 4213, Job 16:14, Jer 20:11).168 Only later does the viewpoint
clearly change to Zion (line 5b of 4Q492, 1QM 19:5b, 1QM 12:13b).169

The second (lines 5sb—7a of 4Q492, 1QM 19:5b—6, 1QM 12:13b-15a) and third
(lines 7b-8 of 4Q492, 1QM 19:7-8, 1QM 12:15b-16) passages were already quite

168 About the discussion on the identity of the war hero, see Fletcher-Louis, All the Glory of
Adam, 442-45. Although Fletcher-Louis himself ends up interpreting the “mighty one”
as the royal messiah, he notes that the majority of the commentators have suggested the
mighty one is God.

169 According to Yishay (“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 196), there are different central
figures in each hymn. In first hymn, the central figure is God of Israel, in the second one,
it is Zion, and in the third hymn, “daughters of my people” are in the center.
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well readable in 4Q492 but by comparison with 1QM passages it is revealed,
for example, that the exhortation to rejoice consists of a threefold parallelism
where, in addition to Zion, Jerusalem and the cities of Judah are also men-
tioned. To the fourth part, there is only one parallel passage, 1QM 19:9-14. At
the end of 1QM 12, the text is badly damaged but it is clear that the text contin-
ues differently from 4Q491 fragment 1. It seems that in 1QM 12, the text contin-
ues with one more poetic passage (cf. lines 1718 where nothing refers to battle
instructions but “Jerusalem” and “Lord” seem to be again addressed) while
4Q492 fragment 1 and 1QM 19 continue very similarly, giving instructions for
the morning after the battle. These instructions end with a thanksgiving hymn
which is not preserved (cf. 1QM 19:13b—14 and lines 12b—13 of 4Q492 fragment 1).

In general, it can be noted that 1QM column 19 forms a very close parallel to
the text of fragment 1 of 4Q492 — insofar as they can be compared despite their
damaged nature. 1QM 12:7-16 is also lexically very close to 4Q492 fragment 1
but it seems to contain some additional words in comparison to 4Q492 (when
fragment 1 is reconstructed according to 1QM 19), and, as already noted, after
the three poetic parts of the texts 1QM 12 and 4Q492 continue differently while
1QM 19 and 4Q492 seem to follow a similar text. In addition, while in 4Q492
and in 1QM 19 the short suffixes occur (so that the second person singular mas-
culine suffix is 7), in 1QM 12, the long forms (112) appear.

In the following, all four text passages are discussed in more detail and com-
pared to their parallels in 1QM. The differences are first introduced and differ-
ent options to explain them are presented. Finally, the texts are analyzed as a
whole and the plausibility of the explanations are evaluated.

2.1.1 The First Poetic Passage

Table 18 demonstrates the first poetic passage in all three of its preserved forms,
showing the exact lexical parallels in two or all three manuscripts (either vis-
ible text or text that can be reconstructed in more fragmentary manuscripts).
Red text indicates the lexical parallels between 4Q492 fragment 1 and 1QM pas-
sages and green text reflects the lexical parallels between two 1QM passages.
Closer scrutiny demonstrates that, although the three passages are lexically
very similar, there are also some differences between their texts. The very first
difference is preserved between 1QM 19 and 1QM 12:8: in 1QM 19:1: the one who
is said to be holy is “our majestic one” (119"7R) while in 1QM 12 the one who is
holy is the “Lord” ("171R). It remains unclear whether 4Q492 fragment 1 reads
one or the other of these options or something else. These two expressions
are very similar in appearance and it is possible that one or the other of the
scribes made a mistake. Another, perhaps even more plausible option is that
the scribe of 1QM 12 wanted to simplify the more difficult reading 11778 and
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thus, changed it to "1178.170 In any case, it is probable that it was the scribe of
1QM 12 in particular who is responsible for the change here; it is soon demon-
strated that elsewhere as well, he seems to make additions here and there to
the text that is known in 1QM 19 and 4Q492.

Table 19 demonstrates that in lines 12:8—9, there is a fourfold parallelism that
consists of words denoting God and his hosts (in red) and words denoting the
human forces (in green).1”!

TABLE 19  The structure of 1QM 12:8b—ga

1QM Text

12:8ba D'WITR DY UNR T2 7o
12:8bp TP DORYA RAY[ ]iAs
12:9a0 unTYa [Mn]nonn an
12:9ap irwam Yy oy P K2

However, there are some words that seem to be superfluous: at the end of the
first verse, 0"W1Tp probably refers to angels,'”2 and as such, it breaks the parallel-
ism. Similarly, 23] ], which is often reconstructed as 023, seems to refer to the
earthly army and is also problematic in terms of parallelism.1”3 Furthermore,
in 4Q492 and 1QM 19 the whole clause that includes these expressions seems
to be missing.!”* Without all these words, there is only a brief twofold parallel-
ism left: 13n& 1227 75 / IPwan1 1TYE DY PN KA,

There are at least two options to explain this difference: One is that the
authors of 1QM 19 and 4Q492 refer here just briefly to some commonly known
hymn that is more extensively quoted in 1QM 12. However, this is difficult to
verify since there is no external evidence of or no model for this kind of hymn.
A more plausible explanation is that the author of 1QM added the clause

170  One of the standard approaches in text criticism is the case of simplification, i.e., the
more difficult reading is earlier. Cf. Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible,
2nd ed. (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 2001), 302-5.

171 Cf. also Schultz, Conquering the World, 279 n. 107.

172 Davies, 1QM, The War Scroll from Qumran, 102.

173 Cf, e.g, Yadin, The Scroll of the War, 317.

174 See Baillet’s reconstruction of 4Q492 (Baillet, DJD 7:45) and Yadin’s reconstruction of col-
umn 19 (Yadin, The Scroll of the War, 374).
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between two verses known in 4Q492 and 1QM 19.75 Concerning the content,
the additional clause emphasizes the divine participation in the war: “we”
are “with the holy ones,” and the “glorious king” is paralleled with the “host of
angels.” Also, “we” is further defined as a “congregation” and “numbered men,”
which makes this group seem more organized. Without the addition, the hymn
concentrates on God as a war hero who is promised to be with the troops and
encouraged to arise and win, while in the addition the role of the angels is
emphasized and the “we” group gets more attention. An intentional aim to
emphasize these may be a motivation behind the addition as well. Many of
the words of the additional clause also occur in the preceding passage in 1QM,
namely the text in lines 1-6 (cf. AR5, oW1, TPD, X2¥) and thus it can be
argued that the clause was composed on the basis of the preceding passage,
which formed a new context for this hymn and to which the author wanted
to link the text. This, however, remains uncertain because it is not known
whether this passage was part of the text of 4Q492, and the beginning of 1QM
19 is not preserved either. However, the whole line vacat in 1QM 12:6 leads to
the hypothesis that the text passage that is parallel to 4Q492/1QM 19 and the
passage before it probably come from different sources.

Another significant difference appears in line 12 of 1QM 12 where the text
reads WK w31 “guilty flesh” while 1QM 19 and 4Q492 have at the correspond-
ing point just w1 “flesh.” This point belongs to the text part which consists of
six exhortations, all beginning with a verb in imperative form (cf. 1QM 12:10b—
12a). In Table 20, these imperative forms are marked in red and the objects, all
containing a second person pronominal suffix, are marked in green.

TABLE 20  The structure of 1QM 12:10b-12a

1QM Text

12:10bat M2 P
12:10bf TA2 YR N12AW Naw
12:110by-11a0 5wy 1255w Hen
121183 551 mina HY 1293 A2AnR gpa foT N
12:11b—12a0 NAWK TWw3a HININ N33IM 1978 03 PN
12:12ap 12792 N2N9MI1 T2 79IR KD

175 Cf. Schultz, who interprets the clause 7123 N7V DaRYN 832[ ]iZJ o'wITp oy
1PTIPD [An]A5NN as an addition; see Conquering the World, 279.
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The table shows that mostly the verses loosely follow a similar structure: the
imperative form usually takes one or two suffixed objects. In lines 12:11b—12aa,
however, there is an exception: an imperative form and its object are followed
by another verb, in imperfect (5381n; jussive in meaning). This exceptional
sentence is also the one where the difference appears. In addition to the verbal
form atypical in its context, the agent is not the war hero as in the other sen-
tences but “his sword” that may devour flesh or guilty flesh. For all this, it is dif-
ficult to gauge whether there was any conscious structure used to which nnwx
would either belong or not.!”6 Davies suggests WK is an addition with which
the author of 1QM 12 makes the picture of the enemy more biased.'”” This is
one option to explain the difference — and perhaps the exceptional sentence
made it easy to place the addition particularly where it is. In 1QM, nAWK occurs
most often in the columns which form the context of the battle cry in 1QM
12.178 Therefore, another option could be that, by adding nnwx, the author of
1QM 12 aimed to link the text more clearly to its present context. Also, the two
explanations are not mutually exclusive.

At the end of the first hymn, the war hero is urged, again using a parallelistic
structure, to fill his land with glory and his inheritance with blessing. In prac-
tice, this abundance means “a multitude of cattle in your fields” and “silver and
gold in your palaces.” In 1QM 12, silver and gold do not seem to be enough and
the author also enumerates Pan "1aR “precious stones.”'”? It is clear that at least
pan 12w is something added in comparison to 4Q492 since there, the palaces
follow directly after gold. The word “silver” is not preserved either in 4Q492 or
in1QM 19 and in 1QM 12 it is written above line 12, just before gold. However, it
can be plausibly reconstructed in 4Q492 and 1QM 19, unlike yan 12180 What

176 Elsewhere in M texts, 7AWR is often related to the slain or to corpses (4Q491b
fragments 1-3, line 13; 4Q491a fragment 11 column 2 line 23; 1QM 6:17; 1QM 14:13) where it
seems to be linked with known rules of purity. Sometimes it occurs as denoting a more
general phenomenon, iniquity which is to be annihilated (1QM 11:11, 13:15) and once it is
linked with Belial (1QM 13:4). All in all, 7NWXK always denotes something negative.

177  Davies, 1QM, the War Scroll from Qumran, 32, 103. According to Davies, TAWR emphasizes
the “ethical” qualities of the two sides of the battle. See also Yishay (“The Literature of War
at Qumran,” 212, 216-17) who argues that adding the word NAWR is a “theological” addi-
tion which emphasizes that those who die by the sword die for their sin.

178  Five of the six occurrences of AWK in 1QM are in columns 1-14.

179 Cf.Isa 54:12 where POTI™I2N are mentioned.

180 Cf. Baillet (DJD 7:45), who reconstructs silver and gold in lines 4-5 of 4Q492 fragment 1.
However, there is no consensus reached in this case: Yadin (The Scroll of the War, 349)
reconstructs both silver and gold and precious stones in 1QM 19 line 5; and Eshel and
Eshel (“Recensions of the War Scroll,” 352) argue that the fact that in 1QM 12, “silver” is
inscribed between the lines “might point to the possibility that this word was inserted
from another source,” i.e., not from 4Q492/1QM 19.
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should also be noted is that yan a8 seems disconnected relative to the bal-
anced parallelistic structure: as Table 21 shows, the second parts of the parallel-
ism contain similar numbers of syllables, the first parts differ from each other
as regards their length. This might indicate that pan 11aR was something extra.

TABLE 21  Parallelism in 1QM 12:12b—13a

First part of parallelism Second part of parallelism

mapn pon n>mpbna
POM *3aR1 27§02 nmb>na

But if pan 12K is an addition in 1QM 12, where does it come from? It is a quite
rare expression in general; in the Hebrew Bible, it occurs only once, in Isa 54:12.
This chapter of Isaiah calls on Jerusalem to rejoice — just as the part in 1QM 12
that follows the mention of pan 1ar (lines 13b—16). In the non-biblical Dead
Sea Scrolls, pan 1aR occurs almost exclusively in 1QM: once here in column
12 and three times in column 5.!8! On the basis of this information, three pos-
sible explanations for adding an "1aR in 1QM 12 present themselves: 1) the
author wants to relate the text to Isaiah and thus adds elements from Isa 54;
2) the author wants to link the text more clearly to the present context and
adds elements from the first parts of 1QM; 3) the author wants to do both. Also,
it is possible that the author did not consider gold and silver to be enough for
his purposes but wanted to add the precious stones which possibly bore some
cultural significance in the author’s social context. However, this assumption
is difficult to verify. Instead, the next parts of 1QM 12 and its parallels will show
that the possible links between Isaiah and 1QM 12 are not limited to here and
that the second option, connecting the text more clearly to the 1QM context, is
also relevant from the point of view of the following text passages.

2.1.2 The Second and the Third Poetic Passages

The next two text passages can be discussed together, especially because in
1QM 12 and 19 they are not separated by vacats. Table 22 introduces the three
versions of these passages. Again, red indicates the lexical parallels between
4Q492 fragment 1 and 1QM passages and green reflects the lexical parallels
between the two 1QM passages.

181 In addition to these, cf. only 4Q525 3 iii 3.
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TABLE 22  The texts of 4Q492, lines 5b—8a; 1QM 19:5b—8 and 1QM 12:13b-16
4Q492 1QM19 1QM 12
Second poetic passage

Jo&n nnw {2 5b

5 [1]5R RaA% TR WY 6
nnnwa[i Tinawr onvabiai ons
vacat 1ar THx 7

5b Zion, rejoice greatly [...]

6 your gates continually, so that
may be brought to [you] the
wealth of the nations. Their
kings shall serve you and [shall
bow down ...] 7 they shall lick
from your feet. vacat

Third poetic passage
] Ay n35 $ip[a Jnayan ny maa
oy mabnh HrAWH naunn’ 8

Daughters of my people, burst
[into] a voice of jubilation! Deck
yourselves [...] 8 to your camps
and Israel for an eternal

11937 NTRIA MDY e 5b

oun[ ]6 AT w9
15 MNNWM PN 0mavm
Tlayn]5a]

5b Zion, rejoice greatly! Be
glad all you, cities of Ju[dah!
...] 6 [...] the wealth of the
nations! Their kings shall
serve you, [al]l [your
oppressors] shall bow
down before you,

D1pa mapan Ay Atal |7
A7) a0 Y ATy A
1% [ann5 18 mavna
vacat ©n51H Mmabnh Hrwn

7 [...] Daughters of my
people, burst into a voice of
jubilation! Deck yourselves
with glorious ornaments!
Have do[mi]nion over the
kingdoms of 8 [... to] your
[camp]s and Israel for an
[et]ernal dominion. vacat

MIN2 PO TRA AW 'R 13b
AT MY 910 nabam obwry
8% TRn I ]Ww 14 Mna

TINW? DPaYAT DR 91 TOR
15 791 TIvn 912 15 nnwm
12M5 7950]

13b Zion, rejoice greatly! Shine
forth in jubilation, Jerusalem.
Be glad, all you, cities of Judah!
Open 14 your gate[s] continu-
ally, so that through them may
be brought to you the wealth
of the nations! Their kings shall
serve you, all your oppressors
shall bow down before you and
15a [lick] the dust [from your
feet]

117 9P mamae ny nuasb
[n]a nav Mman T ATy

SR 6 [ mal
vacat Ry THn5
15b Daughter|s of my

people, shout with a voice of
jubilation! Deck yourselves
with glorious ornaments!

Have dominion over [the
kiJn[gdoms ...] 16 [... I|srael (in
order) to reign forever. vacat
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At the beginning of the song, 1QM 12 again includes more text than 4Q492
and 1QM 19: not only are Zion and Judah urged to rejoice, but also Jerusalem.
It may be noteworthy that Zion and Judah are rare words in 1QM: in addi-
tion to column 12, Judah occurs only once (see 1:2) and Zion nowhere else. In
contrast, Jerusalem is a bit more frequent — five occurrences altogether — and
it occurs again in 1QM 1217, right after the end of the part that is parallel to
4Q492 and 1QM 19. This may mean that by inserting it into line 13 the author
of 1QM 12 wanted to link the hymn more clearly to its current context. What
should also be noted is that in the Hebrew Bible, Zion and the cities of Judah
occur together every now and then in the Psalms (e.g., Ps 48:11, 69:35, 97:8) but
more often, Zion and Jerusalem are paralleled, especially in Isaiah (e.g., 2:3, 4:3,
10:32, 31:9, 37:22, 52:1-2, 62:1, 64:10; cf. also Psalms, Lamentations, Twelve Minor
Prophets). In Isaiah, there is also one verse in which all three occur together.
Isa 40:9 reads:

WRINHR M0 BHWI Nwan TP N2a 0 R Dwan 1575y naxn by
:DMHR 13 AT WY MR

Get you up to a high mountain, O Zion, herald of good tidings; lift up your
voice with strength, O Jerusalem, herald of good tidings, lift it up, do not
fear; say to the cities of Judah, “Here is your God!”

Thus, it is quite possible that the author of 1QM 12 wanted to make a link here
to wordings known in Isaiah.

In the third part of the text, there are no more additions but some differ-
ences between 4Q492/1QM 19 and 1QM 12 still occur. In line 15 of column 12,
the cities are called to rejoice by using the verb nax while in 1QM 19 and 4Q492,
this is expressed with the verb pa1 (hiphil). The verb nax is rare and occurs only
a few times in the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls (1QH? 11:33; 4Q418 fragment
69, column 2, line 7) and in the Hebrew Bible (Isa 42:13, Zeph 1:14).182 Esther
Eshel and Hanan Eshel have noted that in the Isaiah Scroll (1QIsa?), the use of
the verb n7¥ is secondary in comparison to the verb m¥ in the Masoretic text
of Isaiah (42:11). On the basis of this, they conclude that n7% in column 12 is
also secondary to ¥a1 in column 19.183 Thus, the difference can be explained

182  Palis not common either but it still occurs more often than N7X: 11 times in the Hebrew
Bible and 11 times in the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls, mostly in Aiphil.

183 Eshel and Eshel, “Recensions of the War Scroll,” 353. According to Eshel and Eshel,
the one who first demonstrated that the usage of M7 is secondary in Isa 4211 was
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by supposing that, again, the author of 1QM 12 acted with the text of Isaiah in
mind, this time Isa 42:11 where different places are the actors (e.g., towns and
villages) — just as in 1QM 12 the towns are the actors (daughters of my people
refers here to affiliated towns of the city).!®* This suggestion is very difficult to
verify, but since this is not the only possible link to the text of Isaiah and since
it is as difficult to find other explanations for this difference, it can be consid-
ered at least as possible.

In line 16, 1QM 12 reads onmp THnH “to reign forever, using a verbal
form, while in 1QM 19 and 4Q492 there is a substantive, DY mabnh “eter-
nal dominion.” Unfortunately, the whole clause is not preserved in any of the
three texts. The fullest reconstruction that can be made is n23nn% [...] N0
ma5na oy THn% H8wm (“Have dominion over the kingdoms [...] your
camps and Israel (in order) to reign forever”). Evidently, the cities are urged to
rule over other kingdoms — which fits together with the idea of other people’s
kings serving Zion already introduced in 14b—15a. But after that it is difficult
to figure out what the content of the final clause was and whether Israel is
now the one who reigns or the one who is reigned over. It is possible that this
vagueness was already present in the text before it was partly damaged and
the author of 1QM 12 now tries to make it clearer. However, due to the frag-
mentariness of all texts at this point, explaining the difference must remain
speculative.

2.1.3 The Fourth Passage

The fourth text passage, preserved both in 4Q492 and 1QM 19, which discusses
the morning after the battle and is reminiscent of battle instructions known in
1QM 15-17 and in 4Q40913, is not parallel to 1QM 12, which continues, instead,
with one more hymn. However, the morning after the battle is discussed later
in 1QM, in column 14 lines 2—4. Table 23 shows that, while 1QM 14:2—4a is not
closely parallel to 4Q492/1QM 19, it still shares many lexical elements with
them and the main structure of the texts is similar.

First, instructions to return to the camp overnight are given; second, the sol-
diers are urged to return to the place of the battle line in the morning and it is
stated that the place is the one where the slain of the enemy fell; and third, the
soldiers are urged to praise the God of Israel there. At the same time, while in

Harry M. Orlinsky, “Studies in the St. Mark’s Isaiah Scroll I1,” JNES 1 (1952), 153—56. Yishay
(“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 213, 216) argues as well that Y21 is substituted for mI¥
in1QM 12.

184 Hanna Vanonen, ‘N2 (daughter),” in Theologisches Worterbuch zu den Qumrantexten,
Band I, ed. H.-]. Fabry and U. Damen (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2011), 548-52.

»
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4Q492/1QM 19 the enemy is further defined as the “mighty men of Kittim,” the
“multitude of Ashur,” and the “army of all the nations,” in 1QM 14 the enemy is
just an enemy. Also, whereas 4Q492 and 1QM 19 mention the “chief priest,” the
“chiefs of the lines,” and the “numbered men,” in 1QM 14 no special attention is
paid to their own military personnel. What is distinctive in 1QM 14 is that the
focus is on making oneself ritually clean after battle — a theme that is not taken
notice of in 4Q492/1QM 19. However, despite these differences, it seems clear
that a common pattern of the morning after the battle is expressed, albeit in
modified form, in these passages.

Between the hymn in column 12 and the instructions in column 14, there are
blessings and curses and at least one thanksgiving hymn. This section, begin-
ning at the end of column 12 and continuing as far as line 14:1 has been consid-
ered to be a later interpolation in 1QM. Among others, Duhaime has suggested
this and argued for his proposal by referring to the comparison between col-
umns 12-14 and 19.!85 Duhaime notes that the text passages from columns 12
and 14 “follow each other without interruption in column 19,8 and thus he
concludes it to be probable that lines 12:17-14:1 form an interpolation.!8” The
content of lines 12:17-14:1 gives further arguments for this interpretation: the
commander of light (&n 7W) occurs only here in 1QM,88 and Belial is dis-
cussed more extensively than in any other 1QM column. In addition, although
it seems that Belial and the commander of light are on opposing sides, there

185 Duhaime, “Dualistic Reworking,” 44. Duhaime refers here to Jiirgen Becker, Das Heil Gottes.
Heils- und Siindenbegriffe in Qumran und im Neuen Testament (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1964), who already earlier suggested that 1QM 13 is an interpolation. In his
article, Duhaime argues that lines 13:9b—12a are an addition in the text of column 13.
According to him, this is indicated by the duplication of a clause in lines gb—10a and 12b
(MannrH 1unSan MK 5331/ AW nanar 57133 181) and also by the fact that without
lines gb—12a, the surrounding text could still be read as a coherent hymn. In addition,
Duhaime argues that lines gb—12a introduce new terms and give the text a “dualistic tone”
that otherwise is not there. However, the addition that promoted the idea of the com-
mander of light was not readily acceptable since the idea of a heavenly mediator may
have been seen as conflicting with the idea that God himself participated in the war and
there was no need for any intermediators between God and his people. This conflict was
the reason why lines gb—12a were “bracketed” — as Duhaime puts it — by lines 1-6 and 13b—
16 in which God himself is the opponent of Belial. See Duhaime, “Dualistic Reworking,”
44—46.

186 Duhaime, “Dualistic Reworking,” 44.

187 Davies concludes as well that column 13 existed as an independent fragment before being
included in the composition of 1QM. However, in Davies’ theory, column 14 was also an
originally independent fragment. See Davies, 1QM, the War Scroll from Qumran, 123.

188 However, some scholars have identified the prince of light with the character that occurs
in column 17:6—7. See van der Ploeg, Le Rouleau de la Guerre, 152.
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occurs hardly any vocabulary concerning warfare in column 13. A day of battle
is mentioned once (line 14) but in this expression, the author uses the unusual
word 237p. In addition to this, 37p occurs only once in 1QM (line 1:9),!8% while
the more familiar word nnn%n occurs in every 1QM column except for 13. These
thematic and lexical features do not diminish suspicions that lines 12:17-141
would be an interpolation. In addition, what may also be noteworthy is that
in column 13 there seem to be fewer references to the texts known from the
Hebrew Bible than in columns 1012 and 14. Instead, in column 13, there are
many references to other columns of 1QM (cf. 1312 and 15:4; 13:1b and 14:4, 16:6;
13:7 and 12:7; 1312 and 15:10; 13113 and 10:8; 13:14 and 1:9), which might indicate
the author had some 1QM material at hand.

All in all, it seems likely that the text material in 1QM lines 12:17-14:1 is an
interpolation, probably created in order to introduce a new character, the
commander of light, and to emphasize the contraposition of this heavenly fig-
ure and Belial. One reasonable option is that this interpolation was formed
on the basis of the text preserved in 1QM 14 and in 4Q491a fragments 8-10.
First, there seem to be structural similarities between columns 13 and 14: Both
start with a rubric (13:11—2a, 14:2—4a) unlike the hymns in the previous three
columns (10-12). After the rubric, column 13 (2b—6) continues with praising
God with blessings (and cursing Belial) and column 14 (4b—8a) with a hymn
praising God. These two sections begin by calling God the “God of Israel” (13:1b;
14:4a) — an expression that is rare in the Hebrew Bible — and God is referred to
in the third person. Finally, both columns end with the hymns addressing God
in the second person (13:7-17, 14:8b-15). In addition to this, especially passages
13:7—-9a and 14:8b—15 (excluding the passage concerning Belial and his lot in
lines 14:9b—12a)'%? share many terms. Table 24 demonstrates these similarities.

2.1.4 Summary

On the basis of the analysis above, it seems clear that of the three main texts
that were compared — 4Q492 fragment 1, 1QM 12:7-16 and 1QM 19 — the lat-
est one is 1QM 12: the author of 1QM 12 added clauses to the text known in
4Q492/1QM 19 and also made some changes in it. The number and richness of
the additions make it unlikely that the additions were unintentional; rather it
is plausible that they were made on purpose.!®! At least three possible motiva-

189 In the Hebrew Bible, this word occurs most often in the expression “the day of the battle”
as in 1QM 13: see Job 38:23, Ps 78:9, Zech 14:3. However, see also Dan 7:21 and Ecc 9:18.

190 Note also that after lines 13:7—9a there comes a description of the prince of light and
Belial. Lines 14:9b—12a are also focused on Belial and his lot but the prince of light is not
mentioned.

191 Cf. also Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 216.
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TABLE 24  Lexical similarities between 1QM 13:7—-9a and 1QM 14:8b-15

1QM 13

1QM 14

19723 NN wmar Hx A[n)R 7
mato[ 15[ ] oy ur onhwh
opth Anpm wrmarh ana[a]
mmyn Hoa1 onhw [T]yind 8
uapa na[ 199 nmnaman
7an™Ma% P nm aRwY s
"VaWM NanAR "wyn[ 18]oY g
naR5a MM

7Y[o]u, O God of our fathers,
we bless your name for ever! We
are a people [...] ... [...].... You
have [est]ablished a covenant
with our fathers and confirmed
it with their descendants 8
through the appointed ti[me]s
of eternity. In all your glorious
fixed times there was a memo-
rial of your [...] in our midst for
the help of the remnant and the
preservation of your covenant,
9 and to re[count] your truthful
works of truth and the judg-
ments of your wonderful might

WMARh M2 AWN OTONA YR 1AW [TN2 M RW UK
Syvanbwnna[  m]ARWY 1avTon AnbamrmmT 129 oM

N3 19a[n] ' fanman o [ HnTTn 819 innow 1 e
ANRY NAMTE WA ANTAY INSwnn W(IR YwInna 1]an
DM H125[ P]TIN AP T Aanya oha u amnpn
o1 5101 11ab 2wn 12 0TI DUn PR 0P, ren R
F[x  on)dan

1"MMAIA 13 79AW 1YY NONNR WYNI NIWTIR OY IR
"9 oav 8[12]R oy onhy mmyn i ony[ - Jon nnmma
N2'MKYA1 T 137[130 NAWR]A AT 8D I 27 RV 14
vacat 081 Sawn 15 78Yn 135 8[]A%[ n2)rna

We are the remna(nt.... Blessed be] your name, O merciful
God, you who keep the covenant with our fathers and with
9 all our generations! You have shown through wonders your
mercy for the remna[nt ...] during the dominion of Belial.

With all the mysteries of his hatred, he has not drawn [us]
away 10 from your covenant; you have driven his spirits of
[des]truction away from[us. When the me]n of his dominion
[were acting wickedly], you kept the soul of your redeemed.
You have raised up 11 the fallen by your vigor, but the (men)
of high stature you have hew[n down....] For all their mighty
men there is no savior, for their swift ones there is no refuge.
To their nobles 12 you render contempt. All [their] creatures
of vanity [... noJthing.

We, your holy people, because of your truthful works, shall
praise your name, 13 and because of your might, shall exalt ...
[...] epochs and appointed times of the everlasting fixed
times, with the ar[ri]val of the day and night, 14 and the
departures of the evening and morning. For great is your
[gloriou]s p[lan]. The mysteries of your wonderful acts are in
[your] heights to r[ais]e up to you those from the dust 15 and
to bring low among the divine beings. vacat
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tions have appeared: the additions and changes could be made 1) in order to fit
the text better to its present context, 2) in order to link the text more closely to
some “biblical” ideals, or 3) in order to implant some new ideas or to empha-
size or to clarify some ideas already presented in the text. As is soon explicated,
these three options are not mutually exclusive.

All the additions can be explained by the author’s aim to link the text
more clearly to its present context. Especially the largest additions in lines
12:8b—ga and 12:13b contain vocabulary that is also known in the near con-
text. Furthermore, the shorter additions in lines 12:12a and 12:12b—13a can be
explained as repeating the terminology known elsewhere in 1QM, but in these
cases the references must be sought in the wider context of the scroll. The
additions in lines 12:12b—13a and 12:13b and the change in line 12:15 can also
be explained by the influence of Deutero-Isaiah (Isa 40-55), especially its text
as it was found at Qumran (1QIsa?). This explanation can easily be linked to
the previous one: since the hymns are now preceded by 1QM columns 10-1,
columns full of “biblical” references, it is possible that the author wanted to
increase the links to “biblical” texts in the hymns. As noted above, 1QM seems
to reflect similar tendency when transmitting the material from manuscript
4Q4o01a. The reason for this may be that the author of 1QM had a different audi-
ence in his mind; he wanted to avoid any impression of experimentation and
instead, to show the war material in continuation with the well-known “bibli-
cal” traditions.

If the additions and changes are scrutinized from the contentual point of
view, they can be explained by the author’s aim to emphasize the role of the
angels, to further define the “we” group, to make the image of the enemies
more biased and possibly to clarify the role of Jerusalem and Israel. It should
be noted that apart from the last-mentioned one, all these motivations were
also discerned when the author’s work with manuscript 4Q491a was analyzed
above. The ongoing discussion of the role of the angels is also reflected by 1QM
13 which probably was a late part of the composition of 1QM. Thus, it is well
possible that, for example, adding column 13 in its present context inspired the
addition in lines 12:8b—ga. In this case, the first and the third explanation blend
in with each other.

All in all, although it is not possible to determine conclusively why each of
the additions and changes was made, most of the explanations seem to return
to the first explanation, the aim to link the text to its present context. The
material shows clearly that the hymns known in 4Q492/1QM 19/1QM 12 and the
instructions known in 4Q492/1QM 19/1QM 14 were transmitted both without
the text material now known in column 13 between them and with it. It would
actually be surprising if transmitting a hymn to different contexts would not
lead to any modifications. Interpreting 1QM 13 as an interpolation also gives
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a reason for having the hymns of 4Q492/1QM 19/1QM 12 twice in 1QM: a well-
known framework was used in order to incorporate new material.

What should also be noted is that while the analysis above demonstrates
that the text in 1QM 13 is probably later material in considering the devel-
opment of 1QM to its present form, at the same time, 4Q495 fragment 2 (cf.
Chapter 5 below) is probably a close parallel to 1QM 13 lines gb—12a, the passage
where the commander of light appears. This indicates that the commander of
light was not a completely unique idea but was copied during the second half
of the first century. However, what can be noted is that the material that was
not completely stabilized often seems to concern angels (cf. e.g., the material
in column 13 which sometimes occurs between hymns and instructions and
sometimes not and the discussion on the so-called Self-Glorification Hymn
in Section 1.2 and Section 1.5 above). Perhaps the idea with the communion
between human and divine beings was a theme that was thought to allow if
not even call for a creative work.192

Some observations can also be made just by comparing 4Q492 fragment 1
and 1QM 19. They seem to preserve similar text but in 4Q492, there are some
vacats that do not occur in 1QM. What may be noteworthy is that in the end
part of the text, the additions and changes made in 1QM 12 are located near
these vacats, 1-3 words before or after them. This leads to the hypothesis that
the large space between the lines and the added vacats in 4Q492 may indicate
that it was some kind of working copy in which the text was written in order
to sketch the places for forthcoming changes and additions.!®2 As noted at the

192 The interest in angels was strong in late Second Temple times in general and the Dead
Sea Scrolls are no exception. Several Qumran texts reflect the idea that human beings can
reach the communion with angels in this world and to act together with them. About this,
see e.g., Cecilia Wassen, “Angels in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Angels: The Concept of Celestial
Beings: Origins, Development and Reception, ed. F.V. Reiterer, T. Nicklas, and K. Schopflin
(Berlin: de Gruyter, 2007), 499-523 (515, 519) who mentions examples from, e.g., 1QS, 1QH?
and 11Qu4, and Peter Schifer, “Communion with the Angels: Qumran and the Origins of
Jewish Mysticism,” in Wege mystischer Gotteserfahrung. Mystical Approaches to God, ed.
P. Schifer, Schriften des Historischen Kollegs 65 (Miinchen: Oldenbourg, 2006), 37-66
(64). In the War Texts, this idea is be present as well and the communion between human
and divine is an intrinsic part of the warfare (see also 4Q491a, 4Q493). In addition, the
idea of God fighting with and for his people was important and the supremacy of God was
not to be threatened (about this, cf. also Duhaime, “Dualistic Reworking,” 55-56). These
viewpoints are clearly visible in 1QM 13 where the angelic character, the commander of
light is introduced and almost right after that, the power of the angels is called into ques-
tion and God’s supremacy is emphasized (see line 14: “Who, be he an angel or a com-
mander, is like the help of ... [...]”

193 It must be emphasized that this is a hypothesis; there is no clear evidence that ancient
scribes worked like this. However, since there is so little evidence preserved in general,
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beginning of this chapter, the leather of the manuscript was probably of low
quality. Perhaps the manuscript was an interim copy in the process where the
text known in 1QM 19 was transmitted in the new context in 1QM 12.194

3 Summary of 4Q491a and 4Q492

Both 4Q491a and 4Q492 contain some amount of relatively well-preserved
text material that can be defined as closely parallel to some parts of 1QM.
Manuscripts show that the battle instructions known especially in 1QM 16-17
and the hymns known in 1QM 14 and 12/19 were quite well stabilized, although
while transmitting them it was still possible to make changes. By contrast,
especially the encouragement speeches and those hymns that discussed divine
beings and their participation in the war were not considered to be stabilized —
especially the speeches were open to rewriting and even replacement and they
were used as a template for a creative literary work. While 1QM is a manuscript
that clearly aims to gather and organize text material, 4Q491a and 4Q492 were
probably targeted at a smaller and more exclusive group of people and were
used while studying the tradition and testing different ideas.

conjectures of this kind must be allowed in order to further the scholarly discussion. When
the study in the field of manuscript studies advances, this hypothesis can be re-assessed.

194 Note that in the case of S manuscripts, it is suggested that 4QTestimonia (4Q175) may
have played a similar role in relation to 1QS as 4Q492 is here suggested to play in relation
to 1QM. Tov (Scribal Practices, 22) notes that in DJD 5 (p. 58), John M. Allegro suggests that
the scribe of 1QS also copied 4Qu7s; see also Eibert Tigchelaar, “In Search of the Scribe
of 1QS,” in Emanuel: Studies in Hebrew Bible, Septuagint, and Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor
of Emanuel Tov, ed. S.M. Paul et al., VTSup 94 (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 439—52. Tigchelaar
(“In Search of the Scribe of 1QS,” 452) has further suggested that this scribe may have
composed the text in 1QS 9:3-11 on the basis of 4Q175 or, alternatively, compiled the bib-
lical quotations of 1QS into 4Qu7s. If the first option is true, the process reminds us of
what is hypothesized here of 4Q492 and 1QM - although the theory introduced here does
not necessarily presuppose one and the same scribe for 4Q492 and 1QM. Note, however,
the critical comments concerning Tigchelaar’s suggestion introduced by Jutta Jokiranta
(“What is ‘Serekh ha-Yahad (S)}’ 628—30).



CHAPTER 3

4Q491b (4QM?/*) and 4Q493 (4QM¢): Unestablished
War Visions

In this chapter, relatively well-preserved manuscripts that do not have close
textual overlaps with other War Text material but that, from a thematic point
of view, clearly represent War Texts, are put under close scrutiny. As in the pre-
vious chapter, the content of the manuscripts is assessed both as it is and in
comparison with parallel material.

1 4Q491b (4QM?2/*)

As already noted, in this study the manuscript that is called 4Q491b includes
(Baillet’s) fragments 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 23 of 4Q491.! From a physi-
cal perspective, the manuscript is reminiscent of 4Q491a: the script is either
Hasmonean or early Herodian, the line height is relatively narrow, about 4 mm,
and the letters are small, about 2 mm high.? The skin is of average thickness
and light beige in color. No complete columns have been preserved but there
are some margins visible.

Abegg notes the fact that fragments 1, 2 and 3 — which Baillet has joined
together although there is no material connection between them? — seem to
form an ensemble in which a line could contain over 130 letters or spaces.*
This is a very unusual line width within the Dead Sea Scrolls,? and thus Abegg
doubts whether the lines of 4Q491b 1-3 can be so long.® However, Abegg

1 On dividing the manuscript 4Q491 in two, see Section 1.1 of Chapter 2 above.
Baillet, DJD 7:12; Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 3, 12.
Baillet, DJjD 7:13—14. Baillet notes that fragment 1 consists of five pieces and fragment 2 of
seven pieces. According to him, it seems certain that all these pieces form a coherent unity
although the lines of the manuscript become very long. However, the location of fragment 3
is uncertain for Baillet.

4 Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 35.

5 Cf. Abegg’s (“The War Scroll,” 36) list of line widths in some non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls.
Abegg also notes that 5QDeut is the only known Biblical scroll which has quite long lines —
and they contain about 83—88 letters or spaces per line.

6 Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 36) remarks, for example, that the estimate of the line width is based
on “the often-conjectural joins of thirteen fragments.”

© HANNA VANONEN, 2022 | DOI:10.1163/9789004512061_005
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accepts Baillet’s joins for the purpose of his dissertation since lines 8 and 18
can be plausibly reconstructed with the help of 1QM 7 (line 6 and lines 9g—11).”
Duhaime, similarly, follows Baillet’s edition and reads fragments 1—3 together.
According to him, the contents of fragments 1 and 2 are so similar that they
must belong together. Fragment 3, by contrast, is a bit different as regards the
content, but it also shares terminology with fragment 1, and fragments 1 and 3
both represent the upper part of the manuscript.? In addition, Duhaime argues
that there are some material reasons to join fragments 2 and 3:

... one may even wonder if the spot at the left of line 7 on fragment 3 is
the remains of the bottom part of a 5, the upper part of which is to be
read at the beginning of the corresponding line of fragment 2.°

Yishay edits fragments 1, 2 and 3 separately!® but remarks that they deal with
common issues.!!

All in all, scholars have previously argued for the unity of fragments 13
mainly on the basis of the content. However, there are further material argu-
ments to bring forward. Although this ensemble consists of three different
fragments and 13 different pieces, the fragments do not include distant joins.
All fragments are inscribed in a dense script: there are numerous lines and a
considerable amount of text in each line — and this already leads one to think
that the fragments may belong together. When they are read in conjunction
with each other, it can be observed that the space between the lines does not
vary, which supports joining them as one manuscript. Also, the right margin is
in view and seems to be fairly straight. Considering all this, there is no particu-
lar reason to call Baillet’s arrangement of the fragments into question.

In the following, the best-preserved fragments of 4Q491b are discussed one
by one. The fragments are presented in numerical order, according to the num-
bers Baillet gave them. The main focus is on the best-preserved fragments 1-3.12

7 Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 36.

8 Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 142.

9 Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 142.

10  Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 29, 4950, 68.

11 Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 26.

12 An earlier version of the analysis of fragments 1-3 was published in an article called
“Multiple Copies of Rule Texts or Multiple Rule Texts? Boundaries of the S and M
Documents” by Jutta Jokiranta and me; see Crossing Imaginary Boundaries, 1—60.
Although the article was a joint project, I wrote the original version of the section dis-
cussing 4Q491b independently.
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Note that in the photos of the Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls Digital Library, the pieces are
arranged differently than in Baillet’s edition (cf. Baillet DJD 7, plate v): In the DJD plate,
the top right corner piece and the leftmost piece of fragment 1 are in lower position than
in B-366997. Also, while in the DJD plate, fragment 3 is on the right side of fragment 2, in
B-366995, it is at the top of fragment 2. Thus, at this point, a new material join — between
fragments 2 and 3 — is proposed in the photos of the Digital Library — and this new join
also requires the repositioning of fragment 1. However, there are no arguments given for
this new join and it is difficult to find it completely reasonable. There is no clear common
edge between the fragments and a gap remains between them. Also, although some of the
ink traces may be interpreted as a letter starting in fragment 3 and continuing in fragment
2,10 such traces are directly connected to each other. For example, there might be a 0 the
top of which would be at the bottom left of fragment 3 and the bottom of which would be
at the top left of fragment 2 but in fact it seems that the traces are not precisely aligned.
In view of all this, the proposed new join remains very uncertain. Baillet’s arrangement
of fragments is certainly hypothetical as well, but in the case of fragments 1-3, Baillet’s
material joins are not questionable. Therefore, in the following Baillet’s arrangement is
followed.

Yishay (“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 29) marks here a vacat. It is true that in the
leftmost piece of fragment 1, in the fourth visible line of this fragment, and in line 5 of the
manuscript, there is an unusually long space before the word $In&1o. Baillet (DD 7:14)
remarks that there is a blank space at this point as well and understands that a new sec-
tion begins after 5. Here, this clear vacat is added to the text. Also, two more clear
vacats are added: in line 7, between the words 7721 and 0'858), there is a bigger space
than usual between words and the same is true in line 9 between words NMAaNAN and
1721 It is of course possible that a larger space between words is due to damage in the
leather but in these cases, the content of the text supports interpreting them as vacats.
Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 37, 46) reads here &[2]¥o[ instead of Duhaime’s (“War Scroll,”
142) R[19] oo[. Baillet (DJD 7:14) already noted that there is not necessarily room for the
word 817 in the lacuna but the reason for this may be, according to him, that the piece
containing R is located too far to the right. What is visible on the piece that contains ¥
(according to Abegg) or two unidentified letters (according to Duhaime) are traces of a
letter that clearly comes below the line. The letter seems to fit well with other ¥’s in the
manuscript (cf, e.g.,, fragment 1 lines 8-9). Beyond this trace, there is nothing more vis-
ible, although it is possible that Baillet may have seen something on the right edge of the
piece. All in all, Abegg’s reading is a better equivalent to what is seen in the fragment and
therefore, here, it replaces Duhaime’s reading.
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Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 142) reads here JoA[ P11 while Baillet (Djp 723), Abegg (“The
War Scroll,” 45), and Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar (Study Edition, 970) read JopIni and
Yishay (“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 68) reads [PInn. Of these three options, the
second one seems to be best equivalent of what can be seen in the fragment. The letters
1 and P are clearly visible on the small piece of fragment 2, and before them there is one
vertical stroke which could well be the left vertical stroke of 1. After the word P, there is
a space and perhaps, just before the left edge of the fragment, there was an ink trace that
has practically entirely faded away. As regards 1 before P, the question is whether the
small piece of fragment 3 should be placed in the immediate vicinity of fragment 2 or not.
In Baillet’s arrangement of fragments, which is followed here in all the other cases, there
seems not to be space for additional letters between 7 and 1 and thus, the brackets in
Duhaime’s reading seem to be needless. Thus, here, the brackets are deleted and a space
is added between Y11 and the following unidentified letter.

Yishay (“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 29) reads here [ 1] instead of Duhaime’s
(“War Scroll,” 144) "W]iR. After M"Y, only the bottoms of the following two letters are
visible but there are some considerations that support Duhaime’s reading. Of the letter
that is interpreted to be either 1 or 1, the bottom stroke is parallel to the line: in the case
of 1, the stroke usually goes below the line so 1 seems to be the more probable option.
However, 1 is not the only option: 8 can also be considered (cf, e.g.,, the 9 in line 12).
Therefore 3 should absolutely be marked with® . As regards the letter that is interpreted
to be either X or 11, the left leg that seems to curve slightly to the left at the bottom of the
line indicates that in this case, Yishay’s reading — 11 — is the more probable interpretation.
However, again, it is not the only option: 1 should also be considered. The left leg of the
first character curves more to the left than what is expected for 71, although perhaps less
than might be expected for N. Again o is absolutely needed. Finally, here, Duhaime’s read-
ing is corrected from "W]iR to 3A[.

It can clearly be seen that there is an interlinear 1 before VW (cf. Baillet, DJD 7:13; Abegg,
“The War Scroll,” 38; Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar, Study Edition, 970; Yishay, “The
Literature of War at Qumran,” 49; Qimron, The Hebrew Writings, 133). Perhaps this is some
kind of typo of Duhaime since in his edition, there is no interlinear  here (Duhaime, “War
Scroll,” 142) but between the words ] and 0]*1VA there is, and it clearly does not
belong there. Thus, here, Duhaime’s edition is corrected in this respect: the interlinear 1
between the words ]7777 and D]%3103 is removed and added before VIAW.
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Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 144) reads here B[*1"271] while Baillet (DJD 7:13), Abegg (“The War
Scroll,” 38) and Garcfa Martinez and Tigchelaar (Study Edition, 970) read B°[12] and
Yishay (“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 29) reads D[*2°2]7. In digital photo B-366997,
there is no trace of 1 left but in PAM 42.474, a straight vertical stroke after *WiR is visible
and so 17 actually should be marked outside the brackets as most of the editors suggest.
Here, Duhaime’s edition is corrected in this respect.

Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 144) reads here 29[18]71 while Baillet (DJD 7:13), Abegg (“The War
Scroll,” 38), and Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar (Study Edition, 970) read 39[1]&:. In digi-
tal photo B-366995, one can distinguish a really tiny ink trace, the remnant of the top left
of the letter, just before the rift between the two pieces of fragment 2, and therefore, here,
Duhaime’s reading is corrected to be more reflective of what is seen on the fragment —
although the identification of the letter must remain very uncertain.

With different ways of marking, all the editors’ intent is to show here that there are two
unintentional letters that have been corrected (see Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 144; Baillet,
DJD 713; Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 38; Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar, Study Edition, 971—2;
Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 49; Qimron, The Hebrew Writings, 133). Baillet
explains his own reading as follows: “After 3707, the scribe first put Y1 (beginning of
mM27Yn), then added X above the line, corrected 12 to D and added X177 (followed by NR?)
by drawing 1 to the left of ¥ which he did not delete. In the end, we read D3 R1” (see
Baillet, DJD 7:15; translation from French to English by Hanna Vanonen). This explanation
is plausible since the letter after 7701 does not resemble any known letter: it is too small
to be a final mem but on the other hand, the continuous stroke does not fit a medial mem
(cf. Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 5). Thus, it could well be a corrected letter as Baillet sug-
gests. Duhaime also saw an interlinear 3 but for some reason, he has marked it earlier in
this line after the verbal form 01°. Thus, here, the reading is corrected to follow Baillet’s
way — and actually, Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 144 n. 25), too, advises the reader to consult
Baillet’s edition.
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In fragments 1-3 of 4Q491b, the first four and a half lines form the first unity
ending with a vacat. These lines are quite fragmentary but it seems clear that
no clear textual parallels to this section occur elsewhere in the War Texts.
Instead, in fragments 1-3 of 4Q491b, there are some unique ideas and termi-
nology. First, in line 1, the mention of the biblical character Korah does not
occur anywhere else in the War Texts.?2 Because both Korah, included among
the sons of Esau, and Korah, son of Izhar, who are known in the Hebrew Bible,
are described as rebellious (cf. Gen 36, Ob 1:18, Mal 1:3, and Num 16), and since
the New Testament also knows Korah as rebellious (Jude 1:11), it is reasonable
to interpret him and his congregation as representing adversaries in fragments
1-3 of 4Q491b as well.23 The “commander (W) of his angels” (line 3) — another
unique expression — could belong to any side since for example in 1QM, there
are angels (-[x‘m) both on God’s side (cf, e.g.,, 7:6, 1011, 1211, 4, 8) and on his
adversaries’ side (cf., e.g., 13:11, 12). Since it probably belongs to the same sen-
tence with the following expression “so that they have a mighty hand” which
seems to be some kind of promise, it is more plausible to interpret it as denot-
ing God’s angels.2* Due to the fragmentary nature of the text, not much can be
said about this.

In the middle of line 3, there is some kind of change in vocabulary: Duhaime
notes that while the first part of the line speaks about heavenly personages, the
last part seems to concentrate on worldly troops with mounts and horsemen.?5
On the other hand, these kinds of terms occur in harmony, for example, in
1QM 12 where the terms 715171 M23 (“the mighty one of war”) and ¥ 82w
(“the host of his spirits”) are followed by a term like 11'wna (“our horsemen”) (cf.
1QM 12:9). Thus, the terms that perhaps seem to belong to different contexts
do not have to be in contradiction in fragments 1-3 line 3 either. In line 4, it
seems that the victorious end of the war is described: the hand of God will
strike so that there will be an eternal destruction, atonement will be extracted
and everlasting joy will prevail. Although this part of the text does not seem
to be a close textual parallel to any passage elsewhere in the War Texts either,

22 However, this is not the only time when Korah is mentioned the Dead Sea Scrolls, see
4Q42351

23 Cf,, however, the Korahites who are described in the Hebrew Bible as singers (2
Chron 20:19) and gatekeepers in the temple (1 Chron 9:17-19) and to whom 11 psalms are
attributed (Pss 42, 44—49, 8485, 87-88).

24  Like the word TR5n, the word W is also used in 1QM in connection with both sides of
the battle: in 1QM 13, there is the “commander of light” (see 13:10) whereas in 1QM 17 the
“commander of the dominion of wickedness” occurs (see 17:5-6).

25 Duhaime, “Etude comparative,” 461.
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there are many sections in which similar ideas come out in 1QM (see, e.g., 1QM
1:4-9, 14-15; 13:1-3).

The next section marked with vacats extends from line s5b to line 7a.
However, as Duhaime has suggested, line 6 seems to be the beginning of a lon-
ger section, nnMIN2 7107 “the rule in their encampments,” which extends to
the end of fragments 1-3.26 Duhaime links line 5b to the previous section,?’
but it does not seem to fit there easily: the content of the text, the prohibition
against going towards the lines of the enemy, could even be linked better with
the rule observed in the camps than the description of the end of the war.
According to Duhaime, lines 1—5 form the end of the speech concerning the
leaders of the congregation;?2 in that case, line 5b could describe the situation
right after the speech before moving on to the next topic. It is, however, not
possible to establish this with complete certainty. Also, one possible option
would be to interpret line 5b as an addition, formed in order to link the speech
with the following rule, “the rule (to observe) in their encampments” (line 6).

The rule to be observed in the encampments seems to begin with some
restrictions: although the text is partly damaged, it gives the impression that
women, children and the disabled are prohibited from doing something, per-
haps going to the battlefield or probably even to the battle camps — here, the
camps seems to be in focus while later, from line gb onwards, attention is paid
to the battlefield and yet another group of people is excluded (cf. line 10). In
line 7 — after women, children and the disabled are dealt with — something is
said about the position of the craftsmen, the smelters and some appointed
people in the war. The text is again much damaged but one can guess that the
tasks of these groups are also related to the camps.

The next section reaches from line 7b to line ga. Its text concentrates on
taking care of the purity of the camp and the daily duty and gathering to the
house of meeting, all probably issues that are related to the preparations for
the war and the camps. From line gb onwards, the text continues without any
preserved vacats and moves on to discuss the strategy on the actual battle-
field. In this strategy, setting up an ambush is a central part (cf. lines 12b—13)
while in 1QM it is mentioned just in passing (cf. 1QM 9:17) and elsewhere in
the War Texts it does not occur at all. In addition, the text seems to outline a
three-phased structure of the battle (cf. lines 15-17). At the preserved end of

26 Duhaime, “Etude comparative,” 462.

27 Duhaime, “Etude comparative,” 461.

28 Duhaime, “Etude comparative,” 460. However, Duhaime adds a question mark after his
definition for lines 1-5: “Discours au sujet des princes de la congrégation (?)".
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the text, the war garments are briefly discussed (line 18). In line 19, some kind
of concluding clause is given: according to this rule, the destruction is fulfilled.

What is also noteworthy from the material point of view is that there are
small hyphens written at the right edge of fragment 1. Especially in lines 1, 6,
14 and 18 they are clearly visible but Tov recognizes these hyphens also at the
beginning of lines 4, 16 and 19.2% According to Tov,30 they are to be interpreted
as section markers and when scrutinizing the text, at least the hyphens in
lines 1, 6, 14, 16 and 19 seem to be at the beginning of a new part or section.
Although especially the one in line 18 does not fit this interpretation, explain-
ing the hyphens as section markers is the most plausible solution. Another
one would be to consider them just ink blots but since some of them are very
clearly visible, this interpretation does not do justice at least for all of them.

Tov notes that the majority of section markers of this kind “were probably
inserted after the writing was completed.”3! Thus, they may represent the way
a later individual or group structured the text. As such, the hyphens may indi-
cate that the text in fragments 1-3 was a subject of study or rewriting.

This scrutiny already touches on the fact that there are some textual and
thematic links between 4Q491b and 1QM. In Table 25, those texts of 1QM that
have most in common with 4Q491b 1-3 are gathered together and the words
and expressions in common are colored red.3? In addition, in fragments 1-3,
words and expressions that do not occur at all in 1QM are colored green in
order to demonstrate that while there is much in common with fragments 1-3
and 1QM, there are also many differences between them.

In 1QM, there is no rule for encampments3? although many other units are
named as rules (cf. 1QM 2:16—3:11 the rule of the trumpets; 3:13-4:8 the rule
of the banners of the whole congregation; 4:9-14 the other rule of banners;
5:3—9:9 the rule for arranging the divisions; 9:10-17 the rule for changing the
order; 16:3).3* However, many of those regulations that belong to the rule for
encampments in 4Q491b occur in 1QM in other rule sections, especially in

29  Tov, Scribal Practices, 184.

30  Tov, Scribal Practices, 180.

31 Tov, Scribal Practices, 180. Note also Duhaime who suggests that in line 4 the hyphen indi-
cates some kind of sense division (but he also argues that lines 1-5 form one section of
the text). See Duhaime, “Btude comparative de 4QM? fgg. 1-3 et 1QM,” RevQ 14 (1990):
45972 (461). )

32 Theselinks have also been found and analyzed by Duhaime, “Etude comparative,” 459—72.

33 The verb 1IN “to camp” occurs twice in 1QM, in 1:3 and 15:2. In the first of these occur-
rences, the Sons of Light encamp in the wilderness of Jerusalem. In column 15, it is not
absolutely clear who is encamping but probably it is the lot of God that is called to
encamp opposite the king of the Kittim and the army of Belial.

34  Cf. also Alexander, “Rules,” 799.
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the rule for arranging the divisions in lines 5:3—9:9. The closest resemblances
between fragments 1-3 and 1QM are in this rule section: for example, both
fragments 1-3 lines 6b—11 and 1QM 7:3b—7 include the regulations concerning
purity. However, there are differences in order: Both texts start with prohib-
iting women and children (in 4Q491, or children and women in 1QM) from
coming into the war encampments. 1QM continues by enumerating what is
required of the soldiers: they cannot be lame, blind, crippled, disabled or bodily
impure. The exclusion of the last-mentioned group is validated by saying that
the angels are present in the encampment. At the end, there is a regulation for
the distance between camps and the latrine. In 4Q491b fragments 1-3, simi-
lar instructions are given but after the regulation concerning the exclusion of
women and children, something else about the craftsmen and the smelters
follows. 97¥nm wANn "WiR are not directly mentioned in 1QM but, for example,
the word wan occurs many times when describing the war equipment and its
manufacture (cf, e.g., 5:6-11). According to Duhaime, the mention of crafts-
men and smelters in 4Q491b belongs to the list of those who do not join the
troops.35 This is possible but the preserved text does not say it unambiguously.
It is equally possible that in bringing up craftsmen and smelters the focus was
on their duties in the camps, not on their exclusion from the battlefield. After
the vacat, in line 7b, the regulation for the distance between camps and the
latrine follows.

In her dissertation, Johanna Dorman makes a similar suggestion to that
made above when describing the contents of fragments 1-3: in 4Q401 there
is a disconnect between the war camp and the battlefield. The requirements
presented in 4Q491 lines 6-7a concern those who enter into the war camp (no
women, children, afflicted men, nor the possibly physically disabled; i.e., not
those who have no physical competence to participate in the battle), and the
stricter requirements in line 10b concern those who participate in the actual
battle (no men who are unclean by their seminal emission; i.e., the focus is now
on ritual purity). The angels are clearly present on the battlefield.36 In con-
trast, when the similar requirements are presented in 1QM, the camp and the
battlefield are not clearly separated as in 4Q491b. Therefore, in 1QM there was
no hindrance from moving the regulation of the latrine and its distance from
the camp to the end of the list of excluded persons and after mentioning the
angels (see 1QM 7:6—7). In 1QM, angels are thus potentially understood to be
present both on the battlefield and in the camps, whereas in 4Q491 the angels

35 Duhaime, “Etude comparative,” 460.
36  Johanna Dorman, “The Blemished Body: Deformity and Disability in the Qumran Scrolls”
(PhD diss., Rijksuniversiteit Groningen, 2007), 171-72.
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are on the battlefield only. Following Dorman’s lead, it could be argued that, in
1QM, the idea of the presence of angels is expanded, which is in line with the
fact that 1QM lacks the notion (present in 4Q491b line gb) of soldiers going
to the house of meeting — which probably refers to the tent of meeting3” —
before going to the battlefield. In 1QM, the whole camp served as the tent of
meeting and the presence of angels was not limited to the battlefield only.
However, 1QM still recognizes that purity on the day of the battle is of special
importance (7:6, excluding a man with emission), followed by the mention of
the angels.

The trumpet list in 1QM 3 seems to represent a vision somehow similar
to 4Q491b fragment 1-3. In lines 3:3b—4, the mention of the “house of meet-
ing” probably explains the term “men of renown”; these men are described as
“chiefs of the fathers of the congregation when they gather in the house of
meeting.” The trumpet list does not necessarily say much about the war that
was envisioned by its author(s) but it is perhaps noteworthy that in this list
too, the house of meeting is mentioned before the trumpets of the camps and
the trumpets that are related to the battlefield while the trumpets that are
mentioned before the house of meeting seem to be related to drafting differ-
ent groups (in preparation for the war). Thus, in both contexts, the house of
meeting seems to be related to the transition from preparations to the actual
battle. The fact that 1QM seems to have preserved several war visions can be
explained by its anthological nature: its aim was to gather and arrange the
material concerning war.

While the text in lines 6-10 seems to describe the preparations for the war,
from line 11 onwards, the viewpoint is channeled onto the battlefield, and first,
the alignment of the soldiersis in focus. This is also described in the fragmentary

37 In1QM, TP A the “house of meeting” occurs in line 3:4b, in the middle of the list of the
trumpets. These two, the one in 4Q491b fragments 1-3 and the other in 1QM, are the only
occurrences of TP N*A in the preserved Dead Sea Scrolls. In the Hebrew Bible, T332 n*a
occurs in Job 30:23 ("0=52% Twin M1 1WA MR RT3 / “Iknow that you will bring
me to death, and to the house appointed for all living”) and this is why it is sometimes
interpreted to be related to burial rites. However, in 1QM and especially in 4Q491b, the
term seems to refer to a concrete place which is outside the camps (cf. 4Q491b fragments
1-3, line 9). Yadin (The Scroll of the War, 268) suggests that in 1QM, TV '3 denotes a
concrete communal assembly place. This interpretation remains a bit vague. According
to Dorman (“The Blemished Body,” 161), T2 1" is an “equivalent of the more known
TP HnR, ‘the tent of meeting.” Thus, TP N'2 might be a euphemism for a tent of
meeting that dare not be called T3 57K. The TV N1 seems to serve as a transition
from the preparations to the actual war where, according to 4Q491b, even more severe
purity requirements were needed, and visiting the tent of meeting before that fits well
into this big picture.
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end of 1QM 5, which is a part of the rule for arranging the divisions. This rule
of 1QM starts with quite a long description of weapons (5:4b—14) which is sur-
rounded by the explanation of how the soldiers are aligned (5:3-4a, 16-18).
What is common between fragments 1-3 and 1QM 5:16-17 is that the battle
lines are said to stand one after the other and there shall be a distance, prob-
ably between the lines. However, while in 1QM there are seven battle lines, in
fragments 1-3 there are three of them. This division into three is shown again
later in fragments 1-3: from line 15 onwards, it is gone through how each of
the three lines “fulfills its portion” by turns (1-3:5, 16, 17). Although in 4Q491b
fragments 1—3 the number of battle lines is different from 1QM, there are many
similarities between the texts: as in 1QM there are different kinds of soldiers
in fragments 1-3, probably at least the skirmishers (1-3:12), and as in 1QM the
battle is directed with trumpets (1-3:13).

In lines 12—13, there are some directions for arranging the ambush (2&) and
executingit. The term 2R occurs only once in1QM, in line 9:17.38 Unfortunately,
again, not much can be concluded from these passages:3° due to the fragmen-
tary nature of the end of 1QM column g, it even remains unclear whether these
two can be said to be parallels. What is clear is that there are things connected
to the ambush in 4Q491b fragments 1—3 that do not occur in 1QM: executing
the ambush is linked with bringing down the slain of guiltiness — an expression
that does not occur as such in 1QM. In addition, in fragments 1-3, line 14, it is
described how the soldiers are grouped in four directions, and this does not
occur as such in 1QM either.

At the end of the preserved text of fragments 1—3, the Levites and the priests
are brought up and the garments of the priests are described. This description
is known in 1QM as well, in lines 7:9b—11. There, it precedes the actual acts of
war while in fragments 1-3 it seems to follow them. The comparison between
the contents of these descriptions is difficult since the end of fragments 1-3 is
extremely fragmentary. According to Baillet’s reconstruction,*? the texts could
be nearly similar but this remains speculative. However, it seems that some-
thing new starts in fragments 1-3 after the description of garments but that
this new section probably continues to discuss the rule of encampments (7123
7701, “according to all this rule”).

38  In the lists of trumpets, the ambush is mentioned twice (1QM 3:2 and 3:8), but there the
word 2781 is used for it.

39  See also Duhaime, “Etude comparative,” 469.

40 Baillet, DJD 7:14. See also Duhaime, “Etude comparative,” 469—70.
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As has been noted, 4Q491b and 1QM differ from each other on a textual level
more than 4Q491a and 1QM. Probably because of this, scholars have usually
considered it difficult to assume that they show direct literary dependence.
The most common model to explain the relationship between these texts is
that they are reworkings of a common tradition — although many scholars do
not rule out the other option (mutual dependence) either.* What can be con-
cluded from all this is that if a similar source was a basis for both 4Q491b and
1QM, it was possible to process this source very freely and creatively. On the
other hand, this is also true if the texts are interpreted to show mutual liter-
ary dependence — and this is something that actually challenges the theory
of a common source: if it was possible to make such noteworthy changes in
the source, would it not be equally likely to think that one of the texts was the
source for the other? If the options of mutual dependence are weighed, 1QM is
more likely to rewrite 4Q491b, since it has a general tendency to organize mate-
rial in lists and collections. There may be theological implications involved in
such an organization (such as here the presence of angels in the camp as well)
but some of those implications might also result from the rewriting and the
aim to collect and organize the material.

41 Cf, e.g., Duhaime “Etude comparative,” 469, 471—2; Yishay, “The Literature of War at
Qumran,” 48, see also the English abstract in the end of her study. Duhaime concludes
that fragments 1-3 are all in all a briefer text than 1QM, and, while 1QM is quite an elabo-
rate text that has a tendency to generalize the application of the rules, especially con-
cerning purity, fragments 1-3 represent a more practical point of view. Also, according
to him, the “biblical sources” are utilized more in 1QM. Duhaime seems to agree with the
commonly occurring idea that texts tended to expand (rather than be shortened), and if
he is judged correctly here, his presupposition is that the briefer text is earlier than the
longer one and that later texts are more probably spiced with biblical citations. However,
he does not argue that fragments 1—3 and 1QM are directly dependent on each other but
emphasizes that his explanation is also valid if the editors behind the texts have indepen-
dently used a common source and considers this in many cases a probable option. Yishay
takes note of the fact that both 1QM 7 and 4Q4911 include a list of regulations concerning
the encampment but that these lists differ in length, style, running order and in some
respects in content as well. In her interpretation of the complete manuscript 4Q491, she
aligns herself with Duhaime’s thoughts, arguing that 4Q491 and 1QM are two different
reworkings of common source material that consisted of war descriptions and a thanks-
giving hymn. In addition, she thinks that at the same time some “sporadic theological
reworking of the parallel sections” was done. Ultimately, however, according to Yishay, “it
is impossible to determine whether one version depends on the other or the two elabo-
rate a common source.” Thus, just as Duhaime finally does, she also leaves it open whether
the texts are using a common source or whether they are dependent on each other.



162 CHAPTER 3

1.2 Fragment 4 (B-283964)

Fragment 4 consists of two separate pieces which Baillet joined together.#2
Abegg explains that the join between these fragments is based on the plural
word 0awn, of which the first three letters are in one fragment and the rest
of the letters ( reconstructed) are in another and considers this join possible.*3
Duhaime reads and translates this fragment as follows:*+

]f:n oo[ ]oo ]no[ 1

175 mdyn[1] na[w] omwy i[an 2
&1 mbxn o[ Joawnn H1a0[ 3
ANJWR 1P oo 0% MR o[ 4

Since in line 2 some kind of age limits seem to be under discussion (“[... fro]m
the [a]ge of twenty [and] over ...”) , Baillet and Duhaime have connected this
fragment with the end of 1QM column 6.4> The end of column 6 and the begin-
ning of column 7 enumerate the age requirements for the different groups of
military persons. However, due to the small amount of text in fragment g, this
link remains very tentative and it is not possible to establish the connection
between fragment 4 and 1QM 6 beyond doubt.

1.3 Fragments 5 + 6 (B-283964)

Baillet joined these two fragments on the basis of 1QM 12:1. As he noted,*5
when combined, the fragments seem to form the upper left part of a column:
fragment 5 preserves part of the top margin and fragment 6 preserves part of
the left margin. However, there is no material connection between these two
fragments, and the fact that they have preserved different margins does not
make their join more probable. According to Abegg, the join of these frag-
ments is “possible but not recommended,’#” and Yishay ends up editing these
fragments separately.8 It should also be noted that, as Table 26 demonstrates,
when the fragments are read together and compared to 1QM 121, the texts are
not entirely similar.

42 Baillet, DD 7:19. The pieces can be seen in PAM 42.474, http://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/
explore-the-archive/image/B-283964. One fragment is in the third line, the second piece
from the left and another fragment is above it in the second line.

43  Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 49.

44  Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 144.

45  Balillet, DjD 7:19; Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 145.

46 Baillet, DJD 7:20.

47 Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 51.

48  Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 76—77.


http://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-283964
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TABLE 26  The texts of 4Q491 fragments 5+6 and 1QM 1221

4Q491 fragments 5 + 6 1QM12:1
[AR T naw]mp MAta Bar]H[n x30 myray omwa nY[R] owITp 211 K80
™M1 19N n3[nAR MT)A% 7awTp Hara oarbn
WP Oy
[... and] the host of [a]n[gel]s are in For [th]ere is a multitude of holy ones in

[your] ho[ly] habitation [to praise] your  the heavens, and the hosts of angels are
[tru]th. The elect ones in your holy habitation to pr[aise] your
[truth.] The elect ones of the holy people

Allin all, it is most plausible to read these fragments separately. Unfortunately,
there is not much to conclude either about the texts or about the material facts.

1.4 Fragment 7 (B-367010; B-367011)

Baillet reconstructs this fragment on the basis of 1QM 13:8—9. However, as
he notes himself, the fragment is so small that its identification with 1QM 13
remains uncertain and the reconstructions are as well very hypothetical.#9 As
can be seen in Table 27, the link between fragment 7 and 1QM 13 is not impos-
sible (common words colored red) but when omitting reconstructions, there
are actually only four letters (from two different words; bold in the table) com-
mon between these two passages.

TABLE 27  The texts of 4Q491 fragment 7 and 1QM 13:8—9

4Q491 fragment 7 1QM 13

185 i 1 921 7R AT MmN Mo ey [T1]yinh 8
nannR wyn 1Ma0%i [ 2 19035 P RA ARY MY uapa na ]
moxba Mas vawM onnk wyn[1a]s g

unban MR S ondy oy A% ume[  [AnR

49  Baillet, DJD 7:20.
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TABLE 27  The texts of 4Q491 fragment 7 and 1QM 13:8—9 (cont.)

4Q491 fragment 7 1QM 13

1 [... through the appointed times 8 through the appointed ti[me]s of eternity.

of eterni]ty. [...] In all your glorious fixed times there was a

2 [...] and to recount [your truthful ~memorial of your [...] in our midst for the help

works ...] of the remnant and the preservation of your
covenant,

9 and to re[count] your truthful works and the
judgments of your wonderful might ... [...] ...
for you, (as) an everlasting people. You have
cast us in the lot of light

Therefore, reading fragment 7 with the help of 1QM 13 remains entirely
hypothetical — and when fragment 7 is read as it is, unfortunately, again, there
is not much to conclude either about the text or about the material facts.

15 Fragments 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, and 23

These six fragments are very small and they include a dozen complete words
maximum. Some of them like fragment 16 and fragments 20 and 21, include
vocabulary similar to 1QM, but unquestionable parallels cannot be found.>° In
addition, it should be noted that, for example, in fragment 16, the terminology
that links the text with 1QM is quite common: 77TY, WP, 589w, 123 occur
often in the Dead Sea Scrolls in general (145-565 occurrences). As regards frag-
ments 17, 19 and 23, each of them include some terms that do not occur in
1QM or the other War Texts. In fragment 17, the term 05107 180 (see line 2) is
unique in comparison to the War Texts,?! and in fragment 23 the same is true
of Im5o (see line 4 where this word probably occurs in the plural). Thus, it can
be concluded that there are no textual parallels to be discerned between the
extant text of fragments 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, and 23 of 4Q491b and other War Texts
and, in addition, that unfortunately, these fragments do not shed much light
on the questions of the content and use of 4Q491b.

50  Baillet has charted the possible parallels between the fragments of 4Q491b and 1QM; cf.
Baillet, DJD 7:40, 42—43.

51  Incidentally, the term is interesting in general since it is one of the earliest mentions
of the title of the biblical collection of Psalms. See Baillet, DJD 7:41; Duhaime, “War
Scroll,” 163.



UNESTABLISHED WAR VISIONS 165

1.6 Summary of 4Q491b

As the previous analysis shows, only fragments 1-3 of 4Q491b include enough
material to make a reasonable comparison with the other War Texts, in this
case, with 1QM. On the one hand, the presence of quite a large amount of text
that does not occur in 1QM shows clearly that, as a whole, 4Q491b fragments1-3
cannot be defined as being dependent on one certain 1QM passage or vice
versa. In addition, those passages that have similarities to 1QM are not exactly
like it or in the same order (cf, e.g., 4Q491b, fragments 1-3, lines 6-8, 10 and
1QM 7:3—7). On the other hand, it is not likely that texts that share so much,
especially on a thematic level, would have developed without some kind of
literary dependence. In comparison with 4Q491b, 1QM collects the rules about
excluded persons (including the man with a seminal emission) together and
only then gives the rationale of angels being present, and the rule about the
latrine and nakedness. Probably, at least here, 1QM rewrites 4Q491b.

The comparison between 4Q491b and 1QM also demonstrates that in
4Q491b, the war camp gets considerable attention and it is clearly separated
from the battlefield. It seems that the question of the presence of angels is
something that was still under discussion when the war traditions were trans-
mitted: in 4Q4091b, their presence seems to be restricted to the battlefield while
in 1QM the angels seem to be present everywhere and there is no need to make
a clear separation between camp and battlefield. Interestingly, when 4Q491a
and 1QM were compared above, the question of divine beings and their role
proved to be a theme that was not stabilized in the war tradition but that was
free for rewriting and creative literary work. Another noteworthy theme in
4Q401b is the ambush that gets more attention than anywhere else in the War
Texts. Consequently, it can be said that the content of 4Q491b is even more
exploratory than the content of 4Q491a (which despite some unique parts
also included some clearly stabilized sections).52 The content of 4Q491b also
coheres with Hempel's general description of the content of Cave 4 as having
an eclectic and scholarly character.53

As was the case with 4Q491a, 4Q491b is clearly not meant to be any kind
of showroom copy: the manuscript is written in a small script, keeping line

52 Note that when using the words “unestablished” and “exploratory,” I refer to the mod-
els of the war that are introduced in the War Texts but occur only once each and thus
remain experimental (in the light of the preserved material). By using these terms I do
not suggest that there was an intent to produce one authoritative text towards which the
“unestablished” traditions were developed. Rather I put forth the idea that there were
different models of war descriptions and some of them seem to have become more stabi-
lized than others since they were copied into several manuscripts.

53  Cf. Hempel, The Qumran Rule Texts in Context, 337.
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spacing very tight and squeezing as many letters into one line as possible.
Vacats are never long but very small lacunas within the lines. In addition,
4Q401b includes small marginal markings, hyphens that probably are meant to
indicate an outline of the text. They may have been added either by the origi-
nal scribe or some later one but the last-mentioned option is more probable
since there are vacats in the text as well and they are not always in line with
the marginal markings. This may indicate that the text was considered to be
somehow a work in progress and/or that it was a subject of study.

2 4Q493 (4QM°)

Manuscript 4Q493%* consists of two leather fragments which were combined
already before Baillet’s work.5% The join is reliable since the fragments clearly
share physical interfaces. All margins are visible, not in their full dimensions
but sufficiently to lead to the conclusion that the two fragments form a quite
small manuscript, 9 cm high at the highest point and 12 cm wide at the widest.>¢
No traces of stitching are visible but this does not necessarily mean that the
right margin would be the beginning of the scroll or that the column would be
only one in the scroll; it is also possible that the part of the margin where the
stitching was is not preserved or that the sheet to which this and some other
columns belong is badly deteriorated.

With its 14 lines, 4Q493 belongs to those manuscripts that have a small
writing-block.5” The letters in these 14 lines, 50-55 per line, are around 2.5 mm
high on average, and spaces between the lines vary from 5 to 6 mm.5® This

54  Of 4Q493 there is no new color photo available, at least not yet. The two fragments joined
together can be seen, e.g., in PAM 44.018 (B-285358) and the two fragments separately can
be seen, e.g., in PAM 41.400 (B-298885) where the fragments are in the bottom right corner
of the photo.

55  Baillet, DJD 7:50. See also Duhaime, The War Texts, 30. Baillet notes that “le fragment est
composé de 2 morceaux joints par un de mes prédécesseurs.”

56  Cf. also Duhaime, The War Texts, 30.

57 Cf. Tov (Scribal Practices, 84, 86), who classifies four writing-block sizes: small with
4-14 lines, medium with 15-24, large with 25-34 and very large with 25-60. Tov notes
that this classification is “impressionistic” and “made mainly for the sake of convenience.”
However, when 4Q493 is compared to other relatively well-preserved War Texts, it stands
out with its small writing-block.

58  Duhaime, The War Texts, 30. According to Abegg, “the line spacing of 4Q493 varies from 5.2
(lines 9-10) to 6.3 (lines 10-11)” mm. In addition, Abegg notes that an average line height
is 5.7 mm. See Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 7o. Yishay “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 224,
concludes that this is a relatively narrow space between the lines.
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spacing is one of the tightest among the War Texts, although in 4Q491a and
4Q401b the spacing is even tighter. The letters are also small rather than large
in comparison to other War Texts, although the size of the letters does not
vary from text to text as much as the spacing between lines. The manuscript is
written in a script which, according to Baillet, is slightly older than that of the
Herodian period.>® Thus, it is dated to the first half of the first century, and it is
considered to be the oldest of the Cave 4 war text fragments.60

The manuscript (or at least one column of it) is quite well preserved but in
some places it is darkened and the surface of the leather is wrinkled.®!
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59  Baillet, DJD 7:50. See also Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 69, and Duhaime, The War Texts, 30.

60 Baillet, DJD 7:50; Duhaime, The War Texts, 30; Schultz, Conquering the World, 369; Eshel
and Eshel, “Recensions of the War Scroll,” 352. See also Yishay, “The Literature of War at
Qumran,” 225.

61  Asnoted by Baillet, DJD 7:49, and as can be seen in PAM 44.018.

62 According to Tov, this dot is a separation dot that was used “in order to separate two words
lest they be understood as one continuous word or context.” Tov also gives some other
examples of using this kind of dot: see Tov, Scribal Practices, 211.

63  See the following note.

64  Inlines 910, there are some really difficult cases to read. At the end of line g, Duhaime
(“War Scroll,” 172), following Baillet (DD 7:50), reconstructs [0™1]%:3. The reconstruction
is uncertain — not only because there are no more than two letters left of this word but also
because defining these two letters is extremely difficult. For example, the stroke above the
line, which Baillet and Duhaime interpreted to be the top of a b is not very clear; it could
also be an interlinear letter. Near the top of the line, the stroke seems to curve slightly to
the left which does not necessarily fit in with the other 7's in this fragment. Abegg (“The
War Scroll,” 72) suggests that the trace could be part of an interlinear Y while the whole
reading would be [¥’p]13%. The shape of the stroke also seems to be problematic from this
point of view: the right stroke of ‘@ayin would curve much more strongly than the stroke
visible in line 9. In fact, the stroke in line g hardly curves at all and it certainly does not
change the direction of its curvature. However, if it is a matter of an interlinear letter, it
might be a bit different from those that are inscribed in the line. In Abegg’s reading, the
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The first word in line 1, 7nn%nA, does not seem to belong to the first sentence
of the sheet in lines 1—2. Instead, it might be the end of a sentence that begins

space between the interlinear trace and the trace of the first letter is filled with two letters
which is more convincing than reconstructing just one letter between them.

At the beginning of the following line (10), there is an equally uncertain case: after
quite clearly visible 0717, Baillet (DjD 7:50) and Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 172) read B*9[*]91
while Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 71), Yishay (“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 225) and
Qimron (The Hebrew Writings, 18) read 03[ 111377, The stroke that is left of the first letter
is a right vertical stroke that could fit many letters. The letter that is near the big rift seems
to be * rather than 7 — and again, if one reads 97, the two letters would be quite far away
from each other whereas 0'[11]1377 seems to fill the space better. In the end part of the
word, the letter before 0" is only partly visible and practically impossible to define on the
basis of the photos available.

All in all, the cases in lines 9—10 are very difficult to resolve but if one has to choose,
the readings suggested by Abegg (and Yishay and Qimron) can be considered to be a bit
more plausible. They can also be argued for with some contentual reasons: First, there are
no existing parallels to the idea that the Levites should be connected to the trumpets — as
they would be in lines 912 if Baillet and Duhaime’s reconstruction is considered to be
right. Instead, in the War Texts in general, the Levites are always related to the ram’s horns.
Second, if one reads WP in line g (like Abegg) but still keeps Baillet and Duhaime’s read-
ing 0"Y"71 in line 10, the whole sentence in lines 9-10 would include both the verbal root
VPN and the verbal root 17, which do not occur together in the same sentence anywhere
else in the text — or, for example, in 1QM. Therefore, here, the text is corrected according
to Abegg in these lines — although it must be noted that these readings are still extremely
uncertain.

65  Here, Baillet, Abegg, Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar, and Qimron read [ DX]5121 instead
of Duhaime’s [ DR]5A2[1] and in the available photos, there is a tiny ink trace near the
top of 2 which might belong to 1 (see Baillet, DJD 7:50; Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 71; Garcia
Martinez and Tigchelaar, Study Edition, 984; Qimron, The Hebrew Writings, n8; Duhaime,
“War Scroll,” 172). Thus, here, Duhaime’s reading is corrected.

66  Here, in the end of line 12, there is an empty space 0.5 cm wide after the last visible let-
ter and before the edge of the fragment. Duhaime (“War Scroll,” 172) does not mark any
vacat here but this space is longer than any distance between words in the fragment, and
thus, suggesting vacat is reasonable (cf. Baillet, DJD 7:52; Yishay, “The Literature of War at
Qumran,” 225).

67  Here, Baillet (DJD 7:52) and Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 71) read o[ instead of Duhaime’s
(“War Scroll,” 172) i[. Baillet and Abegg’s reading is equivalent to what is seen in the frag-
ment: there is a pale vertical stroke, possibly belonging to 1 but after that, there is yet
another pale trace, impossible to link with any letter. Thus, here, Duhaime’s reading is
corrected.
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in the preceding sheet — but since there is no evidence of the preceding text,
this option cannot be proven. Therefore, one should also consider interpreting
nnnonn as a subtitle. The latter option is supported by the fact that the sheet
in which the preserved text of 4Q493 is written seems to be numbered and
1 at the beginning of the fragment should be interpreted to denote the sixth
sheet.58 Not very many numbered sheets exist among the Dead Sea Scrolls but
in the existing cases, a new section begins with a new numbered sheet: for
example, 4Q256 (4QSP) fragment 4, numbered with 3, begins with a subtitle
MmN wIR 159 5awnd wan (“instruction for the Maskil concerning the men
of the Torah”),6% and in 4Q266, the number R is situated in the first right mar-
gin of the manuscript. Tov suggests that the numbering might indicate that
the sheets “were inscribed individually, to be joined subsequently based on
the numerical sequence.””® All this supports interpreting 71nn5n7 in 4Q493 as
a title or a subtitle of a new section rather than the continuation of something
that began in the preceding column.”

In the text of 4Q493, priests are key actors:”2 with the sound of the trum-
pets, they direct the war waged by skirmishers. Everything starts when the
priests take up position in front of the lines and sound the trumpets of memo-
rial (lines 1—2). Then they open the gates for the skirmishers and sound the
trumpets of battle which probably starts the battle with the enemies, here
called nations (lines 2—4).73 After that, the purity of the priests is taken into
discussion and the priests are instructed to distance themselves from the slain,

68  The vertical stroke at the beginning of the line is sometimes read as upper stroke of 5 (cf.
Baillet, DJD 7:50, who reads here “un signe en forme de hamper de lamed”) but its top
seems to be slightly lower down than the top of the % in the next word. In addition, the
stroke seems to turn left and down at the top of the letter — a phenomenon which is not
observable in the other 7's of this text. Also, the stroke seems to curve slightly to the left
while the upper strokes of 9's are usually straight. The more reliable reding is interlinear
1 (cf. Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 172; Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 225) since
the stroke strongly resembles the other 1’s in the fragment (see, e.g,, in the same line, the
beginning of the second whole word and the second line, the end of the first word).

69  Reconstructed according to 4Q258 column 1. Note that this is a variant version of the title
in1QS 5, 717N "WirH 3707 1N (this is the rule for the men of the Yahad); cf. Najman and
Tigchelaar, “A Preparatory Study of Nomenclature,” 307.

7o Tov, Scribal Practices, 35.

71 Note, however, that there are no other examples of titles consisting only of one word
(cf. the incipit titles in the table of Najman and Tigchelaar, “A Preparatory Study of
Nomenclature,” 310, and the title and subtitles in 1QM) — which still does not mean that a
one-word title would not be a possible option.

72 Cf. also Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 229.

73 Baillet (DJD 7:52) suggests here the reconstruction JAANYAN MARIXAA W™ 0IMIM
o™ manpna 1 [mowh.
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in order to not “profane the oil of their priesthood” — which probably refers
to their priestly anointing — and to not approach the battle lines (lines 4-6).
Instead, the priests probably are ordered to stay near the “catapult” (77n) and
the “ballista” (ja8n), the two weapons that occur only here in the War Texts
(line 5). According to Gmirkin, these two were the main classifications of the
Greco-Roman artillery: catapults were machines for shooting arrows and bal-
listas for throwing stones.”

The actual battle is directed by blowing a shrill sound and using some trum-
pets the names of which are not preserved. The men approach the battle lines
and stretch out their hand in the battle (lines 6-8). The trumpets of with-
drawal summon the men out from the battlefield and the second line marches
out. Here there is a reference to “this entire rule” (717 7701 913) according to
which everything should proceed (lines 8—9). The second line is again directed
by the trumpets, at least with the trumpets of alarm and they, too, are sum-
moned back from the battlefield with trumpets (lines 10-11). After that, the
priests blow for all the lines and the first section of the text is closed at the end
of line 12 with a vacat.

The second section (from line 13 onward) seems to be about worship because
the Sabbath and the offerings are mentioned. Although there is not much left of
this second section, it can be said that its contents are quite distinctive among
the War Texts — rituals and the observance of the law are important themes in
1QM, but nevertheless, the Sabbath is seldom discussed.”® The trumpets of the
Sabbaths mentioned here do not occur in 1QM,76 or in any other M texts.

Although 4Q493 does not have any close parallel among the War Texts, it
shares many elements with other M texts. In the following, these elements are
discussed in more detail.

2.1 Trumpets

Using trumpets to direct the war is one theme that clearly connects 4Q493
to 1QM and other M manuscripts. For example, apart from the “trumpets of
battle,” all the trumpets that are mentioned in 4Q493 lines 1-12 also occur in
1QM and some of them also in 4Q491b. In the following, the passages discuss-
ing the trumpets of memorial, the trumpets of alarm and the trumpets for

74  Russel Gmirkin, “The War Scroll and Roman Weaponry Reconsidered,” DsD 3 (1996): 122
n.168.

75  In1QM, the Sabbath is mentioned only in column 2 (see lines 4 and 8).

76  Baillet (DJjD 7:53) already notes this. Joseph Baumgarten suggests that the Sabbath
trumpets in 4Q493 were probably “intended as a complement of the sacrifices.” See
Joseph M. Baumgarten, “The Sabbath Trumpets in 4Q493 M¢,” RevQ 12 (1987): 559.
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withdrawing and/or gathering are collected into one table. In Table 28, the ter-
minology that is common to 4Q493 and the other M passages is marked with
red text.

As regards the trumpets the text of 4Q493 has particularly much in com-
mon with the trumpet lists in 1QM column 3 and 7. Probably on that basis,
the trumpets of the slain and the trumpets for summoning have often been
reconstructed in the text of 4Q493 (lines 7, 10).77 However, there are no clear
arguments for this. It is equally possible that in 4Q493 there are no trumpets
other than those preserved; one model to speculate with is that the trumpets
of memorial (line 2) start the war, the trumpets of battle (line 4) give a sign
to advance, the trumpets of alarm (line 7; reconstructed) are used to frighten
the enemy and finally, the trumpets of withdrawal (line 8) call the soldiers
back. In the second phase, the trumpets of battle (line 10; reconstructed) again
give a sign to advance and with the trumpets of alarm (line 11), the enemy is
frightened. There are no clear arguments for this reconstruction either, but it
demonstrates that there is no absolute need to insert all the trumpets known
elsewhere into this passage — especially when it already includes groups of
trumpets that are not known anywhere else. What should also be taken into
account is that, as the table shows, in 4Q491b only one trumpet group (trum-
pets of alarm) is used in order to direct the war — and when keeping this in
mind, it is not impossible to think that there were simpler systems of trumpets
than those described in 1QM, perhaps preceding it. It is already noted that 1QM
tends to gather material together and this characteristic is probably also vis-
ible in the lists of trumpets, which might have preserved material from several
sources.

Related to this speculation, it should be noted that the sound of the trum-
pet is not described with as great accuracy in 4Q493 as it is in three passages
in 1QM: as Table 29 demonstrates, whereas in 4Q493 the sound is “shrill” (1),
in 1QM passages it is also “staccato” (7170). In addition, in 1QM lines 8:13-14,
the sound of the trumpets of withdrawal is described in detail, it is “low” (m1)
“level” (7771) and “legato” (T120). In 4Q493, the trumpets of withdrawal are
mentioned but their sound is not discussed at all. Thus, all in all, the trumpets
and their sounds seem to be discussed in more detail in 1QM while in 4Q493
the system and its description are probably simpler.”®

77 See, e.g,, Baillet, DJD 7:50.
78  Cf. also Schultz (Conquering the World, 310, 369), who concludes that “4Q493 preserved a
simpler and shorter description of the battle procedures than in all the other documents.”
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2.2 Priests
One characteristic that is common to 4Q493 and 1QM 7 is that the priests
who hold the trumpets in their hands are described as the priests “of the sons
of Aaron” (cf. 1QM 7:10). Elsewhere in the War Texts, the priests’ genealogi-
cal background is not referred to, either with the term “sons of Aaron”” or
the term “sons of Zadok” (both of which are used in some other rule texts like
the Damascus Document and the Community Rule).8° According to Charlotte
Hempel, among the Dead Sea Scrolls there are text passages that lack any inter-
est in the genealogical descent of the priestly leadership and these passages
deal with the earliest forms of communal life.8! Furthermore, she argues that
when genealogical questions come in, it can be said that the sons of Aaron
represent an earlier strand of tradition than the sons of Zadok.82 4Q493 seems
to represent an early tradition that stresses the cultic tasks of the sons of Aaron
and that lacks any reference to the sons of Zadok, who in later texts — although
not in any War Text — start to appear as authority figures alongside the sons of
Aaron.83

The priestly orientation of 4Q493, which was already noted, becomes even
clearer when comparing the text to 1QM: in the preserved clauses of 4Q493,
the priests are almost always the subject®* while in 1QM, in addition to the
priests, the Levites and the people blow signals (see, e.g., 8:8b—13b and 16:6b—9
in Table 29) and the tasks of the soldiers are described more precisely (see, e.g.,
16:4-7). This difference raises the question of whether 4Q493 could be under-
stood as representing the theology of some smaller priestly-oriented group
and whether by the time 1QM is compiled, the priests are in a less dominant
position in the movement and the community has become more lay oriented
(though still priestly in outlook).

79  See, however, the other references to Aaron in 1QM 3:14 (in the inscription on the grand
banner), 5:1 (in the inscription on the grand banner) and 17:1 (a reference to the judgment
of Nadab and Abihu, the sons of Aaron).

80 Cf. Charlotte Hempel, “The Sons of Aaron in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Flores Florentino:
Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Early Jewish Studies in Honour of Florentino Garcia Martinez,
ed. A. Hilhorst, E. Puech, and E. Tigchelaar, JSJSup 122 (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 210-14, 218
(republished in eadem, The Qumran Rule Texts in Context, 195-210).

81 Hempel, “The Sons of Aaron,” 224.

82 Hempel, “The Sons of Aaron,” 223—4.

83  Cf. Hempel, “The Sons of Aaron,” 223. Hempel sees that the sons of Zadok appear in the
“community-specific” texts while the earliest strand of the tradition of the sons of Aaron
is reflected in the “non-community-specific” context.

84  The only clear exception to this is in line g where MW N2V is the subject.
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2.3 Purity
As Table 30 demonstrates, the prohibition against contamination is also some-

thing that connects 4Q493 and 1QM g.

TABLE 30  The texts of 4Q493, lines 4b—6a and 1QM g:7b—g

4Q493 4b-6a 1QM 9:7b—9

foo [ ¥1]AYI o5Hnn pan Ry oImam PR opn o313 v obhnn Hioim

1AW B 89 1aRRM 900 T 5 005R5 072 HRann 05NN TIn O 8 1R12 X1
mawn M9501] 6 []H%[nn Janing 1w T ][1H] AN DWITR 8 DNRAY
ouan yacat 930 "3 g 073 DANAD NRWA

The priests shall go out from the slain When the slain fall down, the pri[est]s
and [ ] 5 to the side of the catapult  shall keep blowing from afar. They shall
and the ballista. They shall not profane  not come 8 to the midst of the slain (so as)
the oil of their priesthood [... the s] to become defiled in their unclean blood,
lai[n.] 6 [And] they shall not draw near  for they are holy. They shall [no]t profane
any of the lines of the skirmishers. the oil of their priestly anointing through

the blood g of nations of vanity. vacat

The attitude towards the priests and the slain seems to be different in these
texts: while in 4Q493, the priests “shall go out from the slain,” in 1QM, it is for-
bidden even to “come to the midst of the slain.” In 1QM, after this prohibition,
there is a double explanation: first, it is said that entering into the midst of the
slain is forbidden since the priests would be defiled by the unclean blood of
the slain and that cannot happen because the priests are holy.85 Then, there is
a sentence closely parallel to 4Q493 which says that the priests shall not allow
the oil of their anointment to be profaned. In the end, it is further defined that
the purity is not in jeopardy because of just any kind of blood but especially
because of the blood “of nations of vanity.” This term, 531 "3, does not occur in
the preserved text of 4Q493.86

85  InNumbers, it is ordered that anyone who touches a dead body will be unclean for seven
days; see Num 19:16—18, Num 31:19.

86 In 1QM, 5371 M3 occurs three times in addition to line 9:9; see lines 4:12, 6:6 and 11:9. See
also the very fragmentary line 4Q496 15 5.
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These differences again argue for the reworked nature of 1QM: the ques-
tion of purity is there expanded and it seems to have needed explanation.
This would fit together with the suggestion already made, the one accord-
ing to which 4Q493 could represent the (perhaps exploratory) thinking of a
small priestly-oriented group while 1QM reflects the ideas presented to a wider
group in which the laymen also played an important role. It could be explained
that in 1QM, which was directed at a wider audience, it was necessary to make
the difference between priests and laymen stricter than in 4Q493, and thus, it
is said that the priests are not allowed to go in the midst of the slain at all.

2.4 Summary of 4Q493

Among the War Texts, 4Q493 represents in many ways an unmatched vision of
the war: For example, the weapons that are used are unique inasmuch as they
are not known anywhere else in the Dead Sea Scrolls. In addition, the num-
ber of trumpets as well as their names and their order are not closely parallel
to any of the other War Texts — although not completely incomparable either.
An exceptionally strong emphasis on priests is also something that makes
a difference between 4Q493 and 1QM.87 However, there is no reason to sug-
gest that 4Q493 and 1QM need be completely independent and some lines of
development can perhaps be traced: the complex trumpet system, the detailed
description of trumpet sounds, the diverse direction of the war (i.e., laymen’s
association alongside the priestly leaders) and the explanatory description of
carrying out the purity rules, all presented in 1QM, can be seen as the results
of exploiting and reworking some ideas also presented in 4Q493. It is also pos-
sible that 4Q493 represents a more experimental war vision aimed at a more
narrow audience and thus it may have been in use in tandem with 1QM. The
similarity of the titles of these two texts (both including the word nnnnn)
may indicate that the texts were intended to be connected with each other —
and perhaps the title was needed to make this link since there otherwise were
differences between the texts. Abegg calls 4Q493 as a “priestly handbook”
(although he adds a question mark after this designation),®® thus probably sug-
gesting that this manuscript consisted only of war-related material. However, if
1at the beginning of the fragment is interpreted as a sheet number, it indicates

87  Cf. also Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 319, 323—4. According to Yishay, 4Q493
concentrates on priests while in 1QM, the viewpoint is mainly that of the soldiers. Both
are based on similar traditions but these traditions are used differently, applying to these
different points of view.

88  Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 66.
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that the manuscript was part of a quite large compilation, and one can also
play with the idea that 4Q493 belonged to some kind of manual or handbook
of different themes in which this (single) preserved sheet/column was dedi-
cated to the war. Unfortunately, there is no evidence to support or deny this
speculation.

3 Summary of 4Q491b and 4Q493

When comparing 4Q491b and 4Q493 with 1QM, it can be concluded that, on
the one hand, both of these Cave 4 M manuscripts include material common
with 1QM - lexical and thematic links between the texts clearly occur — but, on
the other hand, there are no parts in 1QM that would from the lexical point of
view be close parallels to 4Q491b or 4Q493. Rather, it seems that 4Q491b and
1QM - as well as 4Q493 and 1QM - share elements that are, however, arranged
differently and/or modified, probably according to different needs and pur-
poses of use. In general, 1QM tends to collect material and organize it into dif-
ferent kinds of unities, lists and hymns and it is more likely, in both cases, that
1QM rewrites the 4QM text. When comparing 1QM to 4Q491b, it seems prob-
able that in 1QM the idea of the presence of angels is widened from the battle
to the war camp. Also, what is clear is that the material was differently orga-
nized. When comparing 1QM to 4Q493, it seems that while 4Q493 reflects the
ideas of the priestly-oriented group, in 1QM, laymen get more attention and
play a more significant role in battle. Thus, in the transmission process of the
war traditions, the direction seems to have been towards the laymen’s point of
view and a more accessible view of sacredness.

As already noted, 4Q491a and 4Q491b can be understood as one manuscript
or two. There are arguments for both conclusions and the question still needs
further attention. When understood as separate manuscripts, 4Q491a and
4Q491b seem to describe somewhat different visions of the war. In 4Q491b, the
war camp is at the center of attention and the requirements for going there
and going to the battlefield are discussed. In addition, an ambush seems to be
one of the key tools regarding the tactics of the three-phased war. In 4Q4091a, in
contrast, the war consists of several phases and encouraging soldiers between
them is an important theme. Weapons and trumpets receive attention but
ambush is not mentioned, at least in the preserved text. However, these differ-
ences are not a reason to think that combining these two manuscripts would
be especially implausible — 1QM is an example of a manuscript that collects
different material so that every now and then the passages even seem to be
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contradictory. If understood as one manuscript, 4Q491a and 4Q491b could be
an optional anthology of all the war material, probably compiled before 1M
and perhaps serving as one model for it.

While 1QM is inscribed with one hand — not necessarily by one scribe but
at least the aim seems to have been to produce a coherent manuscript with
regard to its appearance — in 4Q491, there are two different hands clearly
distinguishable and some textual markings (cf, e.g, the small hyphens in
fragments 1-3)89 also seem to denote that the manuscript was not written at
one sitting but that the text was somehow a work in progress. Both material
facts and content indicate that 1QM was written for a larger audience, not pri-
marily for study purposes or for some other private use, but to be some kind
of showpiece that was pleasant to look at. By contrast, 4Q491 was written
throughout with a small and tight script, leaving only small spaces between
the lines, which indicates a different, probably more private use.? 4Q493 has
sometimes been suggested to be a private manuscript as well. At this stage,
there is no way to safely prove the private nature of these manuscripts, but
the idea of their private quality seems to be consistent with the idea of manu-
scripts representing the theology of a limited group.®! Although the categories
“private” and “communal” are not exactly straightforward, this categorization
is one way to illustrate that (1) it was possible to use multiple manuscripts
simultaneously (not only sequentially), (2) multiple manuscripts were prob-
ably produced for different purposes (not only to replace each other), and

89  For more about this, see the discussion in Section 1.1 of Chapter 2 above.

9o  See note g1 below.

91  According to Mladen Popovi¢, the Qumran manuscripts point to “a communal, school-
like context,” whereas the manuscripts found in other Judaean Desert sites were “owned
by relatively wealthy individuals or families from villages in the countryside.” See Popovi¢,
“Qumran as Scroll Storehouse in Times of Crisis? A Comparative Perspective on Judaean
Desert Manuscript Collections,” js7 43 (2012): 551-94 (578). Although the Qumran manu-
scripts do not represent such a personal context, it is still possible that a school-like con-
text had different kinds of manuscripts, some of them for more private use and others for
more communal use. Examples of what private or personal use may have meant in prac-
tice are manuscripts being studied in private, used when practicing devotion in private,
being carried along while travelling. Or perhaps being linked to this kind of copy enabled
a learned person to gain or strengthen his status and authority. However, here, the term
privacy should not be taken too literally: defining a manuscript as private does not nec-
essarily mean that it was not used by more than one person (either simultaneously or
sequentially) or that the manuscript was never read, studied or reworked by more than
one person together. Defining a manuscript as private can simply mean that it was not
primarily written for communal use or for a larger audience.
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(3) multiple manuscripts were probably important on different levels, on both
the individual and communal level, but also on a real social and abstract level
(textual transmission level).%2

92  About this third point, see Brent A. Strawn, “Excerpted ‘Non-Biblical’ Scrolls at Qumran?
Background, Analogies, Function,” in Qumran Studies: New Approaches, New Questions,
ed. M.T. Davis and B.A. Strawn (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2007), 65-123 (79-80). It
can also be said that the privacy of the manuscript would indicate, according to Strawn,
that the manuscript was also important as a material artifact and as a whole, not just as
something that preserves “text.” Abstract and concrete levels can also be explained by
stating that the human mind tends to create its own model of “text” or “work” (abstract
level) but what we actually have are the manuscripts, concrete representations of the
traditions (concrete level).



CHAPTER 4

4Q494 (4QM9) and 4Q471 (4QWar Scroll-like
Text B): Texts that Overlap with 1QM 27?

With this chapter, up to the end of Chapter 6, the Cave 4 War Text fragments
not so well preserved are taken under close scrutiny. These fragments are
divided into groups partly based on their material characteristics (opistho-
graphic papyrus manuscripts are discussed together in Chapter 6) and partly
due to contentual and research-historical reasons (the manuscripts discussed
in this chapter). In the earlier research, it has been suggested that there is a
close text-historical relationship between 4Q494, 4Q471 and 1QM. The edi-
tors of 4Q471 (4QWar Scroll-like Text B) Esther Eshel and Hanan Eshel start
their introduction to 4Q471 fragment 1 by stating that it is “part of a version
of the War Scroll which is shorter and probably earlier than 1QM 2 or 4QM?”
(= 4Q494).! In addition, Abegg notes that the script of 4Q494 is similar to that
of 4Q471.2 Thus, in order to contribute to the earlier discussions, it is reason-
able to study 4Q494, 4Q471 and 1QM 2 together. The chapter starts with 4Q494
(1), moves on to 4Q471 (2), and finally, conclusions on them and their relation-
ship to 1QM 2 are drawn (3).

1 4Q494 (4QM?)

Manuscript 4Q494 consists of only one small fragment, which is about 4 cm
high and 6 cm wide.® The surface of this average-thick fragment is fairly dark
brown.* Its scribe did not rule the lines but the line spacing is still quite regu-
lar, about 7 mm. The right margin is clearly visible, so the preserved text is at
the beginnings of lines.? The writing is careful and dated to the late Herodian

1 Esther Eshel and Hanan Eshel, “4QWar Scroll-like Text B,” in Qumran Cave 4.xxvI: Cryptic
Texts and Miscellanea, Part1, ed. S.J. Pfann et al., DjD 36 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2000), 439.

2 Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 77. Abegg adds that “the line height is also similar to fragments 1, 2
and 6 of 4Q471.”

3 Duhaime, The War Texts, 21.

4 Baillet, DjD 7:53.

5 Duhaime, The War Texts, 21. Duhaime suggests that the lines originally contained about 8o
letters or spaces. However, this remains speculative since there is no material evidence of the
length of the lines.

© HANNA VANONEN, 2022 | DOI:10.1163/9789004512061_006
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period, early first century CE, contemporary with 1QpHab and the first scribe
of 1QH2.5 Six lines of the text are partly preserved and their letters are about
3 mm high. Duhaime reads this manuscript as follows:”

$Joo B[0)38[ ]

17 wrm ombm oumam
Jnmnwm ombh 121 oaman
JEwRA mawm QwrNn [Ma
M) emanwna 0w ]
TR o[ nRY]

DU A W N -

Although 4Q494 consists of just one small fragment, it includes terms that
make it possible to conclude something about the context of the preserved
text: Mentioning priests and Levites suggests connecting the text with service.
In addition, in Numbers the term nanwn is related to those duties that are to
be performed in front of or in the tent of meeting (e.g., Num 3 and Num 18),
and in 1 Chronicles and some other Jewish sources mnnwn refers to priests’
work in the temple.1° This word is also one that links the text of 4Q494 to 1QM.
nanwn does not occur many times in the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls out-
side the M texts; of its 17 occurrences, seven are in M texts (1QM 2:2a, 2:2b,

6 Baillet, DJD 7:53. Duhaime (The War Texts, 41) categorizes 4Q494 as the youngest of the
Cave 4 war text fragments.

7 Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 174. There are no new color photos of this fragment available.
However, it can be seen in three PAM photos in the Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls Digital
Library: in PAM 44.018, in the bottom right corner of the plate (B-285358); in PAM 42:475,
at the bottom of the plate (B-283965), and in PAM 41:848, in the bottom right corner of the
plate (B-280290).

8 Yishay (“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 255) does not see any clear letters in this line
but reads just Jo[ ]ooo[ ].Itis true that line 1 is very difficult to read: there are just
small ink traces of the bottoms of its letters left. Duhaime reads there the letters W, 2 and
D. As regards D, the bottom stroke is weakly visible. However, it is quite certain that it is
D: the stroke dips left and seems to be clearly below the bottoms of the other letters — just
like the O’s in the following line. About W, the bottom of the left vertical line slightly tilted
to the left is visible as is the bottom of the lower right lines. These scant traces are dif-
ficult to fit to any other letter. The bottom of the letter next to W seems to be a horizontal
stroke. M and 1 have a horizontal stroke at their bottom, but in both of these letters the
stroke dips slightly to the left. This is also true of 2. There are no 2’s in this fragment, but
in 1QpHab, it seems that their bottom strokes also dip slightly to the left. Thus, all in all, it
seems most plausible that the trace belongs to 2. Therefore, there is no reason to deviate
from Duhaime’s reading although Yishay’s caution is very understandable.

9 Qimron (The Hebrew Writings, 112) reads WX here while Duhaime and other editors
read WX, In PAM 44.018, 1in the middle of the word is clearly visible.

10  Eshel and Eshel, bjp 36:440.
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2:3, 2:4; 4Q401 fragments 1-3 line 7; 4Q494 lines 3, 5) and at least four are in
biblical quotations or allusions (CD 4:1/Ezek 44:15; 1QpHab 6:12/Hab 2:1; 4Q364
fragment 29:2/Deut 11:1; 4Q365 fragment 27:5/Num 3:28).1! All plural occur-
rences are in M texts.!? Another not very common word is nawn which occurs
12 times in the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls in different meanings (e.g., “copy,”
“follower,” “the second one”) but in addition to 4Q494, only in 1QM is it con-
nected with the chief priest, denoting his deputy (snawm wxa7 §7123).13 Thus, it
is reasonable to compare 4Q494 with 1QM 2. Table 31 demonstrates the lexical

similarities between 4Q494 and 1QM 2:1-3a.

TABLE 31  The text of 4Q494 and 1QM 2:1-3a

4Q494 1QM 2

Joo B["0]3Y[ ] DN "WRY DRI D'WAM DWW 7TY0 NAR - 1

1A wxm ombm ouam N 1M
Jmmnwm ombh 13 oaman nrab WY DU DWRI WM WRIN 1
B wra mIwm wRAA 1 onwn

IWW MAnWRn WRM HR uah TRna 2

NNW DNAWYAL DW

AR WY DI TRN NOWY 0O WRI DN
vavy 3

A ]R[7] dfnwna o]
JoRY DA[NRI]

Ut A W N M

1 [..]tr[ib]es...[..] 2 andthe 1 fathers of the congregation, fifty-two. They
priests, the Levites, the chiefs of  shall dispose the chiefs of the priests behind the
the[...] 3 the priests, and for the  chief priest and his deputy, twelve chiefs who are
Levites as well. And the courses  to serve

of [...] 4 the chief priestand his 2 continually before God; and twenty-six chiefs
deputy, [...] chiefs [...] 5 [and of courses shall serve in their courses. After them,
twe|nty [... shall] se[rve] in their ~ twelve chiefs of the Levites are to serve continu-
courses. [...] 6 [Aft]er them, ally, one g3 for each tribe

chiefs of ...]

11 Other occurrences: 1QH? 4:5,1Q36 16 2, 4Q219 2:28, 4Q22115, 4Q276 18, 4Q522 9 ii1.

12 Cf, however, 4Q522 9 ii 14 where MIAWN is reconstructed in the plural. However, the
reconstruction is uncertain and the editor (Emile Puech in DJD 25) marked it with a ques-
tion mark.

13 Cf, however, 11Qig 31:4 where the “second priest” is mentioned and the high priest prob-
ably occurs in the next line (jm237 57[31).
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There is much in common between 4Q494 lines 4-6 and 1QM 2:1-2, and as
Baillet has noted, it is quite possible to reconstruct 1QM 2:1—2 into the miss-
ing parts of lines 4—6 of 4Q494.1* However in lines 5 and 6 of 4Q494, the text
seems to follow that of 1QM line 2 so that the text similar to the end of 1QM
2:2a is preserved in line 5 and the text similar to the beginning of 1QM 2:2b is
preserved in line 6. Thus, at the end of line 5, there is space for more text in
comparison to 1QM 2. Baillet himself finds it plausible that the text of 1QM
2:3b (1NW 1TAYNI WR DMIAWA "WR) is missing in 4Q494, and in (suggested)
line 6 the text continues according to 1QM 2:3c.!5 The expression 0" nK would
in that case be located before the mention of the chiefs of the tribes and the
fathers of the congregation in 4Q494 while in 1QM 2 it is located only after
their mention. However, the simpler and more probable option — suggested by
Abegg and Schultz (and brought up by Baillet himself as well)!6 — is that there
is avacat in the end of line 5. By assuming this, one does not have to acceptline
5 of 4Q494 being somewhat longer than the other lines which is the presup-
position for Baillet’s solution. Thus, the upshot is that 4Q494, lines 3b—6 form a
close textual parallel to 1QM 2 lines 1—-3a, but while 1QM does not include any
vacats here, 4Q494 does include one.

Since 1QM 2 is generally very well preserved,!” it is possible to analyze its
content and that of the suggested parallel passage in 4Q494 in more detail in
order to assess what kinds of traditions are being transmitted here. In the con-
text of 1QM, column 2 is exceptional since it is the only one describing the
temple service. Lines 1-6 enumerate the groups who all probably are meant
to have some duties related to the service: the chief priest (WX 1M2) is at
the top of the service hierarchy and his “deputy” (nawn) is also mentioned.8
Furthermore, 12 chiefs of the priests and 26 chiefs of the manwn, i.e., “courses”
or “divisions,” probably also priests, are mentioned in the text. The tasks of
these two groups seem to be somehow different: the 12 chiefs of the priests are
to serve in the regular offering (77na o'mwn nrib, 1QM 2ab-2a) and the 26
chiefs of the courses are to serve in their courses (107w onnwna, 1QM 2:3b).
The probable explanation for the separation of these two groups is that the 12

14  Baillet bJD 7:53. Consequently, it is usually suggested that lines 1-3 are parallel to 1QM 1,
lines at the end of the column. However, since the end of 1QM 1 is not preserved, it is
impossible to compare it to 4Q494.

15  Baillet, DjD 7:54.

16 Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 78; Schultz, Conquering the World, 227-8, n. 144; Baillet, DJD 7:54.

17  Only the end of the column is partly damaged.

18  Davies (1QM, The War Scroll from Qumran, 26) notes that this mention of the chief priest
is the only one in columns 2—9 whereas in columns 15-19 the chief priest has a more sig-
nificant role.
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priests were meant to be in the temple all the time, while the 26 priests were
ordered to be there only twice a year, during their course.!®

A similar division seems to prevail among the Levites: there are 12 Levites
who are to serve continually (7730 nw5, 1QM 2:2) and some number (prob-
ably 26)20 of chiefs of the courses who are said to serve each one in his office
(1w 1IN wR, 1QM 2:3). In this case as well, there are two groups with dif-
ferent responsibilities. The same verb that is used of the tasks of the 26 priests
(nw) is also used of the tasks of the Levites.?! This may indicate that the dif-
ference between the priests and the Levites was not intended to be very strict.?2

19 Cf. also Yadin, The Scroll of the War, 202; Schultz, Conquering the World, 219. Yadin, The
Scroll of the War, 204-6, notes that the number 26 in 1QM 2 is odd when comparing the
text to the Hebrew Bible and other Jewish sources: in 1 Chronicles, in Josephus, and in
the rabbinic sources, the number of divisions or courses to serve in the temple is 24.
Esther Eshel and Hanan Eshel, DJD 36:440, add that, in their opinion, when describing the
order of the 24 courses’ service, 1 Chronicles 24 reflects the reality of the Second Temple
period. Yadin explains this peculiarity by arguing that the number 26 in 1QM 2 is paral-
lel to the divergent calendar of the Qumranites: for them, there were 52 weeks per year
and 26 per half a year and hence the 26 chiefs of courses will serve half a year. Schultz,
Conquering the World, 222—33, explains this argument by stating that 26 is the “number of
weeks of courses that were counted in the given six month period.” According to him, the
priests were still divided into 24 courses but while 20 of these courses served twice a year,
one week at a time, four courses served three times a year, also one week at time. In any
case, it is clear that the number 26 refers to a period of half a year.

20  Davies (1QM, The War Scroll from Qumran, 26) suggests that there are also 26 courses of
the Levites. This is likely but the number 26 is not explicitly mentioned in relation to the
Levites in the text.

21 The verb MW (piel), which means “to serve,” for example, in personal service (cf, e.g,
Gen 39:4) or to serve God (cf,, e.g., 1 Sam 2:11). In the Hebrew Bible, this verb occurs very
often when discussing service at the sanctuary or in worship; for example, in Exodus
it is always related to priests (Ex 28:35, 43; 29:30; 30:20; 3519; 3911, 26, 41). In addition,
the verb is also used when discussing the duties of the Levites in the Hebrew Bible (see
Num 1:50). Considering all this, the usage of this verb in 1QM 2 does not seem to be in any
way atypical.

22 However, the difference between 7°N2 (mentioned in relation to the 12 priests in 1QM
2:1) and TN (mentioned in relation to the 12 Levites in 1QM 2:2) is often discussed.
Eshel and Eshel, among others, remark that 7021 is found in Tamid 3:5 where it refers
to the daily burnt-offering. See Eshel and Eshel, “4Q471 Fragment 1 and Ma‘'amadot in the
War Scroll,” in The Madrid Qumran Congress: Proceedings of the International Congress
on the Dead Sea Scrolls, Madrid 18—21 March, 1991, volume 2, ed. ]. Trebolle Barrera and
L.V. Montaner, sTDJ 11,2 (Leiden: Brill, 1992), 615. However, they end up arguing that in
1QM TN2 functions as an adverb — as does Duhaime by translating D'nwn Mb
N1 as “to serve steadily” Yadin translates D'NIWN N1 TNN3 “to be serving in their
daily burnt-offering” but notes that 7' “also means continually” — and translates it
as such when it occurs without preposition (at the end of line 2 “continually,” in lines 3
and 5 “perpetually”). Davies, 1QM, the War Scroll from Qumran, 27, argues as well that the
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When scrutinizing Persian and Hellenistic texts in general, it seems that, from
the late Persian era onwards, the Levites were given more equal status in rela-
tion to priests and the attitude towards them became more positive.?3 In the
Hellenistic era, there was probably an intense debate going on concerning the
relationship between the priests and the Levites?* — and it is quite possible
that 1QM 2 also reflects this.

What is more exceptional is that in 1QM column 2 the laymen seem to be a
part of the cultic activity.25 In line 1QM 2:5, the pronoun n%& can be meant to

task of the priests is “to be offering the Tamid before God” (185 TN TMWN RS
&) while the chiefs of the Levites “serve continually” (73N n7wY) and the lay leaders
“stand continually” (T"N 2¥'N75). According to Davies, there is very probably a differ-
ence between TN2 and 72N since “the two occur within such a short space that a
distinction is almost certainly intended.” The interpretation that 7°n with 1 is meant to
be understood as a noun and not an adverb is plausible since there is no reason to add a
preposition to an adverb. Also, in the Hebrew Bible, there are several examples of 770
with an article which indicates that the word was not used as an adverb but as a noun (cf.
e.g., 10 cases in Numbers 29 and parallel in 4Q366 [4QRP!] fragment 3). A similar case
is also found in other M texts, 4Q493 line 14 (Jian 2iA3 M55 TnnA[). All this may
indicate that some distinction between the tasks of the priests and the tasks of the Levites
was still intended to be made; cf. also Schultz, Conquering the World, 221.

23 A good example of this is the Temple Scroll, in which the Levites are given a more sig-
nificant role in the temple cult that in the Pentateuch, although it is still differentiating
between priests and Levites, see e.g., Sidney White Crawford, The Temple Scroll and Related
Texts, Companion to the Qumran Scrolls 2 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000), 56;
Molly M. Zahn, “The Levites, the Royal Council, and the Relationship Between Chronicles
and the Temple Scroll,” in Law, Literature, and Society in Legal Texts from Qumran: Papers

from the Ninth Meeting of the International Organization for Qumran Studies, Leuven 2016,
ed.].Jokirantaand M.M. Zahn, sTDJ 128 (Leiden: Brill, 2019), 253—269 (256 ). Zahn notes that
in addition to Temple Scroll, several other Second Temple texts reflect this expanded role
of Levites, among them 1QM and related manuscripts (see esp. 256 n. 10). In general, the
question about priests and Levites in the Second Temple times is widely debated, see e.g.,
Jacob Milgrom, “Studies in the Temple Scroll,” JBL 97 (1978): 501—23; idem, “The Qumran
Cult: Its Exegetical Principles,” in Temple Scroll Studies, ed. G.J. Brooke, JSPSup 7 (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1989), 165-80; Robert Kugler, “The Priesthood at Qumran: The
Evidence of References to Levi and the Levites,” in The Provo International Conference on
the Dead Sea Scrolls: Technological Innovations, New Texts, and Reformulated Issues, ed.
D.W. Parry and E. Ulrich, sTDJ 30 (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 465—79; Jeffrey Stackert, “The Cultic
Status of the Levites in the Temple Scroll: Between History and Hermeneutics,” in Levites
and Priests in History and Tradition, ed. M.A. Leuchter and J.M. Hutton, AIL g (Atlanta:
Society of Biblical Literature, 2011), 199—214; Hanna Tervanotko, Denying Her Voice: The
Figure of Miriam in Ancient Jewish Literature, Journal of Ancient Judaism Supplements 23
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2016), 181—91; just to mention a few examples.

24 Tervanotko, “Denying Her Voice,” 188.

25 Note a contrary view in Numbers, for instance, where the Levites are separated from the
other Israelites to take care of the service on behalf of the people (Num 8:18-19).
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refer either to all the above-mentioned groups? — the priests, the Levites, and
the laymen — or specifically to the laymen?” who are mentioned just before
it (1QM 2:3b—4).28 If n5& refers to laymen only, that would probably mean
that the laymen were expected to be present at the temple, in addition to the
priests and the Levites, during the times of sacrifices.?? If it refers to all three
groups, it would still mean that the laymen play a role in the temple service
(although still different from that of the priests and the Levites).3% Thus, in
1QM 2, there are clearly three different groups of people — priests, Levites and
laymen — who all participate in the temple service.3! Manuscript 4Q494 also
reflects this division into three but it is possible that there the priests are more
clearly separated from the other groups by leaving a vacat in line 5 just before
the discussion moves on from priests to Levites. This may indicate that the role

26  Yadin (The Scroll of the War of the Sons of Light, 264) interprets in this way. Eshel and Eshel
(“4Q471 Fragment 1 and Ma‘amadot in the War Scroll,” 618) end up arguing that N5 refers
to the Levite courses and all the laymen.

27  Davies (1QM, The War Scroll from Qumran, 27) brings up this option and speculates that
the text of 1QM 2 had undergone some revision at this point so that the tasks of the
Levites have been moved to the laymen.

28  Thelatter option can be supported by noting that the idea that the laymen take part in the
cult is not unknown in other M texts: in 4Q491b fragments 1-3 lines 89, there is a men-
tion concerning the service (cf. also Eshel and Eshel, “4Q471 Fragment 1 and Ma‘amadot
in the War Scroll,” 613—14): “When they march out to set up the battle [to humi]liate [the
enemy ...| among them set free by l[ot] for each tribe, according to its numbered men
(0 11P8), for the daily duty. [...](On) that day, from all the tribes, they [shall m]arch out
of the camps towards the house of meet[ing ... shall] march out towards them the [priest]
s, the Lev][i]tes, and all the camp commanders.” In this passage, Di1"TIp3, the numbered
men, are laymen who are excused from military service to perform their duties in the
sanctuary. The same term also occurs in 1QM 2:4, shortly before mOR, and it is thus quite
possible that 198 refers to the laymen. What should also be noted is that the predicate
verb for M9R is 2%, which is used earlier of laymen.

29  Cf Schultz (Conquering the World, 220) who, however, seems to consider it more probable
that 79X refers to all the groups.

30  This is indicated by the verbs that are used to describe the duties of different groups. As
was already noted, the verb N7V is connected with the priests and the Levites. The verb
which is related to laymen, namely 2% in Aithpael, means “to take one’s stand,” “to hold
one’s ground.” In the Hebrew Bible, this verb can be related to laymen (Ex 14:13; 19:17;
Num 11:16; 23:3) as well as to God or the angel of God (Ex 34:5; Num 22:22;1 Sam 3:10) but
it does not have any special connection with temple service or priests and Levites.

31 This division into three groups also occurs in 1QS (see 2:19—25). However, there are also
different interpretations of the division; see 1QS 7:8—9 where the three groups are the
priests, the elders and the rest of the people. Cf. Kellerman, “N5” TDOT 7:483-503 (503).
Note also cD 3:21-4:4 where Ezek 44:15 is quoted and interpreted. There, the three groups
are the priests, the Levites and the sons of Zadok. The priests are interpreted to be “the
repentant of Israel” (CD 4:2b), the Levites are said to accompany the priests (4:3a), and the
sons of Zadok are “the chosen of Israel,” those “who are to appear in the last days.”
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of the laymen was an issue under discussion during the transmission of the
War Texts.

2 4Q471 (4QWar Scroll-like Text B)

Manuscript 4Q471 was first thought to consist of 10 leather fragments but
later fragments 4—10 were identified as belonging to other manuscripts: frag-
ments 4-5 to 4QPrayer Concerning God and Israel (labeled now with the
code 4Q471c), fragment 6 to 4QPolemical Text (4Q471a) and fragments 7-10
to 4QSelf-Glorification Hymn (4Q471b).32 Thus, ultimately, only fragments 1-3
belong to the manuscript 4QWar Scroll-like Text B, also known as 4Q471. These
fragments are not edited by Duhaime but Esther Eshel and Hanan Eshel
in DJD 36. Thus, the following text is an emended version of Eshel and
Eshel’s edition.33

Fragment 3 is small; it measures only 1.2 x 3 cm and includes remnants
of four lines. Fragments 1 and 2 are a bit larger, 7.6 x 5.2 cm and 5.2 x 7 cm.
In fragment 1, there are remnants of nine lines preserved and in fragment 2,
remnants of 11 lines. Line spacing in these fragments is 7 mm and an average
letter is 3 mm high. The lines contain about 45 letters or spaces each, so the
line length is quite short. The script is identified as belonging to the Herodian
period, namely to the second half of the first century BCE.34

2.1 Fragment 1 (B-358443; B-358442)

SORSN]ENA[ 1
$An rnxkn wR NI 2
[ an ny i 3

32 Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 17) mentions 13 fragments, which were reduced to 8. Of these,
he introduces only 7 since “fragment 8 is too small to suggest a sure connection.” Abegg’s
numbering and arrangement of fragments differs from that of the DJD edition: Abegg’s
fragment 1is more commonly known as 4Q471a, fragments 5 and 6 as 4Q471b, fragment 3
as 4Q471c (fragment 1) and fragments 2, 4 and 5 as 4Q471 (Abegg’s fragment 4 = fragment 1;
fragment 2 = fragment 2; fragment 5 = fragment 3). See Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 118-35.

33 Esther Eshel and Hanan Eshel, “4QWar Scroll-like Text B,” in Qumran Cave 4.xxv1: Cryptic
Texts and Miscellanea, Part1, ed. SJ. Pfann et al., DjD 36 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2000),
442. In case of fragment 1, Eshels’ large reconstructions based on the suggestion that the
text in this fragment is parallel with the text in 1QM 2 are omitted in the following text.
Also, the translation of this fragment (cf. Eshel and Eshel, DJD 36:443) is reworked consid-
erably in the following tables.

34  Eshel and Eshel, DjD 36:439; Duhaime, The War Texts, 23.
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As can be seen, there is not much that can be concluded about the text with-

out using possible parallels and/or reconstructions. Line 1 contains only a few

words. Line 2, as Duhaime suggests, could perhaps be interpreted as dealing
with people who are selected from among their brothers but this cannot be
safely said either. Lines 3-6 possibly deal with service: the verb n7w “to serve”
possibly occurs at least in line 3 and 7nn (cf. lines 3 and 6) often refers to
the daily offering (although it may also be an adverb “continually”). Tribes and
Levites and/or their representatives probably play some role in the service.
As regards lines 7 and 8, they might have something to do with warfare since

35

36

While Eshel and Eshel (DJD 36:442) read ®[2w1 in the beginning of this line, Abegg
(“The War Scroll,” 128) reads only o[ ] and Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar (Study
Edition, 950) do not see any trace (they read here 1N]W" [VIWY). There is an extremely
tiny ink trace left at the beginning of the preserved part of the line — but it is impossible
to say what letter it belongs to. Therefore, Abegg’s reading is a better equivalent to what is
seen on the fragment and the text is here emended according to it.

In this same line, after the letters W™, Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 128) reads 1 and not 3
as Eshel and Eshel (DD 36:442) and Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar (Study Edition, 950)
do. Both Abegg and Eshel and Eshel base their readings on the presupposition of a paral-
lel text, in Eshel and Eshel’s case 1QM 2:3,5 and in Abegg’s case 11Q19 (1QTemple?) 57:3.
However, since there is only a tiny trace left of the bottom of this letter, it is impossible to
identify the letter, and therefore, only o is marked at this point.
Here, Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 128) and Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar (Study Edition,
950) read ]B"7A5A here while Eshel and Eshel (DJD 36:442) read f[27] ¥7A%A. Of the
final preserved letter of the line, only the top and the right side can be seen. The letter
seems to consist of one vertical stroke on the right, one horizontal stroke at the top and
probably another vertical stroke that reaches above the top stroke. These strokes would
fit with 1 but when scrutinizing the M in line 2, one can note that the right vertical stroke
also reaches above the top stroke. In this respect, the traces would fit better with O in
which only the left vertical stroke reaches above the upper horizontal stroke. The space
between the letter in question and the * that precedes it is no longer than the correspond-
ing spaces in line 5 (0"7[ and O"%[), so it is probable that it belongs to the same word as
the letters preceding it. Also, when examining the whole fragment, the spaces between
the words seem to be longer than that between * and the letter now under discussion.
For all these reasons, Abegg’s and Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar’s reading here better
represents what is seen on the fragment than that of Eshel and Eshel, and the text is here
emended according to it.
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teaching or training in line 7 (71%) may refer to military training (although it
might refer to teaching instructions or something else as well) and the word
npHnn in 1QM 2 refers to “divisions” that are for waging war. However, the root
71 occurs in 1QM but not in column 2 and never in the piel participle form,37
and as regards np5nn, in the Dead Sea Scrolls in general, it more often refers
to divisions of time (cf,, e.g.,, CD 16:3; 4Q216 1:113; 4Q217 2:1; 4Q384 9:2). Thus, the
text’s connection to warfare does not have a very strong basis.

Since the fragment itself gives very little information, it is understandable
that scholars have tried to reconstruct it with the help of other texts: Eshel and
Eshel reconstructed the text of fragment 1 on the basis of 1QM 2, and Abegg,
for his part, on the basis of 1Q19 (17QTemple?) 57.38 In Table 32, the words that
are common between 4Q471 fragment 1 and 1QM 2 are colored red. It is easy
to observe that the common words do not necessarily form parallel sentences
but occur sporadically. It should also be noted that some of the words of 4Q471
fragment 1 (indicated with footnote markers in Table 32) do not occur in 1QM
2 as such. Thus, reconstructing fragment 1 on the basis of 1QM 2 needs a fair
amount of creativity since one cannot just place the text of 1QM in the lacu-
nae of fragment 1. Eshel and Eshel state explicitly that their reconstructions in
fragment 1 lines 3 and 5 are based on 1QM 2 (cf. line 3 and 1QM 2:1; line 5 and
1QM 2:2).39 However, the reconstructed text in lines 4, 6, 7 and 8 also finds its
parallels in 1QM 2.

37  CL Y in the pual participle in 1QM 6:12, 13 and 10:10, in the pie/ imperfect in 1QM 10:2
and in the piel infinitive in 1QM 14:6. Of these occurrences nnnon 1Y is in 6:12 and 14:6.

38  Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 128-130; see also Abegg, “4Q471: A Case of Mistaken Identity,” in
Pursuing the Text: Studies in Honor of Ben Zion Wacholder on the Occasion of his Seventieth
Birthday, ed. ].C. Reeves and ]J. Kampen (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994), 147. I
briefly discuss this possible link between 4Q471 and 11Q19 in my dissertation, see Vanonen,
“Stable and Fluid War Traditions: Re-Thinking the War Text Material from Qumran” (PhD
diss., University of Helsinki, 2017), 162—3. All in all, what can be concluded is that both
the suggested textual parallels to 4Q471 fragment 1 are uncertain and at least they are not
closely parallel to 4Q471.

39  Eshel and Eshel, DjD 36:442.
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If some of the words in common between 4Q471 fragment 1 and 1QM 2 were
rare, the link between the two texts would be stronger. Many of the words in
common between the two passages are not the most frequent ones in non-
biblical Dead Sea Scrolls, but on the other hand, they are not very rare either:
TN occurs 68 times, VAW 61times, "% 97 times and NPYMNA 15 times.*0 Therefore,
Eshel and Eshel’s conclusion that 4Q471 fragment 1 includes a “shorter and
probably earlier version” than both 1QM and 4Q494 has to be considered bold.*!

2.2 Fragments 2 (B-358445; B-358444) and 3 (B-358447; B-358446)

119 P
B]o[ JP™a Py MNW of
]8R 2R3 DMIRAY 512 N[
nw]Pn H1an 0125 R [
43)Svawn & S[whin M3y

4411573 nwKRa o[

DU A W DN -

40  In an ideal case, when comparing two texts, one should not compare single words but
whole phrases. However, in Table 32 above, it was demonstrated that if only the pre-
served words of 4Q471 fragment 1 are taken into account, the remaining words are mostly
sporadic.

41 See Eshel and Eshel, “4Q471 Fragment 1 and Ma‘amadot in the War Scroll,” 620.

42 Inthe beginning of the line, there is a small ink trace on the fragment a bit before W. This
may belong to 9 as suggested by Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar (Study Edition, 950) and
reconstructed by Eshel and Eshel (DjD 36:442) but what raises questions is whether the
relatively long space between the letters W and  is meant to be a space between words. If
one wishes to be as consistent as possible with what is seen in the fragment, it is better to
mark o before W and leave a space between them. Therefore, the reading is here corrected
from Eshel and Eshel's 7W[% to o[ 71W. At the end of the same line, Eshel and Eshel read
$3n™2 but in the available photos, neither of the controversial letters is visible. Instead,
later in the same line (on another piece), there is a horizontal stroke at the bottom of the
line, curving up on the left. This trace, however, is too far away from 1"32 to belong to its
suffix as suggested by Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar (720"™3; see Study Edition, 950).
It could perhaps belong to a final mem or perhaps there were two letters written close to
each other (see an example in line 7, P73, in which beth and res are tied together). Here,
the reading is corrected from ]3in™2to Jo[ Jn™a.

43 In this line, Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 123) reads 3[W]IN instead of 3¥1N. See also Garcia
Martinez and Tigchelaar (Study Edition, 950) who read J[W]in. In the available photos,
W is not visible and the surface is scuffed at this point. Abegg’s reading is more consis-
tent with what is seen on the fragment and therefore, here, it replaces Eshel and Eshel’s
(DJD 36:442) reading 3¥1n.

44  In this line, Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 123) sees a trace of a letter just before * and in
PAM 43.551 the trace really is clearly visible at the right edge of the fragment, at the top of
the line. Therefore, Eshel and Eshel’s (DD 36:442) reading *[ is here corrected to *o[.
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In this line, Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 123) reads three unidentifiable letters before n72p
while Eshel and Eshel (DJD 36:442) read only N732Y[. In PAM 41.849, the messy traces can
be seen but it is difficult to say how many letters they belong to. In any case, again, Abegg’s
reading is more consistent with what is seen on the fragment and line 10 is corrected at
this point.

In addition to 7, right after it, there is a tiny vertical stroke, probably an ink trace, visible.
Therefore, the reading is corrected from]7[ to Jo7].

Here, Abegg (“The War Scroll” 130) reads Jonn o[ instead of Eshel and Eshel's 5]&An [
(DJD 36:442) and there really is a small trace of a letter at the beginning of the preserved
part of this line. Two mems are quite clear and after them, there is a trace of a letter, a
small vertical stroke that might belong to W but might be part of some other letter as well.
Therefore, as a whole, Abegg’s reading better represents what is seen on the fragment and
the reading here is corrected from 5]¥An [ to Jonn of.

Here, one can agree with Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 130) that the visible part of a letter
belongs to 1, although 2 (cf. Eshel and Eshel, DJD 36:442) might be a possible option as
well. The vertical stroke of the letter leans slightly to the left and curves left at the bottom
of the letter. This kind of trace would fit both 1 and 2. However, the horizontal stroke at
the bottom of the letter slopes downward and this fits 13 better than 2 (cf. 2 in the preced-
ing line and 2 in fragment 2, line 3). Therefore, 2 is here corrected to n.

Here, Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 130) reads Joooo[ instead of ]{3[ that is suggested by Eshel
and Eshel (DJD 36:442). Abegg is correct that there are traces of at least four different
letters in this badly deteriorated line. First, there is a horizontal stroke, possibly the bot-
tom of 3, 3,0, 3,1, 3, O, or D or part of N (the left vertical stroke curving to the left at the
bottom). The second trace is the bottom of a long vertical stroke reaching below the line.
This trace is probably the one Eshel and Eshel reasonably interpret as 2 (although there
might be other options as well). The third trace is a small spot near the bottom of the line.
This trace is so small that it is impossible to say what letter it belongs to. The fourth and
final trace is a bigger spot in the middle of the line that must also remain undefined. Thus,
the reading is here corrected from ][ to Joopol.

Here, Eshel and Eshel’s (DJD 36:442) suggestion of 7 seems odd since the trace of the let-
ter visible is just one vertical stroke which clearly does not curve to the left at the top of
the letter as it should do for 7. What may explain this suggestion is the 9 in fragment 2,
line 3 where a break runs through the letter. This letter also shows no curve to the vertical
stroke and a blank space between the vertical stroke and the break as does the letter in
fragment 3. Comparison between these letters is, however, difficult since neither of them
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Aswe have seen, the text of fragment 3 is practically illegible and the deterio-
rated lines of fragment 2 do not afford much information either. However, what
can be said of the text in fragment 2 is that it includes language that tends to
make strong contrapositions: slaves of darkness, the guiltiness of his lot, choos-
ing the evil, hating, and the fury of vengeance are in no sense neutral expres-
sions. One theme in the text is some kind of hostility. The term n"™2 brings
association with God and loyalty to him. These themes — strong contraposi-
tions and loyalty to God — are known, for example, in 1QM 1, 1519, especially
of many poetic parts of the text, and as regards the vocabulary of fragment 2,
there are terms that occur often in 1QM and especially columns 1 and 10-19.
For example, the words n™31 (13 times in 1QM, only in columns 1, 10-19), TN
(16 times in 1QM, 14 occurrences in columns 1, 10-19), aab (seven times in 1QM,
only in columns 1, 10-19), TAWR (six times in 1QM, five occurrences in columns
1,10-19), and 53 (18 times in 1QM, 17 occurrences in columns 1, 10-19), belong
to this category. On the other hand, the themes mentioned above are not rare
in Dead Sea Scrolls in general and the words discussed are quite common in
general as well (82—258 occurrences in non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls). Actually,
some of them occur more often in texts other than 1QM (e.g.,, n™3, 2125 and
nNWR occur more often in 1QS than in 1QM). In addition, there are words in
fragment 2 that do not occur in 1QM at all (X1, 2%3, 210, NM1TY), and it should
also be noted that none of the preserved lines have an exact parallel in 1QM.
Eshel and Eshel suggest tentatively that fragments 2 and 3 “were related to the
speeches of the War Scroll” and that the first four lines “seem to speak about
the sons of light”5! However, there is nothing in these fragments that would
refer to the sons of light in particular.5? The word Twin is perhaps the one that
can actually link 4Q471 fragment 2 to 1QM since 1QM is the text in which it
occurs most frequently, but it should be noted that *72p T does not occur in
1QM or any other M texts.

All in all, it can be said that 4Q471 fragments 1-3 do not have any close
textual parallels among the text known as War Texts. Nor are there any the-
matic elements that would clearly link them with 1QM or other War Texts.
Unfortunately, due to the poor condition of the fragments, the text as it is
does not say much, and at this stage they mainly demonstrate that when small

is preserved in full. Identifying the letter as T — as does Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 130) —
must also remain uncertain since there are no other zayins in 4Q471. 1 is without question
apossible option since there are just a few letters which could include this kind of straight
vertical stroke. Therefore, the reading is here corrected from 519135 5[ to ]F125 3[.

51 Eshel and Eshel, DjD 36:444.

52 Note that Schultz also argues that fragments 2 and 3 do not have any clear overlaps with
M texts. See Schultz, Conquering the World, 30.



196 CHAPTER 4

fragments are in question, one can often read them as belonging to any con-
text. It can be stated that the textual elements pointing to the War Texts are
weak and uncertain.

3 Summary of 4Q494 and 4Q471

The overlap between the texts of 4Q494 and 1QM 2 is evident and gives justi-
fication for categorizing them at least in part as close parallels. However, what
is also clear is that the texts are not exact copies of each other. The differences
between the texts may have to do with the discussion on the roles of priests,
Levites and the laymen in the temple service. It is possible that in 1QM, the role
of the laymen was extended in comparison to that in 4Q494.

4Q471 is a controversial manuscript; there is no consensus even on which
fragments should be considered part of it. What is clear is that neither
fragment 1 nor fragment 2 preserves text closely parallel to any other manu-
scripts classified as War Texts. The text of fragment 1 shares vocabulary with
1QM 2 and the text of fragment 2 includes words also known in 1QM 1, 15-19.
However, these possible lexical links are vague since the words in question also
occur in other texts, sometimes frequently. As Schultz argues (when discussing
fragment 1 and 1QM 2), speculation about whether fragment 1 could represent
an earlier stage in the textual history than 1QM 2 — assuming that there was
such a chronological development — cannot be affirmed,53 and on the basis of
the analysis above, it cannot even be considered probable.

53  Schultz, Conquering the World, 231.



CHAPTER 5

4Q495 (4QM¢®): Remnants of a War Text?

Baillet already remarked that the two buff-colored fragments considered to
belong to 4Q495 are different from the material point of view: there are streaks
on the surface of both fragments but in fragment 2 the streaks ascend to the
left while in fragment 1 they are horizontal.! In PAM 44.014, the ascending
streaks on fragment 2 are clearly visible and one horizontal streak on the left
side of fragment 1 can also be seen, although weakly. Later, Abegg also called
into question whether the scripts of fragments 1 and 2 that form this man-
uscript are sufficiently similar to each other.? However, here is such a small
amount of text on fragment 1 that evaluating the similarity of the scripts is
practically impossible. In any case, there clearly are reasons to doubt the idea
that these two fragments belong to the same manuscript. Both are, however,
still discussed below.

Both fragments of 4Q495 are small and irregularly shaped. As Duhaime
describes, fragment 1 is “a small triangle,” about 1.5 cm high and 1.8 cm wide.?
Fragment 2 is a bit larger, about 4 cm wide at its widest part and 3.5 cm high
at its highest point.# The skin of the fragments is rather thin; however, it is not
affected by the thick strokes that are used to mark lines and margins, i.e., the
skin was not torn when the lines were drawn.5 According to Baillet, the script,
written in black ink that is mostly faded, is Herodian and thus, originates from
the middle of the first century BCE and is contemporary with that of 1QM.6 The
line spacing of both fragments is on average about 7 mm and the height of the
letters is about 3 mm.”

Baillet, DJD 7:54.
Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 8o.
Duhaime, The War Texts, 21.
Duhaime, The War Texts, 22.
Baillet, DJD 7:54—55.
Baillet, DJD 7:55. See also Duhaime, The War Texts, 22.
Duhaime, The War Texts, 22.
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Fragment 1 (B-285354)

$we[
A |

[

Fragment 2 (B-285358)

135 unmabR[ 1
11895 AnTps 2
JArwy nnr1 3
Da]R AR5 4

Since there is more text for an analysis in fragment 2, the discussion starts with
it. It can be interpreted as a speech or hymn, addressed to God and recited
by a “we” group. God has created the “we” group for him (line 1). He has also
appointed something or someone to be the group’s help or rescue (line 2). In
line 3, the interpretation becomes more difficult; God has done or made some-
thing but it remains unclear what. In line 4, only “angels” in the plural con-
struct form is quite clearly visible.

Previously, scholars have linked this passage with 1QM 13 lines 9—12,° and as
Table 33 shows, this suggestion is plausible. If the words in 1QM 13:9b—12a are
reconstructed in 4Q495, the lengths of the lines are 64 spaces or letters in line 1,
54 in line 2, and 62 in line 3.1° It is not impossible that line 2 was shorter than
others but it is also possible that there was a vacat near the end of this line!* in

8 The trace in the beginning of this line could be interpreted as the lowest point of the verti-
cal stroke of * (cf,, e.g., * beside W in line 3 of fragment 2; Baillet, DJD 7:55; Abegg, “The War
Scroll,” 79; Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 176; Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar, Study Edition, 984).
It is also possible that the trace is the lowest point of the left vertical stroke of X (cf, e.g.,
X beside W in 1QM, at the beginning of line 1:6; Baillet, DJD 7:55; Duhaime, “War Scroll,”
176). In addition, it could be the lowest point of the long curve of ¥ (cf. ¥ in front of W in
fragment 2 line 3 where there is a quite long space between these two letters) — which
would be a more probable option than * since the trace seems to come to the bottom
of the line or even below. However, without assuming any parallels to the text of 4Q495
fragment 1, it is best to follow Yishay’s (“The Literature of War at Qumran,” 272) cautious
line here and content oneself with marking o — or at least refrain from reconstructing the
whole word. Thus, the reading is here corrected from 9X]7W5[ to ]7Wo[ and the recon-
structions are also omitted in line 2.

9 Baillet, DJD 7:55; Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 8o; Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 176; Garcia Martinez
and Tigchelaar, Study Edition, 985; Qimron, The Hebrew Writings, 124.

10  Cf Baillet, DjD 7:55.

11 Schultz too ponders this: see Schultz, Conquering the World, 67.
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order to separate the discussion on the commander of light and the discussion
concerning Belial. In that case, there would be a small difference between the
manuscripts at this point.1?

After concluding this — and if one finds plausible the idea that fragments 1
and 2 really belong to the same manuscript — it is reasonable to try to find a
parallel to the text of fragment 1 somewhere near 1QM 13. If one wades through
all n"32 words in 1QM, only one fits together with that of 4Q495 fragment 1.
In line 10 of column 10, N"11 is followed by 1 and 1 as it (probably) is in 4Q495
fragment 1. In addition, in the preceding line in 1QM 10, there are two words in
which the certain letters w and 1 in line 1 of fragment 1 would fit: either 58w
or WR.13 This is demonstrated in Table 34.

Especially with regard to fragment 1, a question of whether there are
adequate arguments to consider it as belonging to the War Texts arises. If
one is not convinced that fragments 1 and 2 belong to the same manuscript,
it is true, as Abegg notes, that there are several options for finding passages
to which the letters of fragment 1 may belong. Abegg mentions cD 19:11-13
(13 n™1) and 1QS 5:8—9 ("W N™2an)* and Schultz continues the list by add-
ing five other options, e.g., 4Q387 (4QapocrJer CP) fragment 3:5-6 (*72p1 11"12).15
Furthermore, it must be taken into account that the text on the fragment could
be something that is not known elsewhere. Be that as it may, as Schultz writes
as his own opinion on the matter, “whether or not one chooses to assign 4Q495

12 Another difference between the texts seems to be in line 1QM 13:9b / 4Q495 2 1: while
in fragment 2, the text is Tl]55 131012 58, line 13:9b, according to Duhaime, “War Scroll,”
122, reads 112% 13o[  ]. There are other options to read line 13:9b as well (cf. Yadin,
The Scroll of the War, 323, and Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar, Study Edition, 134, read 9
11n"7[9, Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 234, reads 1317[2 Y& and Qimron, The Hebrew Writings,
124, reads 1372 5&), but what can be concluded is that the letters in 4Q495 and 1QM 13
at this point are not exactly the same. Thus, although the texts of 4Q495 and 1QM 13 can
be fitted together, they are not completely identical.

13 Baillet reconstructs the text according to the option that the letters W and 7 belong to the
word 98", See Baillet, DJD 7:55.

14 Cf1QS 5:8b (7122 My WK 5100 Awn o0 S8 2wh HoR nyawa was By opn)
and 5:9 (YT WA O30 W 0umon prTe 1ab mann mhan H1iab was Hina 35
Dr™a wIR 219). If so, the letter at the beginning of line 1 should be interpreted as &
instead of * and the last visible letter in line 2 as T instead of 1. Abegg himself endorses
the first reading but not the second. In the case of cD 19:11b—13, the last visible letter in
line 2 should be interpreted as 2 instead of 1. Cf. ub: TWR NWRIN NTPA PpPa 71 IWRD
{5RPIMT} 0K 12: DPIRIT DTARI MNED 5P vRR Mnad (N} vacat SR T03; 13:
'Ra 525 vawn 121 "2 Dpl Dnpu 2919 0N OTMIRWI. See Abegg, “The War
Scroll,” 8o.

15  Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 80; Schultz, Conquering the World, 24 n. 40.
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fragment1to the War Texts, it makes no difference as nothing is gained orlost.”6
In any case, the possible parallelism between 4Q495 and 1QM is based on what
is seen in fragment 2. That there is some degree of parallelism between 4Q495
fragment 2 and 1QM 13 can be considered to be rather convincing. There are no
other parallels to 1QM 13 preserved and thus, finding the parallelism is signifi-
cant: it indicates that the thanksgiving hymn or a part of it was transmitted in
some form in the second half of the first century. In other words, the thanks-
giving hymn in 1QM 13 was not unique, although probably a late part of 1QM
(cf. Section 2 of Chapter 2 above).

16 Schultz, Conquering the World, 24 n. 40.
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CHAPTER 6

4Q496 (4QpapM’) and 4Q497 (4QpapWar
Scroll-like Text A): Opisthographic War Text

Manuscripts

Among the Cave 4 manuscripts there are two opisthographs, i.e., manuscripts
that are inscribed on both sides. These two are 4Q496 and 4Q497, both very
fragmentary. Like most Qumran opisthographs, they are both written on
papyrus! — and at the same time they are the only papyrus manuscripts con-
sidered to belong to the War Texts. Usually, in the case of papyri, on the recto
side, i.e., the side that is inscribed, the fibers run horizontally.2 Both 4Q496
and 4Q497 are written on that side of a papyrus scroll where the fibers run
vertically, i.e., they are on the verso side of the manuscripts.? Furthermore, it is
common to 4Q496 and 4Q497 that they are both written in the verso side of a
document that contains a hymn text on its recto side.

In this section, 4Q496 and 4Q497 are first introduced in a similar way as
manuscripts 4Q491-4Q495 above: the text and the content of the best pre-
served fragments are discussed first, one fragment at a time, and the possi-
ble relationship of their text and the text of 1QM is evaluated. At the end, the

1 Tov lists 35 opisthographic manuscripts from Wadi Daliyeh, Qumran, Nahal Hever/Seiyal
and Masada (see Scribal Practices, 295—7), most of them being non-literary papyrus man-
uscripts. However, Tov notes that it is impossible to define the exact number of opistho-
graphs because, for example, some collections of fragments preserve several handwritings.
Of Qumran opisthographs, half are documentary and the other half are literary. Six of these
manuscripts are on leather. See Tov, Scribal Practices, 69.

2 Tov, Scribal Practices, 68. Especially in the case of codices, some criticism of this defini-
tion has been presented. Eric G. Turner emphasizes that the recto “is not the apparently
smoother side,” see Turner, The Typology of the Early Codex, (Philadelphia, PA: University of
Pennsylvania Press, Inc, 1977), 44.

3 Both Tov and Brooke note that sometimes it is not very easy to distinguish which side is recto
and which is verso. Brooke mentions that, for example, in the case of 4Q255/4Q433a, there
is no agreement about which side is the verso and which is the recto; see George J. Brooke,
“Between Scroll and Codex? Reconsidering the Qumran Opisthographs,” in On Stone and
Scrolls: Essays in Honour of Graham Ivor Davies, ed. ] K. Aitken et al. (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2011),
175-93 (130). In addition, Tov gives examples of manuscripts in which only the verso side is
inscribed (see Tov, Scribal Practices, 68). Similar problems apply to leather opisthographs but
usually, the hairy side of the manuscript is recto and the flesh side is verso (see Tov, Scribal
Practices, 68-69).

© HANNA VANONEN, 2022 | DOI:10.1163/9789004512061_008
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opisthographic nature of these manuscripts is brought up again and their pos-
sible purpose is analyzed.

1 4Q496 (4QpapMF)

As already noted, this manuscript is preserved, together with 4Q506, on the
verso side of a papyrus scroll which, on its recto side, includes the prayer text
4Q509 and possibly yet another prayer text 4Q505.# The text on the verso side
is written upside down vis-a-vis the recto — the system that is more generally
known from leather opisthographs.> The arrangement of the columns differs
on the recto and on the verso side.® The recto side, although it was inscribed
earlier, is better preserved and gives a better basis for the material reconstruc-
tion of the fragments. Even then, there are great difficulties in arranging the
over 300 fragments of this manuscript. Table 35 shows a rough arrangement
made by Baillet:”

TABLE 35  Arrangement and dating of 4Q496, 4Q505, 4Q506 and 4Q509 according to Baillet

Side Fragments Date
4Q496 verso 1-119 perhaps little earlier than 50 BCE
4Q505 recto 120-129 about 70-60 BCE
4Q506 Verso 124-129, 131-182 about 50 BCES
4Q509 recto 1-119, 131313 about 70-60 BCE

4 See discussion of 4Q504 and 4Q506 in Daniel K. Falk, Daily, Sabbath, and Festival Prayers in
the Dead Sea Scrolls, sTDJ 27 (Leiden: Brill, 1998), 50-94.

5 According to Tov, there are three ways to inscribe the opisthographs. One is to begin to write

the verso after rolling the manuscript over and upside down as in the case of 4Q496. Another

is to write on both sides in accord with the fibers, i.e., in horizontal lines on the recto and in

vertical lines on the verso. This way usually pertains in the documentary papyri where the

signatures were written on the verso side. The third way is to inscribe the text of the verso on

the flip side of the document, turning the manuscript 180 degrees. See Tov, Scribal Practices,

70. Cf. also Falk, “Material Aspects,” 46—47.

Tov, Scribal Practices, 70.

Baillet, DjD 7:57-58, 168, 170, 184.

8 Note that there are different opinions on this dating: see, e.g., Falk (“Material Aspects,” 47)
according to whom the correct date for 4Q506 is mid-1st century CE.

N o
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It is also possible that 4Q505 should not be interpreted as a separate com-
position. Florentino Garcia Martinez has argued that the ten fragments Baillet
identified as 4Q505 should in fact be considered as belonging to 4Q509,° and,
according to Daniel Falk, Garcia Martinez “is almost certainly correct.”!

The line spacing of 4Q496 is around 8 mm and the height of an average
letter is 3 mm.! The thickness of the papyrus material of 4Q496 is average.1?
According to Baillet, the script is very difficult to date. However, he defines it as
pre-Herodian (dating back to the time before 37 BCE) and to be more precise,
supposes it to be slightly earlier than 50 BCE.!3 Other scholars are almost of the
same opinion: Duhaime!* dates the script to the first half of the first century
BCE while Schultz!® thinks it originates from the middle of the first century
BCE. If one considers Baillet’s dates correct (cf. Table 35), 4Q496 was probably
inscribed a bit earlier or about the same time as 4Q506 and the verso side, on
which these two texts are found, was inscribed about 10—20 years later than
the recto side. One should note, however, that there are different opinions on
the date of 4Q506. If Falk’s dating, mid-1st century CE, is true,!¢ there would be
over 100 years between the first and the last time the manuscript was inscribed.

Previous scholars have linked 4Q496 especially with 1QM columns 1-3.17
However, there is no consensus on how much these texts differ from each
other: Duhaime!® defines 4Q496 as a similar recension in relation to 1QM while
Abegg finds this “extremely suspect,” though emphasizing that the close rela-
tionship between 1QM columns 1-3 and 4Q496 is a matter of fact.!® According
to Schultz, 4Q496 differs from 1QM but he also argues that “with respect to
col. 1it appears to be particularly similar, if not altogether identical.”20

9 See Florentino Garcia Martinez, review of DJD vi1: Qumran Grotte 4 111 (4Q482—-4Q520) by
Maurice Baillet in js7 15 (1984): 15764, esp. 161—2.

10 Falk, Daily, Sabbath, and Festival Prayers, 60. According to Falk, 4Q504 and 4Q506 are cop-
ies of prayers for days of the week and 4Q509 + 505 form a copy of a collection of festival
prayers. See Falk, “Material Aspects,” 41, 53.

11 Duhaime, The War Texts, 22.

12 Baillet, bjp 7:57.

13 Baillet, bjp 7:58.

14 Duhaime, The War Texts, 41.

15  Schultz, Conquering the World, 370.

16 Falk, “Material Aspects,” 47.

17 See Baillet, DJD 7:58-61; Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 82; Duhaime, The War Texts, 42; Garcia
Martinez and Tigchelaar, Study Edition, 987—9; Qimron, The Hebrew Writings, 11-13.

18 Duhaime, The War Texts, 41.

19 Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 82.

20  Schultz, Conquering the World, go.
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Since most of the fragments are tiny and include only a few sporadic letters,
it does not make sense to read every piece through in detail. In the following,
the better preserved fragments 3 and 1 + 2 are discussed.?!

11 Fragment 3%2 (B-285252)

Jel
Joo[ o[
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Since fragment 3 is so poorly preserved, it is difficult to analyze its content.
Belial and the Sons of Darkness are mentioned, so it is probable that the text
discusses some kind of juxtaposition where the enemy is named. Another pre-
served group of words is that related to the time and the passing of it: ny and
07911 clearly belong to this category and the verbal root 710 may also have this
kind of connotation (the basic meaning in ga/ is “to turn aside” but it can also
mean “to cease”). In addition to these, other preserved words seem to be N9
and T2, although both contain uncertain letters. With this number of words,
nothing very certain can be said about the content of the text; especially con-
sidering that many of the words are common in the Dead Sea Scrolls in general
(Tuam, 553, Ny, oY, a3 all occur over 7o times).

21 There are some new full spectrum color images and some infrared images available of this
manuscript. However, none of them are of the fragments that are mainly discussed below.
The fragments can be seen, for example, in PAM 43.865 (B-285252) where fragment 3 is
the rightmost fragment in the second line and fragment 1 just above it (note that the
photo must be rotated horizontally) and PAM 43.860 (B-285247) where fragment 2 is the
rightmost fragment in the second lowest line (note that the photo must be turned upside
down).

22 T'had the opportunity to study this fragment in detail at the 1aA Dead Sea Scroll labora-
tory in Jerusalem in 2009. I did not find any significant reasons to criticize Duhaime’s
reading but studying the fragment clearly demonstrated how difficult this fragment is to
read. This can be seen in the editions available as well: there is no significant disagree-
ment between them about the readings but this is not due to the fragment’s legibility —
actually the opposite is true: since the text of this fragment is so difficult to read, the
editors are hesitant to suggest divergent readings.
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It has already been demonstrated that although 4Q496 fragment 3 is often

claimed to be a close parallel to 1QM 1, this assertion is not indisputable. Still,
there is much in common between these texts: It may be noteworthy that the
verbal root 710 occurs in the gal perfect 3rd person masculine singular form
only here and in 1QM 1:6. All lexical links are demonstrated in Table 36.23

TABLE 36

The texts of 4Q496 fragment 3 and 1QM 1:4b—ga

4Q496 fragment 3

1QM 1

Jef
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amn]A nntat Hyoa 5[
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a I have argued elsewhere that it is probable that the horn mentioned here is to be recon-

23

structed as the “horn of Israel” which would fit together with the letters visible in 4Q496 line
4. See Hanna Vanonen, “The Textual Connections between 1QM 1 and the Book of Daniel,” in
Changes in Scripture: Rewriting and Interpreting Authoritative Traditions in the Second Temple
Period, ed. H. von Weissenberg, J. Pakkala, and M. Marttila, Bzaw 419 (Berlin: de Gruyter,
2011), 223—45 (229—42). See also David Flusser, “Apocalyptic Elements in the War Scroll,” in
Qumran and Apocalyptism: Vol 1 of Judaism in the Second Temple Period, trans. Azzan Yadin
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2007), 140-58, whose reconstructions of 1QM 1 are, in my
opinion, likely; not because of 4Q496 but they make sense in light of the whole section (con-
trary to Schultz, Conquering the World, 9o—91, who also accepts Flusser’s reconstructions but
argues that 4Q496 specifically confirms them).

The reason why fragment 3 of 4Q496, despite its deteriorated nature, has especially inter-
ested scholars of 1QM is that there are many unresolved questions concerning 1QM 1,
the supposed parallel to fragment. About these, see my article “The Textual Connections
between1QM 1and the Book of Daniel,” in Changes in Scripture: Rewriting and Interpreting
Authoritative Traditions in the Second Temple Period, ed. H. von Weissenberg, ]. Pakkala, and
M. Marttila, BZAW 419 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2011), 223—45 (229—42). See also David Flusser,
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TABLE 36  The texts of 4Q496 fragment 3 and 1QM 1:4b—9a (cont.)

4Q496 fragment 3 1QM1

1] 4b When his time has arrived he shall go out with
2 []ee [ ]o [o] great fury to wage war against the kings of the
3[...] great[...] to [wa]ge north, his wrath (aiming at) bringing ruin and

[wa]r against [the kings of ...] ~ cutting off the horn 5 ... [...] ... a time of salvation
4 [... IsJrael. It shall be a time ~ for God’s people and a time of dominion for all the

[] men of his lot, but of everlasting destruction for all
5 [... the lo]t of Belial. There the lot of Belial. There shall be panic6 ... [...] the
shall be p[anic] sons of Japheth, Ashur shall fall down, with no one
6 [...] the dominion of [the to help it; the dominion of the Kittim shall come
Kittim] shall come to an end to an end, wickedness being subdued without a
[...] 7 [... for] all the Sons of remnant; neither shall there be an escape 7 flor
Darkness. The Sons of [...] the Son]s of Darkness. vacat 8 But [the Sons of

8 [...al]l the appointed times Rig]hteousness shall shine unto all the uttermost
of darkne([ss...] ends of the world, going on to shine till the

9 [...]Jglory [and] jo[y ...] completion of all the appointed times of darkness.

At the appointed time of God, his exalted greatness
shall shine to all the ends of 9a ... [...] for peace and
blessing, glory, joy, and long life for all the Sons of
Light.

1.2 Fragments 1+ 2 (B-285252; B-285247)

The noteworthy obscurity of the text is also true with fragment 1 + 2.
Fragment 2 includes the remains of lines 1-6 and fragment 1 the remains of
lines 7—11.24 Baillet considers it certain that these two fragments should be read

“Apocalyptic Elements in the War Scroll,” in Qumran and Apocalyptism: Vol 1 of Judaism in
the Second Temple Period, trans. Azzan Yadin (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2007).

24  See Baillet, bjD 7:58-59; Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 83; Yishay, “The Literature of War at
Qumran,” 286. However, Baillet notes that in line 5 a part of the 7 of IR is in fragment1
(see Baillet, DJD 7:59). Note also Baillet, “Débris de textes sur papyrus de la grotte 4 de
Qumran,” RB 71 (1964): 353—71 where a preliminary edition of the fragment was published.
See esp. pp. 365—66 and note that the fragment is there numbered as fragment 1.
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together: according to him, the narrow strip at the top of fragment 1 completes
fragment 2. However, Baillet could not try to join the fragments together physi-
cally due to their poor condition.?

Duhaime reads the fragments as follows:26

Jof
BoR[
oma 1o
=] qtal fails
MR ﬁw[ﬁxm
1]3 335 ALK
)35 i [m
18535 niax |
Ine (]|
13l

Jo[ n
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et
)

Only a few (more or less) complete words have been preserved in the frag-
ments and many of them are quite common: 135, nnk and SR8 occur over 100
times in the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls, and nn%, nbwnn and 192 44-81
times each. The verbal root 7R is rarer, it has only seven occurrences, and all
hithpael cases are in M manuscripts, one here in 4Q496 and three in 1QM —
which could indicate some kind of connection between fragments 1 + 2 and
1QM. Of the preserved words, 17¥ and 7193 refer to distress and destruction,
but, on the other hand, 5% and nn& could refer to reliability and continuity.
This may reflect some kind of struggle between the state of permanence and
the state of devastation. This is practically all that can be said just by looking
at the best-preserved words.

As was the case with the lexicon of fragment 3, the words of fragments 1 + 2
can also be found in 1QM column 1. The lexical links between fragments 1 + 2
and 1QM 1 are demonstrated in Table 37.

25  Baillet, DJD 7:59.
26 Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 178—9.
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TABLE 37  The texts of 4Q496 fragments1 + 2 and 1QM 1:11-17

4Q496 fragments 1+2 1QM1
Jo[ 1 T oanhI TWIn Sa MR 13 owIR 1 nHapt ohr 0Ty 10b
BHR[ 2 Ny AR AN orh DwIRY 098 NP T3 nn M1pa S nmasd
onmMe 1D 3 AWINn Mna ANl R Anmae 193 S8 mTa oy 51 5y nnviz
jaatallalria 4 PWA[ Jo[ 1]R¥*13 0™N22 DNANYH OY DM MTaY AN TY
MIRD AW[HW 5 RO WHWI YW PaH MR 12 P MY nwbw nnnbna
1]3 335 AR[nrn 6 58 nMaxn 235 onnb v 0130 HiTo of 14 3 2wnd Hyha n
51]35 1in5wAln 7 5 115 ppaon a5Tn 5K 7 prawn YA R 13 23] ngnsn
18525 nAax [ 8 owrpo[ ]i6vacat| Jrwar 51251 1n5wnn RN
Inel I9o[ 9 ocooumanld] Jiy[ ]iRTwwnanhab noax[  JATwa par
1a[ 10 [ nnmnrboarumoo| |

Jo[ 11

2 [...] divine beings [...]

3 [... and in al]l their tribula-
tions [...]

4 [...] theirwa]r...]

5 [... and for thr]ee [...] shall
gird themselves [...]

6 [... suppo]rting the heart of
the so[ns of ...]

7 [...] his [do]minion and to
afll...]

8 [...] truth for the destruc-
tion of [...]2

10b the congregation of divine beings and the assembly of

11 men, the Sons of Light and the lot of darkness, shall fight
each other to (disclose?) the might of God, with the uproar
of a large multitude and the war cry of divine beings and
men, on the day of calamity. This is a time of 12 tribulation ...
[...] ... the people whom God redeems; of all their tribulations
none was comparable to this, because of its hastening
towards the end for an everlasting redemption. In the day of
their war against the Kittim13 ... [...] ... [...] carnage. During
the war, the Sons of Light shall strengthen for three lots and
smite wickedness, and for three lots the army of Belial shall
gird itself for the return of the lot of 14 [...] ... There shall be
skirmishing battalions to melt the heart and the might of
God supporting the he[art of the Sons of Light.] During the
seventh lot, the great hand of God shall subdue 15 [...] ... the
angels of his dominion, and for all the men of [...] vacat 16
[...] ... the holy ones, he shall appear in help [...] truth for the
destruction of the Sons of Darkness. Then [...] 17 [...] ... [...] ...
great ... [...] ... they shall set the hand to ... [...]

a Since lines 9—11 have just a few letters, there is no translation for them.
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As the table illustrates, almost all the preserved words of fragments 1+2
can be found in 1QM column 1. However, the line lengths have caused some
discussion. Abegg notes that in fragments 1+2, according to Baillet’s reading
(reconstructed with the help of 1QM 1), in lines 3—5 the average line length is
63 letters or spaces per line and in lines 67, 68 letters or spaces per line. The
lengths of lines 4 and 5, however, seem to differ considerably: there would be
only 54 letters or spaces in line 4 and as many as 76 letters or spaces in line 5.
Therefore, in his comments on his readings, Abegg questions Baillet’s reading
in line 4 and suggests that IR¥’[ “would fit the traces equally well and balance
the lines better” than BAA[N5n.27 This example describes well the discussion
on the fragments: the traces are so weak that completely different readings can
be said to fit the traces equally well and the discussion is more about how the
traces should be located in the existing text of 1QM 1. Furthermore, Abegg adds
that line 8 seems to consist of 86 characters when reconstructed directly after
1QM 1. Since this line length is very long in comparison with the other lines,
Abegg argues that there might be a difference between 4Q496 and 1QM 1 at
this point.28

All in all, both Baillet and Abegg are dependent on the presupposition that
there is a very close parallelism between fragments 1 + 2 and 1QM 1. Abegg,
although criticizing Baillet on some details, still believes that 1QM 1 is the right
starting point for interpreting fragments 1 + 2. When studying fragments 1 + 2
and 3 together and noting that their lexicon is to be found in 1QM 1 almost in
its entirety, the conclusion that 1QM and 4Q496 may be somehow textually
related is reasonable.

1.3 Summary of 4Q496

The conclusion reached above, that 1QM and 4Q496 possibly are textually
related, is further supporter by the fact that many of the other fragments of
4Q496 can be placed in the text of 1QM (although these placements are sel-
dom indisputable).29 What can be said is that, in any case, the texts are not

27  Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 84. Note that Abegg still does not suggest this reading in his own
edition (cf. p. 83) but only in his comments.

28 Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 84.

29  Baillet, Djp 7:63-68, managed to place the fragments apart from 17-34, 36-74, 76—96,
98-123 according to 1QM For Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 81-97, fragments 2 + 1, 3, 4, 5+6, 7, 8,
9,10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 24, 26, 31, 32, 35, 49, 57, 58, and 76 are legible and thus relevant.
In the beginning, Abegg says that he is going to discuss 23 (cf. p. 81) fragments but in the
end it seems that there are 24 legible enough to him (cf. pp. 82—97). Yishay, “The Literature
of War at Qumran,” 286300, goes through fragments 2 +1, 3, 4, 5+6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15,
16,18, 32, and 35 but finds mainly fragments 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 16, and 32 to be relevant for the
discussion. In my dissertation, I very briefly discuss thorough fragments 1-16, 37 and 75
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similar throughout but close parallelism is within the realm of possibility. It is
a practical starting point for further reasoning, although the theoretical nature
of this conclusion should be kept in mind.

2 4Q497 (4QpapWar Scroll-like Text A)

This manuscript consists of 54 very poorly preserved papyrus fragments.30 It
is not clear whether these fragments even belong to the same document, but
what makes their arrangement a bit easier is that 4Q497 is the verso side of the
manuscript 4Q499.3! The fragments are of different sizes: fragment 45 is the
smallest and about 5 mm high and 7 mm wide while the largest one, fragment 1,
is about 5.5 cm high and 1.7 cm wide. There are 5-6 lines preserved at the most
in one fragment, and only a few letters are visible in each line. Letters are about
3 mm high and line spacing in the best-preserved fragments is about 8 mm.32
The script has been dated to the middle of the first century BCE,3? and thus it
is probably slightly later than the text on its recto side, 4Q499, which is from
about 75 BCE.3* George Brooke notes that some of the fragments preserve
edges of columns on their verso side and therefore the manuscript included
more than one column of text. However, he remarks that on the recto side, no
column structure can be clearly distinguished.3> The text on the verso side is
written in the same direction as the text on the recto side, so the verso side is
the flip side of the document (as in modern books).3¢ Brooke supposes that
this might indicate that the scroll was perhaps shorter rather than longer.3”
He also states that both 4Q497 and 4Q499 are written “in the full orthogra-
phy of the Qumran scribal school” which, according to him, indicates that the
scribal context of the manuscript did not change between the two stages of its

and their possible parallels in 1QM, see Vanonen, “Stable and Fluid War Traditions,” (PhD
diss., University of Helsinki, 2017), 186—7.

30 Baillet, DJD 7:9-72; Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 135; Duhaime, The War Texts, 31.

31 Baillet (DJD 7:69) notes that his description of this manuscript can be applied both to the
recto and to the verso side. As regards 4Q499, it has been suggested to be either a hymn
or prayer of some kind or a copy of the “Prayer of Enosh.” See e.g., Schultz, Conquering the
World, 26—27, who thinks it is a copy of the “Prayer of Enosh.”

32 Duhaime, The War Texts, 31.

33  Baillet, DJD 7:69; Duhaime, The War Texts, 31.

34  Baillet, DjD 7:74.

35  Brooke, “Between Scroll and Codex,” 128.

36  Tov, Scribal Practices, 70; James Nati, “The Rolling Corpus: Materiality and Pluriformity
at Qumran, with Special Consideration of the Serekh ha-Yahad, in DSD 27 (2020):
161—201 (188).

37  Brooke, “Between Scroll and Codex,” 131.
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writing.38 Furthermore, James Nati suggests that the fact that the text on the
verso is flipped horizontally may indicate that the two texts — often considered
to be separate compositions — were read continuously and thus, understood
as one composition.3® This would mean that the text of 4Q497 was primarily
understood to be a liturgical text.4?

Of 54 fragments, Baillet introduces 47 that have legible letters on them (1-36,
38—45, 4748, 52). Many of these cannot be compared to other texts since they
only contain one or two letters and there are boundless opportunities to find
possible textual parallels to them. Abegg restricts his scrutiny to eight frag-
ments only (1, 2, 5, 6, 8, 9, 14, 28), all preserving several lines and more than
two letters in at least two lines. However, even this restriction does not mean
that there are complete words visible on the fragments. In this study, there is
no need to wade through all the fragments: it is enough to take one example
under closer scrutiny in order to demonstrate the condition of the fragments
and their content.

Fragment 1 (PAM 43.652)

oa[ 1

I [ 2

]oooo 0000 [ 3
1235%0p 4
Jmas] 5

41]O I—ﬁo[ 6

The only completely preserved words in this fragment are 237 and n"12 which
are both very common in the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls in general. Thus,
there is not much to conclude from the fragment as it is, and the only way to
find out more about the content is to study whether there might be any textual
parallels to it. Baillet suggested an overlap with 1QM 14 but was very uncertain
of this: he ended up calling the text “Texte ayant quelque rapport avec la Regle

38  Brooke, “Between Scroll and Codex,” 135.

39 Nati, “Rolling Corpus,” 188, see also 189.

40 Cf. also Falk, “Material Aspects,” 53, and the discussion in Section 3 below.

41 Here, Abegg (“The War Scroll,” 136) and Baillet (DJD 7:69) see a trace of a letter before the
possible * and certain p. This trace is clearly in view in PAM 43.652: there is a small curved
stroke at the top of the line. It is difficult to say which letter it could belong to — perhaps
9 might come into consideration — but since the manuscript is so fragmentary, it is diffi-
cult to make any comparisons to other better preserved letters. However, here, Duhaime’s
reading is corrected to [0 of.
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de la Guerre” (a text that has something to do with the War Scroll).*? Later,
Abegg studied the lexicon of this manuscript in detail and came to the conclu-
sion that the words visible in 4Q497 can also be found in manuscripts other
than 1QM and that “the special relationship that has been suggested between
these manuscripts (i.e., 4Q497 and 1QM) must be rejected.”*® Schultz does not
claim this but ends up omitting 4Q497 from his material “since its extreme
fragmentary nature precludes it from having any significance.”** Yishay and
Qimron do not consider 4Q497 as a part of their research material.*> Tov —
as well as Duhaime — states that 4Q497 is not an M manuscript but a War
Scroll-like text.*¢ Duhaime notes that the words in 4Q497 “sometimes point to
parallels with 1QM - but when such possible parallels occur, either the other
traces do not match the text of the possible parallel, or not enough is left to
make the connection certain.”47

In any case, however, Baillet and Duhaime find four fragments of 4Q497
to be parallel with 1QM: fragment 1 with 1QM 14:7-8, fragment 2 with 1QM
12:14, fragment 4 with 1QM 11:17 and fragment 47 with 1QM 13:7.48 As Table 38
of fragment 1 and 1QM 14 shows and as Baillet and Duhaime themselves also
state, these parallels are extremely uncertain.

If the suggested reconstruction of %W[p] is right, the words common in
fragment 1and 1QM 14 are not in the same order. On the other hand, the words
that are clearly visible — m2 and 22% — are so common that on their basis it
cannot be concluded that this fragment is parallel to 1QM. The other three frag-
ments are as small and unclear as this case.

It is easy to agree with Abegg and Schultz that the extremely fragmentary
nature of the manuscript reduces its significance in the discussion and that
the words visible could easily fit in with other compositions as well. However,

42 Baillet (DJD 7:69) notes that he has been struggling with this question: “On ne saurait
donc les considérer comme représentant un septieme exemplaire de I'ouvrage en ques-
tion, et il faut nuancer ce qui a été dit précédemment. Here, he refers to his article “Les
manuscrits de la Régle de la Guerre de la grotte 4 de Qumran,” RB 79 (1972): 21726 (224—
25). See also Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 135.

43  Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 135-36; Abegg, “4Q471: A Case of Mistaken Identity,” 138-39.

44  Schultz, Conquering the World, 2627, 33 n. 74.

45  Yishay defines her topic as “Qumran literature related to the eschatological war, manu-
scripts 4Q491-4Q496” (see Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 350) and Qimron
does not include 4Q497 in his edition (see Qimron, The Hebrew Writings, 111-34). Yishay
mentions 4Q497 just in passing and categorizes it as one of the “additional texts” close to
the war literature, together with 4Q276, 4Q285 and 4Q471. See Yishay, “The Literature of
War at Qumran,” T.

46 Tov, Scribal Practices, 50; Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 198. The question about naming and
labeling the War Texts is discussed in more detail in Part 2 below.

47 Duhaime, The War Texts, 31.

48 Baillet, DJD 7:69—72; Duhaime, The War Texts, 43.
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TABLE 38  The texts of 4Q497 fragment 1 and 1QM 14:7b-8a

4Q497 fragment 1 1QM 14
Joa [ 1
I 2
Joooo oooo [ 3 S0 7T RN wip 22500 Jmamapai7b
1235 5%%[p 4 wwa M
el 5 DIIRW IR TAYA PR 0as 51091 8a
Jop%o[ 6 1MARY M2 R 0 Tenn OR nonw [Ta
1] ] 7b Among the poorinspirit[ ] ahard heart,
2 [ [] and by those whose way is perfect shall all wicked
3] [o] nations come to an end;
4 [stub]bornness of heart[...] 8a there will be no place for all their mighty men.
5[...] ... covenant [...] But we are the remn[ant  Blessed is] Your name,
6[..][] O God of loving kindness, the One who kept the

covenant for our forefathers.

categorizing 4Q497 as War Scroll-like text (as Duhaime and Tov do) or as a
text that has something to do with the War Scroll (as Baillet does) is as dis-
putable as considering it as an M text: there is not so sufficient text left to
warrant either conclusion. This question about naming and categorizing this
manuscript — and other War Text manuscripts as well — is discussed more
extensively in Chapter 8 below.

Although categorizing 4Q497 among the War Texts (or M texts) is extremely
uncertain with regard to its vocabulary, one must still pay attention to its signif-
icant material similarity to 4Q496: both manuscripts are included in the small
group of opisthographs inscribed on the verso side of a hymn text. Because of
this, it is still reasonable to keep 4Q497 under scrutiny and not to rule out the
possibility that it really belonged to the War Texts. Especially it should be kept
in mind that both 4Q496 and 4Q497 are linked with liturgical texts which is
probably significant when trying the understand the use of the War Texts in
general.

3 The Opisthographic Nature of 4Q496 and 4Q497

As noted many times already, 4Q496 and 4Q497 are the only War Text manu-
scripts that can be counted among the opisthograph manuscripts. In addition,
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they are the only War Texts written on papyrus. Therefore, they can also be
studied as a part of the Qumran opisthograph corpus and as a part of the
Qumran papyrus corpus. Unfortunately, with regard to both of these groups,
there are many challenges in drawing any conclusions about the material in
general. Papyrus manuscripts have not been as well preserved as leather manu-
scripts; Tov notes that there is no complete column of a literary papyrus found
at Qumran that has both its top and bottom margins preserved. In addition,
none of these literary papyri has preserved endings and beginnings.*® What
can be said unequivocally is that there are very few documentary papyri found
at Qumran;®° on the other hand, in the Qumran corpus as a whole the major-
ity of the manuscripts are literary and not documentary, so in this respect
the papyrus manuscripts are not in any way an exceptional group among the
Qumran texts. The main part of all Qumran papyri are from Cave 4, as are all
the opisthographs.!

Tov notes that there are some compositions at Qumran that have been pre-
served both in leather manuscripts and in papyrus manuscripts.>2 Although it
must be taken into account that all the material that once existed has not been
preserved, according to Tov, it is no coincidence that these compositions are
represented 4—8 times on leather and 1-3 times on papyrus. Tov concludes that
at Qumran the material used for the literary texts was primarily leather.53 Thus,
papyrus manuscripts form a minority in the corpus and the opisthographs are
an even smaller minority. Tov defines the majority of the Qumran papyri as
“sectarian” or “of special interest to the sect,”>* and he also suggests that the

49 Tov, Scribal Practices, 44.

50  Tov, Scribal Practices, 44—45. Tov's table (Table 1) shows that only 8% of Qumran papyri
are documentary while at all the other sites in the Judean Desert the proportion of docu-
mentary papyri is 93-100%. Tov also notes that while at almost all the other sites papyri
form a majority of the manuscripts found, at Qumran, they form a minority, only 14% of
all texts. Thus, they are a small group among the corpus — although we cannot know how
many manuscripts there originally were.

51 Tov, Scribal Practices, 46. Other papyrus manuscripts are from Caves 6 and 7, cf. George J.
Brooke, “Choosing Between Papyrus and Skin: Cultural Complexity and Multiple Identi-
ties in the Qumran Library,” in Jewish Cultural Encounters in the Ancient Mediterranean
and Near Eastern World, ed. M. Popovi¢, M. Schoonover, and M. Vandenberghe, JSJSup 178
(Leiden: Brill, 2017), 119—35 (130-31).

52 Tov, Scribal Practices, 48; in addition to M, see, e.g., S, D, Hodayot, 4QMMT, Isaiah, Jubilees,
Tobit. Cf. also Brooke, “Choosing Between Papyrus and Skin,” 126-8.

53  Tov, Scribal Practices, 48. See also Falk (“Material Aspects,” 42), who notes the fact that
90% of Qumran manuscripts are written on animal skin and ponders whether this was
even a general preference among the Jews in Second Temple times.

54  Tov, Scribal Practices, 49. As regards the content of the collection of Qumran papyri, Tov
also notes that there are many genres represented among them but that eschatological
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collection is mainly liturgical.5 Falk, for his part, presents some percentages
of different genres among the papyrus manuscripts and ends up agreeing
with Tov: liturgical texts56 — and rule texts — are among the Dead Sea Scrolls
most likely to be copied on papyrus.” Furthermore, Falk argues that there
probably was “a special desirability for personal copies of these two groups of
texts” and that explains why papyrus was favored among the scribes for these
genres.58 Here as well, Falk agrees with Tov who tends to think that most of
the Qumran papyri reflect “personal copies owned by members of Qumran
community.” However, Tov also says that “some may have been imported from
other sources.”>?

The idea of manuscripts being private or personal copies has also come outin
the discussion concerning the opisthographs. The argumentation on this issue
is not, however, very comprehensive. The suggestion of a manuscript being
private or personal is usually made when considering its exceptional charac-
teristics: for example, why a text is written on papyrus rather than leather, why
a text is written with a very tight script and/or by using very small letters,6°
why there are so many corrections in a text or why a text is written in illegible
handwriting, why there are many texts in one manuscript, or why a manuscript
includes only part of a text or a summary of a text. To these questions, the most
sensible answer offered has been that the manuscript is not communal but pri-
vate or personal. For example, Joseph M. Baumgarten suggests 4Q266 (4QD?) to

and biblical writings form only a small minority among the group of Qumran papyri. See
Tov, Scribal Practices, 51.

55  Tov, Scribal Practices, 51. However, Tov does not provide many arguments for his proposi-
tion of the liturgical nature of the opisthographic corpus.

56  Tov does not define the term “liturgical.” For Falk, a more essential concept is prayer,
which he uses already in the title of his article (“Material Aspects of Prayer Manuscripts
at Qumran”’). He makes a distinction (for the purpose of his article) between prayer in
general and liturgical prayer: “Prayer in general refers to human communication with the
divine, and liturgical prayer refers to prayer as part of a system of rituals for public or
corporate performance as a religious service” (see Falk, “Material Aspects,” 34). Thus, for
Falk, liturgy seems to be primarily communal action.

57  Falk, “Material Aspects,” 43—45.

58 Falk, “Material Aspects,” 45.

59  Tov, Scribal Practices, 51. Similarly, Falk (“Material Aspects,” 43) argues that “literary
texts at Qumran written on papyrus are likely personal copies” and he refers here to
Michael O. Wise, “Accidents and Accidence,” 103—51. Furthermore, he writes that “it does
seem that liturgical texts and sectarian rules are the most likely to be copied on papyrus,
and that this probably has to do with special desirability for personal copies of these two
groups of texts.” See Falk, “Material Aspects,” 45.

60 See, e.g., Baillet, DJD 7:12, according to whom the small letters and tight lines “indicate a
private manuscript.”
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be a personal manuscript (or an early draft, which he, however, considers less
likely) and he argues for this by referring to Tov’s observation that, in 4Q266,
there are exceptionally many scribal erasures, cancellation dots and deletions
in comparison to Qumran manuscripts in general.5! Baumgarten considers
4Q266 as belonging to a small group of private drafts instead of being a copy
by a professional scribe.62 Falk discusses opisthographs at a more general level
and argues that they “point to personal copies.”63 For him, a clear mark of a

61  Joseph M. Baumgarten, Qumran Cave 4 x111: The Damascus Document (4Q266-273),
DJD 18 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996), 2.

62 Brooke, “Between Scroll and Codex,” 136, for his part, argues that some of the opistho-
graphs perhaps had some educational function, and, distinctively, opisthographic collec-
tions seem to have cultic or liturgical horizons. Furthermore, Brooke ponders whether
opisthographs in general might indicate personal manuscript use and, thus, reflect the
Jewish move to private prayer in the course of late Second Temple times. Thus, Brooke
links the personal or private use of a manuscript not only with writing exercises but also
to some kind of personal meditation — although he does not explain what this personal
meditation would mean in practice. The third option could be that the private manu-
script was some kind of travel copy easy to carry from one place to another. This option
is brought out by Falk under 4Q503/4Q512: see Falk, “Material Aspects,” 52—53. Cf. also
Philip Alexander, “Literacy among Jews in Second Temple Palestine: Reflections on
the Evidence from Qumran” in Hamlet on a Hill: Semitic and Greek Studies Presented to
Professor T. Muraoka on the Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday, ed. by M.FJ. Baasten and
W.Th. van Peursen, oLA 118 (Leuven: Peeters; Dudley, MA, 2003), 3—24 (7), who does not
discuss opisthographs but small manuscripts that, according to him, were done “out of
choice and for purpose” and most probably because of the need for portability. Alexander
argues that “small scrolls could be carried in a fold formed in the cloth above the belt (a
xOATog)” or “in a script or bag hung from the belt.” In addition, Brooke, “Between Scroll
and Codex,” 136, states that the opisthographs written in cryptic script were perhaps man-
uscripts that could be “easily transported from one sectarian location to another.”

None of these options can be directly linked to the War Text opisthographs. The possi-
ble liturgical function comes closest since, in the opisthographs, the War Texts are linked
specifically to the liturgical texts. However, it still remains unclear what this personal,
liturgical use could mean in practice and who could practice it. Note that the term ‘litur-
gical’ can be understood in a wider sense than just referring to the temple cult or fixed
prayers. For example, for Judith Newman, liturgy is a “constellation of actions, includ-
ing prayers, as that was understood to reflect a covenantal response to Israel’s God.” See
Newman, “Liturgical Imagination in the Composition of Ben Sira,” in Prayer and Poetry in
the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature, sTDJ 98 (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 325. Newman and
also Mika S. Pajunen refer to Stefan C. Reif, who includes in liturgy not only temple cult
but also, e.g., benedictions, praise, prayers, amulets, the acts of eating and fasting, and the
study of sacred texts. See Pajunen, “The Praise of God and His Name as the Core of the
Second Temple Liturgy,” zAw 127 (2015): 475 n. 1; Reif, Judaism and Hebrew Prayer: New
Perspectives on Jewish Liturgical History (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993).

63 Falk, “Material Aspects,” 50.
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personal copy is, for example, the value of thrift over quality.54 However, thus
far there are no uniform criteria for labeling the manuscript private,®> and,
unfortunately, it is not very likely that coherent criteria will be available in the
near future since the opisthographs and other manuscripts suggested to be pri-
vate are challenging research objects and there is no certainty that any result
is going to be achieved with them. If we attempt to apply the existing sporadic
criteria to the manuscripts 4Q496 and 4Q497, one can at least note that both
are so fragmentary that it is not possible to estimate the number of scribal era-
sures in them or the content of the text inscribed on them but the size of the
letters and the density of the lines can be observed. The line heights and the
letter sizes of these manuscripts do not seem to support the idea of them being
private. The size of the letters is about 3 mm in both manuscripts while, for
example in 4Q493, the average letter is 2.5 mm high and in 4Q491 manuscripts,
the height of 7's is often only 2 mm.%6 In addition, while the line height in
4Q496 and 4Q497 is 8 mm, in 4Q493 it is less than 6 mm and in 4Q491a and b,
4 mm maximum. Thus, it does not seem that among the M manuscripts, 4Q496
and 4Q497 appear to be especially tightly inscribed. All in all, it is probable
that among the M manuscripts, there are representatives of both personal/
private and communal copies but it is easier to argue for the private nature of
4Qq91a and 4Q491b, for example, than that of the opisthographs.6?

The explanations for the creation of an opisthograph can be many: In some
cases, it seems clear that the documents were reused because they were no
longer highly appreciated: for example, when the pieces of a manuscript that
contained literary compositions were turned around and used for documen-
tary purposes.®® Sometimes it can be argued that one text was written on both
sides of one manuscript in order to save space on a costly material.®® In case

64  Falk, “Material Aspects,” 51. Falk uses 4Q504 as an example. As regards 4Q255, Falk consid-
ers it to be private because of its cursive script, its coarse material, its slanted lines and the
frequent lack of space between words. See Falk, “Material Aspects,” 54-55.

65  This observation is also made by Strawn, “Excerpted ‘Non-Biblical’ Scrolls,” 78.

66 Cf. Duhaime, The War Texts, 30; Baillet, DJD 7:12. On the basis of small letters and tight
lines, Baillet suggests that 4Q491 is “un manuscrit privé.”

67  See Section 3 of Chapter 3 below.

68 In some cases, it is possible that, for example, the Roman army reused some Qumran
manuscripts, see Brooke, “Between Scroll and Codex,” 136. See also Falk “Material
Aspects,” 51.

69  This explanation is considered to be valid primarily in tefillin and some other manuscripts
in which one text continues from the recto to the verso side, see Tov, Scribal Practices, 69,
70. Tov supposes that the custom of inscribing tefillin on both sides of the manuscript was
developed “as a space-saver.” In the case of tefillin, the opisthographs often include one
text that continues from one side to the other, see Brooke, “Between Scroll and Codex,”
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of War Text opisthographs, neither of these explanations probable is the best
one. Instead, Falk argues that in cases where the genre of the text is similar
or compatible on both sides of the manuscript, where similar scribal features
can be distinguished on both sides, and where the dates of the manuscript
are relatively close to each other, it is probable that there was an intention
to create a “collection of valued writings.””® Probable examples of this phe-

nomenon are, according to Falk, 4Q503/4Qs512, 4Q255/4Q433a, 4Q415/4Q414
and the manuscripts of interest to this study, 4Q509 + 505/4Q496 + 506 and
4Q499/4Q497. Falk considers the last-mentioned manuscript too fragmen-
tary to say anything about its size or layout.”* However, he finds it clear that
both sides contain prayer or hymnic material since the second person singular
forms typical of hymnic texts are found on both sides.”? He also takes note
of the scripts that are, according to him, written by different hands but in a
very similar style and the dates that are not so far from each other.”® For Falk,
these facts indicate the intention of creating a collection of hymns or prayers
on the manuscript. As regards 4Q509 + 505/4Q496 + 506, in neither case can
the situation with the size and layout of the scroll be determined due to the
poor condition of the scroll. However, the scripts can be recognized to be of
similar style’ and the hook-style paragraphos” are used as marginal markings
on both sides of the manuscript. Both sides were copied within a fairly short

136. However, Alexander, “Literacy among Jews,” 7, argues that especially papyrus — which
had to be imported from Egypt — was probably inscribed on both sides because it was a
more expensive material than skin. About the economics of papyrus production, see also
Brooke, “Choosing Between Papyrus and Skin,” 122—24, 132.

70 Falk, “Material Aspects,” 52.

71 Falk, “Material Aspects,” 53—-54.

72 According to Falk (“Material Aspects,” 54 n. 72), these forms can be found in 4Q497 2
and 4Q499 7 and 48 but I find the second person forms (suffixes or verbal forms) in
4Q497 fragment 14, line 3 (72W7[1P) and not in fragment 2 and in 4Q499, in addition to
fragments 7 and 48, also in fragments 1, 2 and 22.

73 Falk, “Material Aspects,” 54. As already noted, according to Baillet, the recto was inscribed
about 75 BCE and the verso in the middle of the first century. Tov (Scribal Practices, 72)
refrains from any strict definitions of the script since there is no enough data, especially
on the verso side. As noted above as well, Brooke (“Between Scroll and Codex,” 135) is less
cautious and says that 4Q499 and 4Q497 are both written “in the full orthography of the
Qumran scribal school” which, according to him, allows the suggestion that the manu-
script did not change context between the two stages of its writing.

74  Cf. also Tov (Scribal Practices, 72), who interprets that both sides of the document (he
mentions 4Q509 and 4Q496) are written according to Qumran scribal practice.

75  Tov notes that the “paragraphos sign — the most frequent sign occurring in the Qumran
texts — is usually drawn at the right side of the column between lines of the text, with the
greater part of the sign protruding into the right margin, referring to a content division
indicated by spacing either in the line above or in the line below.” For a more extensive
analysis of the paragraphos sign, see Tov, Scribal Practices, 182—4.
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timeframe.”® In addition, Falk argues that the prayers found on the two sides
of the manuscript are form-critically similar.”” Thus, according to Falk, there
seems to be a conscious aim to form a collection of hymns and prayers behind
4Q509 + 505/4Q496 + 506 as well. Consequently, Falk concludes that 4Q496
(which he considers to be a “copy” or an “excerpt” of the War Scroll) was prob-
ably also understood to be a liturgical text.”® This is an important observation
when discussing the meaning and use of the War Texts in general and we will
return to it in Part 2 (see Section 4 of Chapter g below).

All in all, the increasing interest in material aspects of the scrolls has pro-
duced studies that aim to discuss the Qumran opisthographic corpus as a
whole (cf. Brooke and Falk). However, there are still open questions and an
evident need to study the whole corpus in more detail. What can be safely con-
cluded is this: the fact that there are War Texts preserved in the opisthographic
papyrus scrolls indicates that parts of what became the War Texts were actively
copied already in the first half of the first century and they were considered to
be important enough to use the imported papyrus material for them. In addi-
tion, it indicates that the War Texts were linked with liturgical texts, which may
point to the liturgical use of the War Texts. By contrast, whether the opistho-
graphs were used in a private or in a communal way is difficult to say. However,
the number of War Texts that are somehow parallel to each other clearly indi-
cates that the war tradition was important at different levels and they were
used both in communal and in more exclusive contexts.”®

76 It must still be noted that in many cases, there can be 10-25, even 50 years between
inscribing the recto and the verso. Therefore, the idea of creating a collection was prob-
ably gotten only after inscribing the recto side, perhaps many years after that.

77  Falk, “Material Aspects,” 53. Falk's arguments for the form-critical similarity between
4Q509+505 (which he considered one text) and 4Q506 are the following: First, their state-
ments of occasion are similar, namely “Prayer for the festival of x” (795 n%[on]) which
is preserved in 4Q509 10 ii 8. In 4Q506, this formula is not preserved but Falk probably
suggests it on the basis of the parallel text, 4Q504 3 ii, where in line 8 is D[1"2 nban
*»"277. Second, the opening formula “remember, O Lord” is preserved both in 4Q506 124
3 and in 4Q509 131-132 ii 5. And third, the concluding formula “blessed be the Lord” (7172
"1TR) links the texts: It is preserved in 4Q509 3 9 and in fragment 206 in its only legible
line. In 4Q506, this formula is not preserved but Falk probably suggests it on the basis of
the parallel text, 4Q504 3 ii, where line 5 has 5]Nﬂ 7392. What can be concluded is that
Falk’s observation of the similarity of the forms of the hymns is based heavily on recon-
structions and thus is not an indisputable fact.

78  Falk, “Material Aspects,” 53. However, there is also skepticism about drawing any conclu-
sions as to why the different texts are on the same scroll. Schultz, for example, asks why
4Q496 and 4Q506 ended up one after the other on the same scroll and his answer is that
this “remains a mystery.” See Schultz, Conquering the World, 25.

79  Cf.Section 3 of Chapter 3 below.
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4Q285 and 11Q14: Sefer ha-Milhamah Texts

Although manuscripts 4Q285 (4QSefer ha-Milhamah) and 1Qi4 (11QSefer
ha-Milhamah) are not labeled with the siglum M or named as War Scroll-like,
they cannot be passed over when discussing the War Texts of Qumran and not
least for research-historical reasons. On the one hand, several scholars have
linked these two to 1QM and even speculated whether they might represent
the lost end of the Scroll.! On the other hand, these two texts are interpreted
as representing a text called Sefer ha-Milhamabh, a text that has something to
do with war but that differs from what is known as the War Scroll.2 In order to
join this discussion of the content and the genre of 4Q285 and 11Q14 and their
possible textual relationship to the M manuscripts, this chapter aims to study
the position of 4Q285 and 11Q14 in the ensemble called the War Texts.

Within the limits of this study, it is not possible to analyze the editions
of 4Q285 and 11Q14 as elaborately as was done with M manuscripts and War
Scroll-like manuscripts in the previous chapters. Also, what should be noted is
that these manuscripts are already deeply studied (e.g., the reconstruction of
4Q285 based on material facts) and that their DJD editions were published rel-
atively recently, at the turn of the 2000s.2 In addition, the readings suggested
in DJD are further justified in later articles.* It is easily demonstrated that these
two manuscripts are very close textual parallels, and thus it is reasonable to

1 As Eibert Tigchelaar and many others note, J6zef T. Milik was the first one to suggest that the
preserved fragments of 4Q285 once belonged to the final parts of the War Scroll. He argued
this in his article “Milki-Sedeq et Milki-resa’ dans les anciens écrits juifs et chrétiens,” jjs 23
(1972): 95-144. See Eibert Tigchelaar, “Working with Few Data: The Relation between 4Q285
and 11Q14,” DSD 7/1(2000): 49-56.

2 See, e.g, Tigchelaar, “Working with Few Data,” 56: “The differences between the 4QM manu-
scripts, as well as the composite nature of 1QM ... indicate that there were different compo-
sitions or editions dealing with the eschatological war, which were related to one another.
4Q285 and 11Q14 might be copies of one of those editions, or may represent a related
composition.”

3 The material reconstruction and the edition of 4Q285: Philip S. Alexander and Geza Vermes,
DJD 36:228—46; see Qumran Cave 4.xxVI: Cryptic Texts, ed. SJ. Pfann, and Miscellanea,
Part 1, ed. P.S. Alexander, et al., in consultation with J. VanderKam and M. Brady (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 2000). Edition of 11Q14: Adam S. van der Woude, Eibert J.C. Tigchelaar and
Florentino Garcia Martinez, DJD 23:243-250; see Qumran Cave 1.11: 1Q2-18, 11Q20-31, ed.
F. Garcia Martinez, E.J.C. Tigchelaar, and A.S. van der Woude (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998).

4 See Philip S. Alexander, “The Material Reconstruction and Genre of 4Q285 (Sefer ha-
Milhamah) Reconsidered,” in Studia Semitica: The Journal of Semitic Studies Jubilee Volume,
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discuss them together. Therefore, the structure of the chapter deviates slightly
from the preceding ones. The chapter proceeds first by analyzing the manu-
scripts from the material point of view, then turns to examining their possible
mutual relationship as textual parallels and finally addresses the main task, the
analysis of their content and relation to M traditions.

1 4Q285 and 11Q14 as Material Artifacts

Manuscript 4Q285 consists of 10 fragments which are put together from
20 pieces.® It is a leather manuscript: the brown skin varies in color from light
to dark. The skin of the manuscript is fine. The largest fragment, namely frag-
ment 4, is 8 cm wide and 8.5 cm high whereas fragment 5, the smallest one,
is 5 mm wide and 8 mm high. There are 2-10 lines in the fragments. The line
spacing varies considerably: in general, it is about 8 mm, but in some frag-
ments only 6 mm. However, Philip Alexander and Geza Vermes, the DJD edi-
tors of the manuscript, argue that the leather of fragments 6 and 7 is shrunken,
which explains the small space between the lines and small letters there. The
average height of the letters of the manuscript is 2.5 mm. Upper and lower
margins can be distinguished every now and then. There are 10-11 lines in the
largest fragments, partly preserved. The line length is 50-55 letters or spaces.
The spacing between words varies extensively. The script in the fragments is
similar to 1QM, the early Herodian script which can be dated to the end of the
first century BCE.®

Alexander and Vermes have presented their reconstruction of 4Q285 in
DJD 36.7 It is based on the observation that the fragments are at least partly
similar in shape (see especially the lower parts of fragments 4 and 7 and the
middle part of fragment 8). As regards the scrolls in general, it is not prob-
able that any manuscript would decay unevenly or that different parts of a
manuscript would deteriorate in different layers. Instead, it is probable that

ed. P.S. Alexander et al., JSSSup 16 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 95-113; Tigchelaar,
“Working with Few Data,” 49—56.

5 There is only one color photo available of this manuscript in the Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls
Digital Library, a photo of fragment 7 (B-299261). On the other hand, several pAm photos can
be found: For example, in PAM 43.325, all the fragments can easily be found: the arrangement
is from the top left corner: g, 10, 8 (several pieces belong to one fragment), 5, 6, 7,1, 2, 3, and 4.

6 Alexander and Vermes, DJD 36:228-9; Duhaime, The War Texts, 31.

7 Alexander and Vermes, DJD 36:228—-31. See also Alexander, “4Q285 Reconsidered,” 98—99.
Concerning Alexander and Vermes’ thoughts on Harmut Stegemann’s method of material
reconstruction, see note 10 below.
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the forces of decay attacked some parts of the scroll more severely than others;
and consequently, some parts of the scroll did not wear out rapidly. Therefore,
Alexander and Vermes come to the conclusion that the similar fragments over-
lapped each other in the original scroll; they represent the best preserved part of
the scroll in different layers.? In addition, they study the lines and (sometimes
visible) margins in the fragments and the color and texture of the leather® —
and also the content of the fragments.l? On the basis of all this, they arrange
the fragments in the following order: in a six-column manuscript 4Q28s5, frag-
ment 1 belongs to column 1, fragments 2 and 3 to column 2, fragment 4 to col-
umn 3, fragments 5—7 to column 4, fragment 8 to column 5 and fragments g—10
to column 6. Alexander and Vermes do not hesitate to use 1Q14 to support
their reconstruction and fragment 8 is reconstructed from smaller pieces with
the help of the “better preserved parallel,” 11Q14 fragment 1 column 2.2 This is
something that they have been criticized for,'® but Alexander has later empha-
sized that 11Q14 is not “absolutely crucial” to their reconstruction.#

All in all, the reconstruction of 4Q285 is widely discussed in comparison to
many 4QM manuscripts, but there are still some open questions concerning
it.15It can however, be asked whether there is enough material to form a coher-
ent understanding of the contents of the original scroll and/or to link it to M
material or some common war traditions at Qumran. Before discussing this in
more detail, let us take a look at 11Q14.

8 Alexander, “4Q285 Reconsidered,” 98. In this article, Alexander explains the principles
and the background of different solutions in more detail than in DjD. Although it is only
Alexander who argues here, he states that it is “our reconstruction” (p. 98) in question.

9 Alexander, “4Q285 Reconsidered,” 98—9q9.

10  See, e.g, the placement of fragment 4 and the placement of fragments 1 and 3, Alexander
and Vermes, DJD 36:231. Studying the content of the fragments is often considered to
be a questionable approach in the case of material reconstruction. In his later article,
Alexander emphasizes that material reconstruction, although there have been attempts
to reduce it to a science, still includes much subjectivity. He states that “material recon-
struction of scrolls is an art, not a science” (see Alexander, “4Q285 Reconsidered,” 97). By
saying this, he makes it possible to take some liberties with applying the method.

11 Alexander and Vermes, DJD 36:229—31.

12 Alexander and Vermes, DJD 36:229.

13 Jonathan Norton, “Observations on the Official Material Reconstructions of Sefer ha-
Milhamah (11Q14 and 4Q285),” RevQ 21/1 (2003): 3—27.

14  Alexander, “4Q285 Reconsidered,” g9-100.

15  Forexample, it can be discussed whether the fragments really are similar enough to reach
conclusions about their placement. Alexander and Vermes note that fragments 6 and 7
differ from fragments 4 and 8 which is problematic but can perhaps be explained by the
shrinkage of the first-mentioned fragments. See Alexander and Vermes, DJD 36:231.
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As regards manuscript 11Q14, it consists of four fragments which are put
together from nine pieces.!® Fragment 1 consists of four pieces of which 1a is
quite large: its width is 13 cm and height 12 cm. The smallest fragment, namely
fragment 4, is only 9 mm wide and 13 mm high.1” The leather of the fragments
is thicker than the average and the manuscript is, according to the by editors,
“extremely well prepared, very smooth” and “very fine grain.” The color of the
fragments is light tan but there are spots of darker brown on both sides of the
fragment and some of the fragments have darkened. Left and bottom margins
(0.6 and 3 cm) are visible in columns 1 and 2 of fragment 1, and the interco-
lumnar margin between these two columns (about 2 cm) can also be partly
distinguished. The left margin is not regular but on the right side the scribe
seems to have begun the writing regularly from the ruling. The column width
(which can be measured in fragment 1 column 2) is about 12 cm which means
that the writing block is relatively small. The script in the fragments resembles
both the developed and the late Herodian formal script and it can be dated to
the first half of the first century. The letters are on average 3.5 mm high and the
distance between lines is about 8 mm.®

11Q14 was first called 1QBerakhot because it included blessings and the par-
allel to 4Q285 was not yet known.!® The first editor of the text was Adam S. van
der Woude?° and later, the official DJD edition of 11Q14 was published by him,
Eibert Tigchelaar, and Florentino Garcia Martinez. They named the fragment
11QSefer ha-Milhamah on the basis of its significant textual similarities with
4Q28s5. This solution has been criticized?! and defended,?? but what is cer-
tain is that some degree of textual parallelism between 4Q285 and 11Q14 exists.

The reconstruction of this manuscript has also been much discussed.
Especially the ensemble of fragment 1 has been under debate. In plate xxvI11

16 There are several photos available of this fragment in the Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls
Digital Library, see, e.g,, the full spectrum color image (B-370948) and the infrared image
(B-370949) of fragment 1.

17 Duhaime, The War Texts, 33.

18  Van der Woude, Tigchelaar and Garcia Martinez, Djb 23:243; Duhaime, The War Texts, 33.

19  Van der Woude, Tigchelaar and Garcia Martinez, DD 23:243.

20  Adam S. van der Woude, “Ein neuer Segensspruch aus Qumran (1QBer),” in Bibel und
Qumran. Beitrdge zur Erforschung der Beziehungen zwischen Bibel und Qumranwissen-
schaft. Hans Bardtke zum 22.9.1966, ed. S. Wagner (Berlin: Evangelische Haupt-Bibelgesell-
schaft, 1968), 253-8.

21 William John Lyons, “Possessing the Land: The Qumran Sect and the Eschatological
Victory,” DSD 3/2 (1996): 130—51, and “Clarifications Concerning 4Q285 and 11Q14 Arising
from Discoveries in the Judean Desert 23,” DSD 6/1(1999): 37—43.

22 Tigchelaar, “Working with Few Data,” 49-56.
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of DJD 23, the five pieces suggested to belong together are marked with letters
a—e, fragment 1a being the largest one, and arranged to form two more or less
preserved columns of text. The most discussed join proposed in the DJD edi-
tion is the one between 1a and 1b, just between the two columns.?3 Jonathan
Norton suggests — on the basis of, for example, the alignment of the guide
lines, the shapes of the ink traces and the inaccuracy of photo plate xxviII
of DJD 23 — that the location of fragment 1b is impossible.2* Philip Alexander
has responded to this criticism in his article discussing the reconstruction of
4Q285. He admits that the photo in plate xxvI1I is misleading, that the guide
lines of the fragments are not joined up in the DJD ensemble, that there actu-
ally is just a small point of physical contact between fragment 1a and 1b, and
that Norton’s observations in general are valid. However, he argues that these
problems can be solved by moving fragment 1b a bit (the solution to which can
now be seen in the recent photo available in the Leon Levy Dead Sea Scrolls
Digital Library).2? In addition, he introduces arguments against Norton’s sug-
gestion that 1b must be removed from the right side of fragment 1a by, for exam-
ple, calling into question his readings of the ink traces.?6 Alexander also states
that it is not probable (as was already noted in this chapter) that the scroll
would have worn out differently in its different parts but it is more likely that
all the preserved fragments belong either near each other or in the correspond-
ing point in a different layer of the scroll. The left margin that is clearly visible
in fragment 1b restricted the options for the placement and from this point of
view as well, Alexander comes to the conclusion that placing fragment 1b to
the left side of fragment 1a is the most plausible option.??

23 In addition to DJD 23, cf. also Tigchelaar, “Working with Few Data,” 51, who argues that the
join is certain. Note that in PAM 43.977, these pieces are not yet joined together.

24  Norton, “Observations,” 4-7.

25  Alexander, “4Q285 Reconsidered,” 100-101. See the photo: B-370948.

26  What is convincing is Alexander’s observation (see “4Q285 Reconsidered,” 103) that if
the small trace at the top of fragment 1b is the left top of d — as Norton suggests (see
“Observations,” 6) — it means that the ruling of this line does not join up with that of
fragment 1a.

27  Alexander, “4Q285 Reconsidered,” 103.
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2 Mutual Relationship between 4Q285 and 11Q14

Any understanding of the mutual relationship between manuscripts 4Q285
and 11Q14 largely depends on what one’s opinion on the suggested readings
of the manuscripts is. If one accepts the readings introduced in DJD, the close
textual parallelism between the manuscripts seems clear. Especially 4Q285
fragment 8 and 11Q14 fragment 1, column 2 are easy to compare. As Table 39
(above) demonstrates, there are many completely or partly preserved words
that the fragments share. In addition, if one reconstructs the text of the poorly
preserved fragment 8 of 4Q285 according to the better preserved fragment 1 of
11Qu14, the reconstructions seem to fit into the lines.

At the beginning of the text, there is an introductory formula according to
which someone shall bless the people of Israel with certain words (4Q285 8:1—
2a [ 11Q141 column 2:2—3). These words are given in the rest of the text. The per-
sons who are blessed are called “you” and they are blessed “in the name of the
Most High God” (8:2b/1 column 2:3b—4a). In addition, God’s name and God’s
holy angels are blessed. Between these two, something else is mentioned but
not preserved (8:3—4a/1 column 2:4b-6). After this small digression, the actual
blessing concerning “you” starts. This part is in 11Q14 separated from the previ-
ous texts with a vacat while in 4Q285 the text continues without any breaks.
The verbal forms 772, 98" and nna* can be interpreted as imperfects (see the
editors of 11Q14) in which case the blessing appears to be more like a prom-
ise, or as jussives (see the editors of 4Q285 and the translation in the table)
in which case the text is more like a call for blessing (8:4b—5/1 column 2:7-8).
In any case, as for verbal forms, this part of the text differs from that in the
beginning where participle forms were used (7173, ©2112). In lines 8:4b-5/1
column 2:7-8, there are links to the Lord’s blessing (see Num 6:24—25; cf. also
Ps 67:2) but while the blessing in Numbers remains on an abstract level, the
blessing in 4Q285/11Q14 continues with more concrete promises:?¥ God will
open his heavenly storehouse (7¥1x; also known in 1QM 10:12), and give vari-
ous rains and dew and thereby all kinds of harvest (8:5-7/1 column 2:8-10).
Consequently, the people who are blessed will “eat and grow fat” (8:8/1 column
211). After describing all these good things which come out of the blessing,
the text moves on by enumerating what will not happen in the land of those
people blessed: no one will miscarry or become sick, the grain will be clean
and proper and wild animals will cause no harm (8:8b—10a/1 column 2:11b—
14a). In 11Q14, this part is again separated from the previous one with a vacat

28  There are several other examples in the Dead Sea Scrolls of the combination of blessings
and concrete promises, see, e.g., 1QSb 3:25-28.
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(line 11), although a smaller one than that in line 6.29 At the end of the blessing,
it is stated that all the above-mentioned promises/wishes are possible because
God and his angels are present in the congregation and God’s holy name is
called (8:10b-12/1 column 2:14b-15).

The case with 4Q285 fragment 7 and 11Q14 fragment 1, column 1 is the more
difficult one since, as Table 40 demonstrates, especially the last-mentioned
fragment is very poorly preserved.30

TABLE 40  DJD transcriptions and translations of 4Q285 fragment 7 and 11Q14 fragment 1, column 1

4Q285 fragment 72 11Q14 fragment 1, column 1
o 1 s
B[ ] 6
[T nny 1 7
[ 1 8
8237 1YW (1802 2102 TWNRD ] 1 [vapi Rvaan ywr 1 9
[1]8piii R 512 7R a5 Omaa e 0an] 10
0 R¥M [ 9IRA aS Sraa o coan] 2 T[N
W PN Aoy 1D PwIwn Nen e yun] n
T N [ e Pwwn e 3 [ NR WA TI] 12
N 1awn vl ™7 AnR aTYa RwIInnm ] 13
ATV RWI I of 1 4 [wRA M2 My m55nna o ] 14
[n]ay 557 [ 180[ 1 15
1M M mb,inna o[yaa ™1] 5
[15[18%R3 []55[n own] 6

a Transcription of 4Q285 fragment 7 is that of Alexander and Vermes, DJD 36:241—3. Transcription of 1Q14
fragment 1, column 1 is that of van der Woude, Tigchelaar, and Garcia Martinez, DD 23:246-8. The trans-
lations are applied mainly from Alexander and Vermes but some solutions are from van der Woude,
Tigchelaar, and Garcia Martinez. The translations are purposely harmonized in order to demonstrate the
textual parallels as clearly as possible. The three dots were added in order to emphasize that the length
of the lacunas is not demonstrated there. Note that there is one difference in the reconstructions that is
not harmonized here: 4Q285 fragment 7 line 5b—6a is reconstructed by Alexander and Vermes as DWi1
1712 X whereas 11Q14 fragment 1, column 1, line 14 b is reconstructed by van der Woude, Tigchelaar,
and Garcia Martinez by WX {712 7R This reconstruction might be similar as well, one or the other
of the options could be chosen to reconstruct both texts — but the dissimilarity is left in the text in order
to demonstrate that reconstruction is in many ways arbitrary.

29  Note that the small vacats can also be due to the unevenness of the skin.

30  Transcription of 4Q285 fragment 8 is that of Alexander and Vermes, DJD 36:241-43.
Transcription of 1Q14 fragment 1, column 2 is that of van der Woude, Tigchelaar, and
Garcia Martinez, DJD 23:246—48. The translations are applied mainly from Alexander and
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TABLE 40

231

DJD transcriptions and translations of 4Q285 fragment 7 (cont.)

4Q28s5 fragment 7

11Q14 fragment 1, column 1

1[As it is written in the book of |Isaiah the
prophet:

‘Cut down shall be

2 [the thickets of the forest with an axe,

and Lebanon by a majestic one shall f|all.
And there shall come forth a shoot

from the stump of Jesse,

3 [and out of his roots a sapling will grow. ...]
the branch of David, and they will enter into
judgement with 4 [...] ... and the Prince of the
Congregation, the bran[ch of David,] shall
put him to death 5 [... with stroke]s and with
wounds.? And a priest [of renown(?)] will
command 6 [ ... the s]lai[n] of the Kittim]...]

o]

5[...]...6[..] ... 7[... the bud of DaJvid 8 [...]
9 [... Isaiah the prophet:

‘Cut down shall be

the thickest of the forest] 10 [with an axe,

and Lebanon by a majestic one shall fall.

And there shall come forth a sh]oot

11 [ from the stump of Jesse,

and out of his roots a sapling will grow.’ ...

the bran|ch of 12 [David, and they will enter
into judgement ...] 13 [... and the Prince of the
Congregation the branch of David, shall put
him to death ...] ... 14 [... and with wounds.
And the chief priest will command] 15 [...]...
[...] the slain of

b Alexander and Vermes translate this 19571 as “wounds,” but since this is its only appearance, the spe-

cific meaning must remain undefined.

The text in fragment 7 of 4Q285 starts with a quotation from Isaiah. The recon-
struction of the quotation is on a solid basis since the words 82371 17"yw” are
clearly preserved and lead to finding the quotation from the book of Isaiah.
Also, there is a five-word-long sequence ("w* y1an 90N 8R¥M 91a°) which forms
a link between fragment 7 and Isa 10:34b—11:1a. In addition, when studying
these five words in more detail, it can be noted that some of them are very
rare (701N twice in the Hebrew Bible and in the Dead Sea Scrolls only in Sefer
ha-Milhamah manuscripts; P13 three times in the Hebrew Bible and six times in
the Dead Sea Scrolls) which makes the link between fragment 7 and Isa 10:34—

11:1 even stronger.

Vermes but some solutions are from van der Woude, Tigchelaar, and Garcia Martinez.
The translations are purposely harmonized in order to demonstrate the textual parallels
as clearly as possible. The three dots were added in order to emphasize that the length of

the lacunas is not demonstrated there.
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In lines 3b—6, the quotation is probably somehow explained or interpreted.
The expression 77 nny (the branch of David) also occurs in 4Q174 (4QFlor)
fragments 1—2 column 1, line 11 and in 4Q252 (4QCommGen A) column 5
(fragment 6), lines 3—4 and in these cases too, it is part of an explanation of a
Hebrew Bible text: in 4Q174, 2 Sam 7:1 is explained, and in 4Q252, Gen 49:10a
and Jer 3317 are explained (cf. also 4QpIsa?/4Qi161 fragments 8-10 lines 15-29).3!
Both the passage of 4Q174 and the passage of 4Q252 reflect the anticipation of
the kingly Messiah and this is the case also with the passage of 4Q285. There,
the Prince of the Congregation (77pn X'W1) seems to be identified with the
Branch of David (cf. line 4 in which these expressions probably follow one
another) and due to this, scholars have often described the Prince as a mes-
sianic character.3? The Prince will put somebody to death and since the slain
of the Kittim (o™n3 *55M)32 are mentioned at the end of the fragment, many
scholars have suggested that it is the King of the Kittim who will die at the
Prince’s hands.3* However, the preserved text does not make this clear. In any
case, the verbs VoW (niphal) and mn (hiphil) may point to some kind of dis-
agreement or to a conflict.

As regards 11Q14, fragment 1 column 1, its connection to 4Q285 fragment 7 is
based on three poorly visible words. Two of them are in fragment 1b (already
briefly discussed) and the last one (in line 15) in fragment 1d. According to
Tigchelaar, placing the last-mentioned fragment in column 1 is not certain but
“much more likely than placing it in another column.”3> Tigchelaar notes the
fact that the visible letters 70 in 11Q14 1 column 1 line 10 can be supplemented
in various ways but, actually, there are not so many options in the corpus of
the Hebrew Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls. Since he considers the join of frag-
ments1a (see column 2 in Table 39) and 1b certain, he suggests that, in this case,
the supplementary letters should primarily be sought from 4Q285 where the
options are narrowed to two, 7011 or 7M. In addition, Tigchelaar remarks that
v in fragment 1 b and "5 in fragment 1d are not very common letter com-
binations in the Dead Sea Scrolls in general. In 4Q285 they occur, and when
trying to reconstruct the text between them in 11Q14 fragment 1, column 1,

31 In addition to these two texts and Sefer ha-Milhamah manuscripts, N2X occurs only
twice, both times in 4Q418 (4QInstr?).

32 Cf, e.g, Alexander and Vermes, DJD 36:239; Duhaime, The War Texts, 32.

33 There may be different options to translate 0N 551 — especially because the context
in 4Q285 is not well preserved. In addition to “slain of the Kittim,” another option could
be “slain by the Kittim.” However, in the other (rare) instances of this expression that are
known the most suitable translation is always “slain of the Kittim”; see 1QM 18:8; 19:13.

34 Cf, e.g.,, Alexander and Vermes, DJD 36:239; Duhaime, The War Texts, 32.

35  Tigchelaar, “Working with Few Data,” 52.
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it can be seen that the text known in 4Q285 (from 7 to *55n) fits there.36 This
hints that fragments 1b and 1d should perhaps really be joined and, if this is the
case, that there may be a parallelism between them and fragment 7 of 4Q28s.

Allin all, it is highly probable that 4Q285 and 11Q14 are textually very closely
parallel — although there seem to be some differences, at least as regards vacats.
Since there is so much that is missing of the text of 4Q285, the fact that there
is no parallelism between fragment 2 of 11Q14 and the preserved fragments of
4Q285 does not necessarily undermine the conclusion of the close parallelism
between the manuscripts.3” It is important to note that although the close tex-
tual parallelism between the manuscripts is possible, perhaps even probable,
this does not necessarily mean that both manuscripts had exactly the same
contents: one could include more material than the other. However, it is fairly
reasonable to give them a common title — and in the context of this study, to
examine them together. Whether they have something to do with the war tra-
ditions of Qumran or the M manuscripts is a more difficult question and it is
taken up next.

3 Content and Textual Relationship to M Manuscripts

Since 4Q285 and 11Q14 are such close textual parallels, it is possible to discuss
their contents by close-reading only one of them. In the following, the content
of the manuscripts is scrutinized by reading 4Q285, the best-preserved manu-
script of the two. Since the main task of this section is to find out the position
of the Sefer ha-Milhamah manuscripts in the ensemble called the War Texts,
their content is discussed primarily with the possible links to M manuscripts in
mind. Also, it should be noted that in many of the fragments, only a little text is
preserved and thus, analyzing their content without trying to find any textual
parallels is challenging if not impossible.

3.1 Fragments 1-3 and 538

In fragment 1 line 3, Michael and probably also Gabriel (only 3 and % are left of
the word) are mentioned. In 1QM, Michael and Gabriel are mentioned together
in 9:15-16 where the inscriptions of the shields are discussed. The names Sariel

36  Tigchelaar, “Working with Few Data,” 52—53.

37  Fragments 3 and 4 of 11Q14 do not contain more than two or three lines and there are two
or three letters per line at a maximum preserved. No complete word can be read or even
reconstructed.

38  The text of these fragments is introduced below in Table 41.
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and Raphael are also mentioned in that passage and probably it is because of
this that Alexander and Vermes have reconstructed these names in line 3 of
fragment 1 as well. Michael also occurs in 1QM 17, two times in line 67, where
the “authority of Michael” (583" nawn) is referred to.

In line 4, the word 7'n3, a plural construct form, can be distinguished. In
1QM, this word occurs twice, in column 12, where it is in the same grammati-
cal form (wmp oy *'n2a “the elect ones of the holy people” in line 1 and "*na
oY “the elect ones of the heavens” in line 5). However, of the 45 occurrences
in non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls, only three are in the M manuscripts (see also
4Qa491 fragment 6). The noun oW (“name”; in line 1) is a very common word; it
occurs 416 times in non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls and 32 times in 1QM. With
the second person masculine suffix, there are six occurrences of oW in 1QM.
The one in 18:8 is reminiscent of that of fragment 1 since it is preceded by 1yn5,
although what follows and what comes before do not overlap.

Fragment 2 includes so few words that nothing can be said of its contents;
and the words preserved are very general ("W, 0p) so that it is not possible
to argue for any parallels. The same is true with fragment 5. Fragment 3 does
not include much text but of the words preserved, many are also known from
1QM. For example, of 69 occurrences of the word nxen (always in the plural
in non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls), 47 are in 1QM and 67 in M manuscripts. On
the one hand, it should be noted, however, that in fragment 3 the word ~12n
N is reconstructed despite the first two letters, which makes the possible
lexical link uncertain. On the other hand, there are not so many options as to
what can follow after n and ¥ at the beginning of the word and maxen is the
most common of those words that start with this combination of letters (cf. "¢n
with 18 occurrences, 7¥n with 33 occurrences and four other words with one
to three occurrences). The verbal root 17 occurs 30 times in the non-biblical
Dead Sea Scrolls, and, of these, 15 are in 1QM and seven more in other M man-
uscripts (although in M manuscripts, or anywhere else, the verb is never in
the infinitive as it is in 4Q285). Of the 45 occurrences of Kittim (ona/o'&n2),
18 are found in 1QM, seven in other M manuscripts and three in 4Q285. As
regards the word "%, it occurs 12 times in 1QM and 8 in other M manuscripts
which make up about one-fourth of the total occurrences (79 times in the non-
biblical Dead Sea Scrolls).

Although there thus are many possible lexical links between fragment 2
and M manuscripts, there are also words in fragment 2 that occur rarely in M
material: 521 occurs 30 times in non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls but only one of
the occurrences is in 1QM, 7:14 (5217 NMMW NYaw o7 “seven ram’s horns in
their hands”) and the verbal root 1112 never occurs in M manuscripts (14 times
in total in non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls). Thus, the lexical links between 1QM
and 4Q285 fragment 3 are strong, but, again, one cannot find in 1QM or other
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TABLE 41  The possible lexical links between 4Q285 fragments 1—3, 5 and M manuscripts

Frag. Text Translation
1 ] vacat? 5 o[ 1 1[..]and onvacat? [...]
Jemmonwipnbo[ 2 2[...] for the sake of your name
SroM SR WS[RMaladrn Nk [ 3 and [...] 3 [...] Michael, G[abrie]l[,
]*maoy[ 4  Sariel, and Raphael 4 [...] with the
elect of [...]
2 WWoo[ 1 1[..]..[.]
]y w[r 2 2[... wlho are with him [...]
B 3 3[w][]
3 Jlel 1 a[..].[.]
nmwnjem B ]&5a[ 2 2[...] the Levit[e]s and trum[pets
Jonay=55a[r 3  3ofar]am to blow them [...]
Jorr o*ma’[ 4 4][..] ... of the Kittim he will treat
19 5  them with contempt/ despoil them]
5 8% ]1 1[...]not[..]

50 J2 2] o]

M manuscripts one particular passage that would be a close textual parallel to
fragment 3.

To sum up, in the case of these fragments, the words marked with red text in
Table 41 may form a link to M manuscripts.3° The table shows that fragment 3
includes much vocabulary also known in M manuscripts but in the case of the
other fragments lexical links are not evident — although it should be noted that
these fragments do not include many comparable words at all.

3.2 Fragment 4*°

The first line of fragment 4 includes vocabulary which might form a lexi-
cal link between the fragment and M material: The verbal root 531 occurs 14
times in the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls and half of the occurrences are in M

39  The transcriptions and translations in Tables 41—44 are those of Alexander and Vermes,
DJD 36:232—45 (although in the translations, the three dots were added in order to empha-
size that the length of the lacunas is not demonstrated here).

40  The text of this fragment is introduced below in Table 42.
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manuscripts. The term npwA is also a general word in M manuscripts but still
only 11 of 77 occurrences are found there and, for example, in Hodayot manu-
scripts the share is larger (17). However, in 1QM, there is an example of the use
of 721 and nywA together: line 113 reads nywn Ma% MR 13 P My wHw
(the Sons of Light shall strengthen for three lots and smite wickedness) while
fragment 4 line 1 reads 191 30 N[ (wickedness will be smitten). In 1QM, the
verb is in the gal infinitive and in fragment 4, in the niphal imperfect — but in
both cases the root 531 is followed by nywA.

In line 2, the Prince of the Congregation (77vn &'w1) is mentioned. This
character is possibly referred to in 1QM as well — although in 1QM 511, the title
is the prince of the whole congregation (8'w1 53 n7vn). The prince of the whole
congregation is also mentioned in ¢D 7:20 and — although the letters are mostly
reconstructed — in 4QD? 3 column 3, line 6, and in 4QD9 5:4. 4QapocrMoses®(?)
1 column 3, line 1 mentions 77Yn 1235 qwx ®'win. The prince of the congrega-
tion also occurs in 1QSb 5:20 and 4Qplsa? 2—6:19. As regards X' in general, 9
of 52 occurrences are in M manuscripts. Thus, although a lexical link between
fragment 4 line 2 and 1QM is possible, it is not in any sense certain.

In line 3, the participle form 2102 — preceded by 7 (]3n2 n[) — probably
belongs to a quotation formula. Abegg remarks that there is only one case in
which 17 comes before 2102 in the Qumran literature and that is in 4Q266 2
column 1, line 17. However, it should be noted that there 2113 is mostly recon-
structed and that there actually are other examples in the non-biblical Dead
Sea Scrolls as well: 2105 7' can also be found in ¢D 1:3 and in addition, 11Q13
(1QMelch) 219 reads 230 XN and 4Q397 (4QMMTY) 2a3 reads 730N
21n2. Although one cannot be sure what word precedes 2112 and although one
particular textual parallel cannot be defined on the basis of the preceding 7,
it is clear that in general 2102 is often part of quotation formulas. Therefore, it
can be considered probable that a quotation follows in lines 3—4 of fragment 4.
Abegg suggests that the quotation is from the Hebrew Bible and has checked
that the word combination "1 9y occurs there 1 times.#! For Abegg, Ezek 39:4,
a verse from the description of the destruction of Gog, is the “most likely
candidate,”*? and the DJD editors Alexander and Vermes also prefer it. However,
none of them explains why Ezek 39:2, for example, would not be as likely an
option as well — at least the number of letters and spaces before the phrase 5
"7 is very near to that of Ezek 39:4. Thus, although there is no cogent reason to
deny that Ezek 39:4 is a probable option, one must take into account that this
reconstruction is again only one possibility and there are other options as well.

41 Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 107. The verses in which ™1 59 occurs are Gen 8:4; Jer 13:16;
Ezek 35:12, 38:8, 39:2, 39:4, 39:17; Amos 3:9; Ps 104:6; Song 2:17, 8:14.
42 Abegg, “The War Scroll,” 107.
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The expression 027 791, which is reconstructed in line 5 (o™n3[n 750),
occurs only once in the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls, in 1QM 15:2.43 It is quite
natural that scholars have tried to find a probable reconstruction specifically
from 1QM since, as already noted, of the 45 occurrences of Kittim in non-
biblical Dead Sea Scrolls, 25 are in M manuscripts. The idea that there must
be some male person or some masculine noun in question probably comes
from the suffixed verbal form in line 10 (imx&%3%) which indicates that a male
person or an artifact (in masculine) is brought before the prince.** However,
D"nan 797 is again only one of several options and nothing explains why 7'n
01>, for example, could not be considered as well (cf. 1QM 17:10). A fact that
might make the reconstruction o™n37 751 more uncertain is that Belial is not
mentioned in the preserved text of 4Q285, although he is in the immediate
context of the king of Kittim in 1QM 15:2—3. However, since the context of line 5
of fragment 4 is so fragmentary, one cannot be sure whether Belial was men-
tioned or not.

In line 6, the word D “sea” appears and, furthermore, in line g nw2* “dry
land” is mentioned. The term w2 is quite a rare word and occurs most often
in the Hodayot manuscripts (see 1QH? 4:4, 11:31, 16:4; 4QHP/4Q428 5:6, 10:12).
The word o occurs more frequently in the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls; the
largest part of the occurrences are again in Hodayot manuscripts (10 of 59)
but there are a few occurrences in M manuscripts as well. In 1QM column 10,
God’s creative deeds are described and among them is the “circle of seas” (311
0'1; see line 13). In the next column, the history of Israel is gone through and
there is a reference to the destruction of the Egyptians in the Reed Sea (710 0
1QM 11:10). The Reed Sea is also mentioned in 4Q491a 18:5.4 In spite of all this,
the whole idea of a battle at sea and returning to dry land that is reflected in
fragment 4 is unique among the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls — as Alexander
notes, Israel has not engaged in naval warfare in any text before this.*6

An expression of time, IR*17 NP3, occurs both in line 7 and in line 9. It is not
a very common phrase, elsewhere found only in 1QS 9:5 and 1QM 18:3. One can
guess that these phrases in fragment 4 refer first to the time of the battle at sea,
and secondly, to the time of returning from the sea to the dry land.

43  See, however, 4Q247 (4QPesher on the Apocalypse of Weeks) line 6 where the similar
phrase is without the article and partly reconstructed: o»n3 [7]91.

44  Cf. Alexander and Vermes, DJD 36:237.

45  See also the Self-Glorification Hymn in 4Q491c, fragment 11 column 1 where line 15-16
reads 7%=12fwr 0° SRAJ[ R]in 8] [ (Who, like sea travelers, will come back to tell

46 Alexander, “A Reconstruction and Reading of 4Q285 (4QSefer ha-Milhamah,” RevQ 19/3
(2000): 333-48 (344)



CHAPTER 7

238

[ uonyeSarduoy

a3 Jo]eourig a3 a10j9q wiry Sutiq [reys Loy} pue [~*] ox
[~]own [3e]ypav

"puey A1p a3 03 waIn3ai [feys Loy pue ['] 6

[+*] woyy 3sureSe () dn paxins aq [[eys £Loy3 pue

‘way JsureSe pue)s e AU [[eys oy [pue =] 8

[]owmn yeyy 3y

‘[or1s] 910J0q W01} [39[} [[eys] Aot [pue ] L

[*]eas [3ea1n] a3 spremoy

[wety ansmd [im] uone§aisuo) atp jo sour[1g ap *°] 9
[] wmny [atp yo Supy oty ] €

[ sap.oy anod v puv nod

910f J1vys nod javus|y Jo suipaunowt ay3 uQ

[ puvy 3y b1t anof wioif doap smo.Liv anof ayput jpm puv] v
[puvy 3fa7 amof woif moq amof ayras jim J,

oydoid a3 [z Jo yooq a3 ur|ueptm s[ise =] €
[ 19]eas] e pue uoneSarsuoy) a1y jo ad[ung o) ] @
[*] wonTws aq M ssaupaOIm [*] T

nw e >~ O O

Bl

L]

L JuTemiu gt fauN[udLL |
[ L@t 8¢ LTau Tau vy ]
[ L]sdCuL deula LacuL deial ]
[ LrLaly GG «aLNG Tau LUy [ ]
[l wuLwa ey vary drua Ui ]
[ el ulcuaa yf ]
N{G.CU ]
[LURCL Tl (CLICL NG ]G UL ([ aLNG UGLG NUL LCLG
daucy L auNety]
[ CNAL LU CULE[TAGL JLLdNG LITWN (LT
[ [N LELL LCLG L[ NG ]
[ Jur urel gyl ] v

uone[SUeRI],

I1X9, Juswgery

syduosnuews N pue ¥ Sggdt usamiaq syul| [eorxa] sqissod sy, gt ATAVL



4Q285 AND 11Q14: SEFER HA-MILHAMAH TEXTS 239

In line 8, the rare verbal root 72p occurs. This is the only occurrence in the
niphal in non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls and the only other occurrence is in
4QRebukes by the Overseer where it occurs in the siphil (see 4Q477 2 column 2,
line 6). The root is rare in the Hebrew Bible as well (14 occurrences). The mean-
ing of the verb in line 8 remains unclear as does the meaning of the whole pre-
served phrase. Alexander and Vermes suggest that the subject of 1] 115 is the
Prince of the Congregation. Concerning 112y they consider whether it might
be a mistake and should actually be read 1279911 The root 779 and the derived
noun 123791 occur in 1QM related to the battle formation and battle lines (see,
e.g,1QM 6:4, 7:9, 9:4, 9:10).#” Here, the verb would be related to Israel. However,
this consideration must remain speculative due to the fragmentariness of
the context.

To sum up, in the case of this fragment, the words colored red in Table 42
may form a link to M manuscripts — but in all cases, the link is very hypotheti-
cal and other possible links can be found as well.

3.3 Fragments 6 and 9-10*8

There are only a few words left of fragment 6 and many of them are very com-
mon (see the verbal roots &7 and &12 and the noun 1>, which is, however,
exceptionally written with two yods, 19™5). One verbal root that is not so com-
mon is o3, used in line 3 (12 occurrences in the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls,
never in M manuscripts). This verb often refers to journeying, i.e., taking down
tents and rousing oneself, but also to tearing out. Alexander and Vermes note,
obviously with the first meaning in mind, that here the destination of the jour-
ney was probably not Jerusalem since the verb 79y is one that usually refers to
taking a journey there.#9 It is difficult to conclude anything more about the
contents of the fragment. As regards fragment 9, the situation is similar to
that of fragment 6: a few words are visible, too common to form any links to
other texts (see 13w, Ny, p, NN, all well over 100 times in non-biblical Dead
Sea Scrolls).

Fragment 10 includes several words that are not known in M manuscripts.
The words p¥a and i (see line 3) never occur in M material. There are, how-
ever, passages in the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls in which these two terms
occur together. For example, in cD, this combination of words, with or without
the preposition % but always in the same order, occurs five times (8:7, 1018,
11115, 127, 19:19; see also parallels in 4QD¢ and 4QDY). These passages warn

47  Cf. Alexander and Vermes, DJD 36:237.
48  The text of these fragments is introduced below in Table 43.
49  Alexander and Vermes, DJD 36:238.
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against vaunting about wealth or about ill-gotten gains (8:7, 19:19) and advise
against going to court about property on the Sabbath day (10:18) or profan-
ing the Sabbath for property (11:15). Furthermore, they warn against attacking
the gentiles for property (12:6—7). The combination occurs also in 1QpHab g:5,
1QH=18:30, 1QH? 18:23 (in reverse order), 4QS¢ 8:6, 4Qapocr]er C¢ 2i:8 (with 5)
and PAM 43:700 73:1.

The word 72p “grave” (see line 5) is quite rare: there are only 12 occurrences
in non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls, none of these in M material. Most of them are
in the Copper Scroll. The term 1 is a bit more frequent with 29 occurrences
but it is also one of those terms not known from M manuscripts. Nor does
0'nN7 occur in M material (24 occurrences in non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls in
general). Instead, the use of the word 591 may form a link between fragment 10
and M manuscripts since 41 of this word’s 56 occurrences in non-biblical Dead
Sea Scrolls are in M material. Eibert Tigchelaar too has noted that the word
occurs very often in M manuscripts and he argues that in the case of 1Q14
fragment 1 column 1 the use of this word “suggests a relation to the group of
manuscripts dealing with the eschatological war.">°

To sum up, in the case of these fragments, 551 in fragment 10 line 6 remains
the only word that might form a link to M manuscripts. In Table 43, it is thus
marked in red.

TABLE 43 The possible lexical links between 4Q285 fragments 6, 9-10 and M manuscripts

Fragment Text Translation
6 IR 1 1[..] theyshallsee[...]
%2 2 2]..] those who enter [...]
5% wor H 3 3[...] they shall march t[o...]
1759[ 4  4[..]night[...]
oy 5 5 [...] upon/against him/it [...]
9 5135 nay[ 1 1[..]yearandal[l..]
15 vp ny[ 2 2[..] end time for [...]
] wx o[ 3 3[..]which[...]
Al 4 4[..]and Tor[ah...]

50  Tigchelaar, “Working with Few Data,” 52 (esp. n. 14), 55.



4Q285 AND 11Q14: SEFER HA-MILHAMAH TEXTS 241

TABLE 43 The possible lexical links between 4Q285 (cont.)

Fragment Text Translation
10 1A[ 1 1[e]en [o]
JnTp[n] TinA[ 2 2[...] from the midst of [the] congregation [...]
] yea[]iin a[my 3 3][... he who fors]akes property[and] gain [...]
& oAbary | 4  4][..]and you shall eat / and it shall devour

them [...]
o]map ot [ 5 [...] for them grave[s ...]
o]5om 519 6 6]..]..[..]the[ir] slain (?)[...]
Jiawr iy a[w 7  7[... those who re]pent from sin shall return

]

o

Jyoanng] 8 8][..]withmercyand [...]
Jow Sr[1]wi] 9 9[..]and]Is[r]ael[...]
IR Y[ 10 10][..]Jand][..]

3.4 Fragments 7-8°!
The text of fragment 7 starts with a quotation from Isaiah. In 1QM, there is
also a quotation from Isaiah (see 11:11b—12) but it is from chapter 31 (see verse
8) while the quotation in fragment 7 is from the turn of chapters 10 and 1
(see 10:34—11:1). In both passages, the Lord defends Jerusalem but this is not
enough to link the passages. The only expression that may form a direct link
between fragment 7 and M manuscripts is a very uncertain o™n3 *55n “slain of
the Kittim.”s2

In fragment 8, in lines 1-5, the preserved words are very general (e.g., 58,
oy, a1o, 0'AW) and the same is true in lines 11-12 (e.g., WTIp, 8P, 717, 239p). In
the middle of the fragment, the lines offer more unique vocabulary — which
does not, however, form a link to M manuscripts. In line 6, various rains are
enumerated: 70N “rain,” N7 “early rain,” wipbn “late rain” occur four to six
times in non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls, many of the occurrences being in the
poetical texts. In lines 7-8, the roots 211 and 59w are rare, the first one having
only six occurrences in the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls (of which two are in
Sefer ha-Milhamah manuscripts) and the second one having four (of which
two are in Sefer ha-Milhamah manuscripts). In addition, of those words in

51 It was demonstrated above that fragments 7 and 8 probably are close textual parallels to
11Q14 fragment 1. The text of these fragments is introduced above in Tables 39 and 40 and
will again be presented below in Table 44.

52 Cf. the discussion of fragment 3 and fragment 4 above.
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lines in the end part of the fragment (lines 7—12), which are a bit more general,
none occur in M manuscripts (cf. 90y, pa3, 737).52

To sum up, in the case of these fragments, ©n3 *551 in fragment 7 line 6
remains the only word that might form a link to M manuscripts — and it should
be noted that there is no certain letter in this expression. In Table 44, the
expression is marked with red text.

3.5 Summary of the Content of Fragments 1-10

On the basis of the lexical scrutiny above, it can be concluded that none of the
fragments of 4Q285 bears a close textual parallel to any of the known M manu-
scripts. Of all 10 fragments, fragment 3 includes the largest share of vocabulary
similar to M manuscripts, resembling especially the texts known, for example,
from 1QM 7—9 and 16-18. However, whether it could be determined to be a
remote parallel to the battle descriptions of these chapters is impossible to say
since there is so little text left on fragment 3. As regards fragment 4, although
it shares a few words with M manuscripts, the naval battle is a unique idea in
relation to M material — and to all other Jewish texts in the Second Temple
period and before.

In the other fragments of 4Q28s5, the relatively frequent word that may
form a link between 4Q285 and M manuscripts is 0™n2. It is also one of the
rare words that leads one to think that the text of 4Q285 has something to
do with hostilities or even a war; other Dead Sea manuscripts and also the
Hebrew Bible demonstrate that Kittim always occurs as expressing adversar-
ies. Another word that clearly refers to the context of battle or of violation —
and occurs in M manuscripts as well - is 0'55n. Beyond these, there are not
very clear lexical elements which would link the text to the context of war, at
least to the war traditions that are known in M material.

What should be noted is that fragment 8 of 4Q285 (cf. also 11Q14 1 column 2)
contains a long blessing that does not have any connection to M manuscripts.
In 1QM, there are different speeches and hymns which, if taken out of their
context, do not necessarily have anything to do with war (see, e.g., 1QM 10:8b—
18) and therefore the hymn containing unique material is not a reason to argue
that 4Q285 should be completely separate from the M tradition. However, one
would need more context in order to establish the hymn as a genre parallel to
some passage of the M material; as of now there is nothing that would link the
hymn to any special context.

53  The word 7R12N (in line 9) occurs 31 times in the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls, of which
two are in Sefer ha-Milhamah texts and one is in in 4Q509, recto side of 4Q496. However,
this is not enough to form a link between 4Q285 fragment 8 and M manuscripts.
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If one, after all, still makes the suggestion that 4Q285 and the M manuscripts
can be textually linked, one cannot point to one single part of the M material
that would be related to 4Q285. The words that are common between the two
texts are from different parts of 1QM and from sporadic parts of the other M
manuscripts.>* If one suggests that some part of the M material somehow was
a source for the author(s) of 4Q28s, it is clear that this source was not meant
to be copied or even rewritten but rather to be used as a source for inspiration.

In conclusion, the position of 4Q285 and 11Q14 in the ensemble called the
War Texts is vague: from the research-historical perspective, categorizing them
in the War Texts is a fact but still, any close textual links between these Sefer
ha-Milhamah manuscripts and other War Text manuscripts are difficult to
prove and the possible thematic links are challenging to assess due to the poor
condition of 4Q285 and 11Q14. Thus, in order to do justice to Sefer ha-Milhamah
manuscripts it would be best to study them without linking them to the group
of War Texts.

54  If the possible links to 1QM are taken under closer scrutiny, it can perhaps be said that
there are not so many links to the hymn section in 1QM 10-14 but the two other large main
sections, namely that of columns 2—9 and that of columns 15-19, both contain words that
occur in 4Q285. Cf. the different situation in the case of 4Q491b (4QM#/®) and 4Q493
(4QM°), as 4Q285 and 11Q14, 4Q491b and 4Q493 are not close textual parallels to any pas-
sages in 1QM or other M manuscripts either. However, they clearly have much more in
common with 1QM than 4Q285 does: the lexical links are not just sporadic elements but
longer combinations of words. Also, one can demonstrate that in 4Q491b and 4Q493 the
links are to certain passages to 1QM, not just to 1QM in general. It is clear that as regards
the relation to 1QM, 4Q491b and 4Q493 differ from 4Q285 and 1Q14.
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Discussion






CHAPTER 8

Naming and Categorizing the War Texts

As was demonstrated in Part 1, several names are used of the manuscripts con-
sidered to belong to the Qumran War Texts — and the reasons for naming a
manuscript are not always very clear (cf,, e.g., the Sefer ha-Milhamah texts dis-
cussed in Chapter 7 above). In modern scholarship in general, there have been
two ways of labeling the Dead Sea manuscripts. Number codes, like 4Q496,
are exact but in everyday scholarly work often awkward and difficult to use in
discussions, lacking any clue to the content — and also make the field appear
exclusive to a select group of experts. Verbal names, like Milhamah, give a quick
impression of the main theme of the text in question — and sometimes even
of its material, like 4QpapMf — and help categorize it somehow. On the other
hand, verbal names are inexact and sometimes misleading — for example, in
the case of 4QpapM{, the relationship to other M manuscripts is very difficult
to define due to the fragmentary nature of the manuscript.! In general, how-
ever, these verbal names significantly guide one’s understanding of the manu-
scripts and their content: Scholars and students that are not specialists in Dead
Sea Scrolls studies not only form their first impressions of the manuscripts and
compositions according to the labels given to them and the categories they are
situated in but may also let these names and categories influence their further
study. Qumran scholars are usually aware of the differences between manu-
scripts but they, too, often rely on editions made by somebody else, especially
when they want to extend their discussions to a large amount of material and
are thus unable to do all the groundwork themselves. Therefore, after now

1 Tov touches upon this question of the challenges of naming the manuscripts in his brief
introductory article “Some Thoughts at the Close of the DjD Publication Project” in The Dead
Sea Scrolls and Contemporary Culture: Proceedings of the International Conference Held at the
Israel Museum, Jerusalem (July 6-8, 2008), ed. A.D. Roitman, L.H. Schiffman and S. Tzoref,
sTDJ 93 (Leiden: Brill, 2011), 1-13 (12): “A common name for compositions is not always mean-
ingful, since the scrolls may represent different editions of the same or similar compositions.
Likewise, the different Jeremiah texts reflect two different editions of the book, a long one
(4QJer2<) and a short one (4QJer®d), differing greatly in scope and sequence. The various
copies of the Community Rule, the Damascus Document and the War Scroll also show
evidence of different editorial versions of these compositions. As a result, the naming by
modern editors of all the texts of S, D, M, or of the Psalms texts or those of Jeremiah with
a single name is convenient, but may be misleading for some. Nevertheless, it is a correct
procedure since the books that developed in such a fashion in antiquity may have existed in
various forms.”

© HANNA VANONEN, 2022 | DOI:10.1163/9789004512061_010
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wading through all the War Text material, it is necessary to take a look at the
verbal names given to these texts and critically evaluate whether there are any
reasons to correct or change the labels.

1 Ancient Titles

Aswas discussed in Chapter 1, the modern name of 1QM, Milhamah (war), was
obviously derived from its ancient title which is partly preserved at the begin-
ning of the Scroll. Ancient titles are one of the most reasonable ways to name
the texts: if there is already a title in the manuscript, why should modern schol-
ars name the text somehow differently?? The problem is, however, that there
are so few manuscripts that have preserved any ancient title — and as regards
these few examples, not all of them have preserved the title in its entirety. For
example, in 1QM the word nnn%nn is clearly visible at the end of the probable
title but its beginning is not preserved. Thus, whether one should call the text
War Scroll or War Rule (or something else) is not evident. The first name of
the scroll was given by Eleazar Sukenik and it did not contain either the word
“scroll” or “rule” but was content-oriented The War of the Sons of Light against
the Sons of Darkness.® However, in the first English edition of the text, the
word “scroll” was added to the beginning of this title.* In the French-speaking
world, both the word régle and the word rouleau have been used.> Despite this
ambiguity, the name War Scroll probably is the most widely used of the schol-
arly names for 1QM. War Rule is also known and used but it has not become as
popular as War Scroll. The frequency of the title Scroll indicates that 1QM has
not been interpreted primarily as a rule text but as something else. Its escha-
tological character has defined it more than its own, multiple claims to be a
rule or a compilation of rules (cf. 1QM 313, 4:9, 5:3, 9:10, 16:3 which can all be
considered to include ancient subtitles for the text of 1QM). It is categorized
together with the eschatological texts and not with rules like 1QS — although in

2 Cf. also George J. Brooke, “From Florilegium or Midrash to Commentary: The Problem of
Re-Naming an Adopted Manuscript,” in The Mermaid and the Partridge: Essays from the
Copenhagen Conference on Revising Texts from Cave Four, ed. G.J. Brooke and ]. Hogenhaven,
STDJ 96 (Leiden: Brill, 2011), 129-50 (136 ): “It would seem to be self-evident that preference in
naming a literary composition should be given to its author, compiler, or even copier.”

3 Cf. Sukenik, Megilloth Genuzoth 1, 3.

4 Cf.Yadin, The Scroll of the War.

5 Régle is used by, e.g,, Carmignac, “Concordance hébraique,” and rouleau by, e.g.,, van der
Ploeg, Le Rouleau de la Guerre.
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1QM, the word 770 occurs the most often of all Dead Sea Scrolls (19 times; cf.
CD 10 times, 1QS 8 times, 1QSa 4 times).

As regards the other manuscripts discussed in this study, no titles have been
preserved — except probably in 4Q493 in which line 1 could be the beginning
of a new section. As discussed in Section 2 of Chapter 3 above, the first word in
line 1, inN5nA, is not part of the first sentence of the sheet in lines 1—2. Since
there is no evidence of a preceding sheet, it cannot be proved to be part of the
last sentence of the preceding sheet either. Instead, the sheet number in the
top right corner of the sheet supports interpreting nann1 as the title or sub-
title of a new section. What is noteworthy is that in 1QM, the same expression
occurs in the title. This similarity between the titles shows that the modern
scholarly way of labeling 4Q493 and 1QM with the same label Milhamah is
a fair decision — despite the many differences in content between these two
manuscripts. The title probably demonstrates that both texts deal with the
same war although the understanding of the course of the battle and its details
are different in them.

2 Modern Titles

For modern scholars, the similarity in content to the already known manu-
scripts has been a central argument in labeling the texts. In the case of the
War Texts, Baillet decided that six Cave 4 manuscripts (4Q491-496) were rep-
resentatives of the work that was also preserved in 1QM - and thus he marked
them with the sign M and a superscript letter at the end of the code (M2, MP,
Me, M4, M¢, Mpap) in order to distinguish the manuscripts.® In the research
history of the War Texts, this labeling was crucial; hardly anyone has since then
denied that these manuscripts are somehow related. However, the material
Baillet had could not be fitted in its entirety into the category of M texts, and
Baillet created another label for the very fragmentary manuscript 4Q497, the
text of which sometimes seemed to overlap with the text of 1QM. Being uncer-
tain of its reading, Baillet cautiously named this manuscript as Texte ayant

6 Cf. also the case of the S texts: Jokiranta notes that Serekh ha-yahad (S) is not only an ancient
expression but also a modern construct by which present-day scholars label manuscripts
for editing and studying. Thus, the term serekh ha-yahad is used in at least in three differ-
ent senses, referring to: 1) a genitive construct structure in texts, 2) the name of a literary
work, and 3) the name of a particular type of rule literature. Cf. Jokiranta, “What is ‘Serekh
ha-Yahad (S)’?,” 612. The case is similar to that of the term milhamah; it can refer to:1) a term
used in texts (also as a title), 2) a name of a literary work (the composition War Scroll), and
the name of a particular type of literature (War Texts, M texts).
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quelque rapport avec la Régle de la guerre (?). In English-speaking research, the
text came to be known as 4QpapWar Scroll-like Text A. This discrimination
between a copy of the composition — signed with a superscript letter — and a
version or composition that is very similar but in some way different — signed
with a capital letter — is also used elsewhere, and in some cases, the superscript
letters have been changed to capital letters as the study has progressed. For
example, the Commentaries on Hosea were formerly considered to represent
one composition and were thus known as 4QpHos? and 4QpHosP, but as they
are currently understood to actually represent two different compositions, the
titles 4QpHos A and B are now considered better descriptions of the content
and relationship between the texts.”

In addition to naming the manuscripts, Baillet also gave short descriptions
of passages within a manuscript: for example, fragments 1-3 of 4Q491 were
called Ensemble de la Régle and fragments 8-10 column 1 of 4Q401 included
Action de grices récitée par les troupes and Retour au camp. The most influen-
tial of these descriptions was his calling the text in 4Q491 fragment 11 column 1
Cantique de Michel et cantique des justes. Later, this hymn was observed to be
preserved in altogether four manuscripts 4Q491, 4Q427, 1QH? and 4Q471b +
4Q431, and the identity of its speaker became a subject of discussion and the
connection between the hymn and the archangel Michael was called into
question.® Esther Eshel named the text Self-Glorification Hymn® which then
became a generally accepted label. What should be noted is that as a separately
named part of the text, Self-Glorification Hymn is quite a rare case among
the Dead Sea Scrolls: it is one of those rare hymns that was not known any-
where else before the Qumran discoveries and was given its own name. Other
examples of these kinds of hymns are, among others, Hymn to the Creator
(see 1QPs? 26) and Plea for Deliverance (see 1QPs? 19). However, these hymns
are not known outside the Psalm scrolls so in that sense they are not similar
to the Self-Glorification Hymn. In addition, there are other hymns that have
been used in many different contexts, for example, Psalm 18 (see the Masoretic
Psalter, 2 Samuel, 4Q381) and Psalm 122 (Masoretic Psalter and 4QApocryphon
of Joshua) which demonstrates, as does the Self-Glorification Hymn, that
many hymns were treated as independent pieces that were easy to re-interpret
and add to different contexts. However, these examples were known before

7 Cf. Roman Vielhauer, “Reading Hosea At Qumran,” in The Mermaid and the Partridge,
91-108 (91).

8 First by Smith, “Ascent to the Heavens and Deification in 4QM3,” 185—7. Cf. also Section 1.5 of
Chapter 2.

9 Eshel, “4Q471B: A Self-Glorification Hymn,” 175—203. See also Eshel, “Self-Glorification
Hymn,” 1924-6.
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the Qumran discoveries so there was no need to name them (again) — as was
the case with the Self-Glorification Hymn. Thus, although Self-Glorification
Hymn is not in any sense a unique case among the Dead Sea Scrolls, as a sepa-
rately named hymn not known before it is a rare case and brings a significant
additional point to the discussion of naming and giving labels to the Dead
Sea Scrolls.10

Since Baillet's work, three more manuscripts have been considered to
belong to the category of the War Texts. 4Q471 was published in DJD 36 (2000)
by Esther Eshel and Hanan Eshel and they named the text 4QWar Scroll-like
Text B. However, in the introductory part of their edition, Eshel and Eshel
do not refer to 4Q497, the manuscript earlier named War Scroll-like Text,
but to War Scroll the “version” of which the text in question is considered to
be. They clearly state that fragment 1 of this manuscript is “part of a version
of the War Scroll which is shorter and probably earlier than 1QM 2 or 4QM?”
(i.e., the manuscripts the texts of which seem to overlap with the text of 4Q471
fragment 1). The probable reason for not naming the text as War Scroll or M
is that its fragments 2 and 3 “have no exact parallel with any specific part of
the War Scroll.”! Still, the name clearly reflects some kind of relationship
between 4Q471 and 1QM. In the same DJD volume (36), Sefer ha-Milhamah
manuscripts 4Q285 and 11Q14 were also named according to the similarities
that the editors Philip Alexander and Geza Vermes saw between these manu-
scripts and 1QM (that is why Milhamah) and on the other hand, on the basis of
the differences between these two texts (that is why Sefer).!? However, just by
observing the text of these manuscripts, the name Sefer ha-Milhamah can be
considered to be a slightly surprising choice since neither the word 150 nor the

10  Note that penal codes, for example, can also be seen as text units that have been pre-
served in two compositions and in several D and S manuscripts; on the penal code, see,
e.g., Sarianna Metso, The Serekh Texts, 33—35, and Charlotte Hempel, The Damascus
Texts, Companion to the Qumran Scrolls 1 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2000), 41.
However, “penal code” is understood to be a widely known text type or even genre: Metso
speaks about penal codes in the plural and notes that the penal codes in S and D “bear
similarities with the penal codes of ancient Graeco-Roman voluntary associations” (see
Metso, The Serekh Texts, 33). Thus, “penal code” is not interpreted to be an independent
literary work, like the Self-Glorification Hymn that has not been seen as part of the com-
position it is preserved in but more as a separate unity.

11 Eshel and Eshel pjD 36:439.

12 See Alexander and Vermes, “4QSefer ha-Milhamah,” 231, and note also Najman and
Tigchelaar, “A Preparatory Study of Nomenclature,” 312. As has been shown in Chapter 7
of Part 1, none of the fragments of 4Q285/11Q14 bear a clear textual parallel to any of the
known M texts and the lexical links between 4Q285/11Q14 and 1QM are scattered and
sporadic.
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word nnn%n occur in the manuscripts so named (4Q285, 11Q14). All in all, the
purpose of the categories War Scroll-like Text and Sefer ha-Milhamah texts in
DJD 36 remains ambiguous: one can ask, for example, that if the purpose of the
label War Scroll-like Text was to indicate vague lexical links to 1QM (as Baillet
meant), what would prevent giving this label to Sefer ha-Milhamah texts as
well — and/or even to 4Q491b and 4Q493 the texts of which do not overlap with
1QM although being quite close to it. What is also noteworthy is that although
4QM manuscripts are titled as M manuscripts, scholars may characterize them
as “recensions” or “traditions” different from 1QM — and the same may be done
with War Scroll-like Texts.!3

3 Further Reflection

Concerning the naming of the War Texts, at least three conclusions can be
drawn: First, the modern naming of the War Texts is largely based on the best
preserved and the first-found manuscript 1QM which is used as a model to
which the more fragmentary manuscripts are compared. The naming seems
to be guided by a suggestion that there was one well-known and recognized
composition which probably was represented by different manuscripts.'* 1QM
has been so predominant that a large group of Cave 4 manuscripts were named
on the basis of their suggested relation to it — although the names seem not to
describe these relations very coherently. A similar phenomenon can also be
seen in the case of the S texts in which ten Cave 4 manuscripts and one manu-
script from Cave 5 were named after the supposed similarity with 1QSerekh
ha-Yahad.!® In addition, the dominant position of 1QM reflects the more gen-
eral assumptions behind the early naming and categorizing of the Dead Sea
Scrolls. As Hindy Najman and Eibert Tigchelaar note, when the first Dead Sea

13 Cf. Duhaime, The War Texts, 41.

14  Najman and Tigchelaar, “A Preparatory Study of Nomenclature,” 322, note that in the his-
tory of the nomenclature in the DJD series, the question of whether the names of the
manuscripts refer to compositions or manuscripts is to be reflected. In the case of the War
Texts, the names seem to refer to the composition (or the relation to a suggested compo-
sition) rather than manuscripts. However, the case of S demonstrates that choosing one
manuscript as a model for naming the others is not unproblematic: for example, 1QSa and
1QSb are usually not seen as a part of the model of S although they probably belong to the
same manuscript as 1QS. Cf. Jokiranta and Vanonen, “Multiple Copies of Rule Texts,” 53.

15  Inaddition, manuscript 5Q13 was labeled as 5QCiting the Community Rule/5Q(Sectarian)
Rule. However, later on, the labeling also raised some critical comments: see, e.g., Jokiranta
and Vanonen, “Multiple Copies of Rule Texts,” 19—22; Jokiranta, “What is ‘Serekh ha-Yahad
(S)'?) 623—4.
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Scrolls were found and named, scholars had in mind “a pre-existing canon of
fixed and authentically ascribed texts.” Scrolls were named according to their
relation to this construct so that the texts that were not identified as directly
belonging to it were categorized as (apocryphal) versions of known texts or
commentaries to them.!6 1QM was not a part of this suggested canon so it was
named according to its content — but the naming of the War Texts found after
1QM seems to go along with the canon-related principles: they were named
according to the first-discovered, best-preserved and, thus, established text.
However, despite their differences in relation to 1QM, many of the manuscripts
were labeled as M and not as pseudo-M or apocryphal M which was the case
with many manuscripts resembling the texts belonging to the canon.'” In gen-
eral, in the field of Qumran studies, scholars have started to understand textual
multiformity — rather than fixity — to be representative of late Second Temple
times and the ideas of a fixed text and a locked canon in this period to be quite
problematic, even incorrect.!® Thus, “pseudo,” “apocryphal” and even “rewrit-
ten” in the names of the Dead Sea Scrolls have become questionable. In light
of all this, the name Milhamah seems suitably flexible and as such, it fits well
with the idea of the non-stabilized text — although its relation to the names
War Scroll-like Text and Sefer ha-Milhamabh is not clear.

Second, the amount of shared textual material and the amount of differ-

” «

ent textual material seem to have been the most significant criteria in labeling

16  Cf Najman and Tigchelaar, “A Preparatory Study of Nomenclature,” 324.

17 Some of the differences between a “text” and pseudo-“text” or apocryphal “text” are more
considerable than those between 1QM and the other M manuscripts. Still, it is relevant
to note that there seem to be some differences in naming “canonical” texts and the other
Dead Sea Scrolls texts.

18  Cf Najman and Tigchelaar, “A Preparatory Study of Nomenclature,” 324. Najman and
Tigchelaar also note that there have been three main transformations of the field since
the beginning of naming the manuscripts in the scope of the DJD series: 1) becoming
completely aware of the fact that the scrolls were produced before the canonization of
the Hebrew Bible, 2) development in the genre theory and 3) the already-mentioned
understanding of the textual pluriformity of the time. These should be taken into account
when reviewing the nomenclature; cf. Najman and Tigchelaar, “A Preparatory Study of
Nomenclature,” 307. Cf., however, Justnes’ observation that sometimes, in order to dis-
cuss texts, we might need to use different labels side by side. As an example, he gives the
term “biblical” which is also strongly criticized. Justnes argues that “[hJowever in order to
have a discussion about the Qumran texts that make up the Hebrew Bible today, regard-
less of perspectives, it is extremely difficult to avoid using words like ‘biblical’ and ‘Bible’
We need them simply in order to navigate the material. Still, it is a description from the
outside.... The same goes for labels like Apocrypha/‘apocryphal’ and Pseudepigrapha/

”

‘pseudepigraphical’” Cf. Justnes, “On Being a ‘Librarian}’ 20.
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the manuscripts as M texts or something else:!° for example, since 4Q471 and
4Q285 share some textual elements with 1QM but also contain a significant
amount of text that is not parallel to 1QM, they are not named as M texts. The
textual similarity is still brought out in the names like War Scroll-like Text and
Sefer ha-Milhamabh. This kind of focusing on the number of textual similari-
ties and differences often is a reasonable way to study and group the texts but
it is not the only one.2? Other options would be to form categories according
to, for instance, material issues (e.g., the opisthographs as a category), scribal
practices (e.g., texts with similar scribal marks or with similar scripts), purpose
of use (e.g,, tefillin as a category), dates of the manuscripts (e.g., Hasmonean/
Herodian texts) and Sitz im Leben of the manuscripts. Already now, names and
codes given to texts actually offer diverse information: if the material of the
scroll is papyrus, it is revealed in its code (e.g., 4QpapS?) and similarly, if the
language of the scroll is Aramaic or if the text is written in a cryptic script, it is
revealed in the code (e.g., 1QapGen ar; 4Qpap cryptA Serekh ha-‘Edah?). In both
cases, the idea is that an abnormal characteristic of the scroll is brought out:
usually, one can presuppose that a Qumran manuscript is written in Hebrew
and on skin. As regards the War Texts, the material of the scroll is something
that was found to be necessary to be mentioned in the codes 4QpapMf (4Q496)
and 4QpapWar Scroll-like Text A (4Q497). However, it would be helpful to pon-
der what information is necessary to be given in the names and the codes. In
the case of War Texts, both papyrus manuscripts are also opisthographs which
might be a more significant fact than their physical material: when inscribed
as an opisthographic manuscript, a text already has one existing literary con-
text that was undeniably noticed by the ancient readers. Therefore, a code like

19  The number of common features is also something that has been used to divide texts into
different genre categories. According to John J. Collins, “the first step in any analysis of a
genre is to delimit the relevant corpus, and in order to do that we cannot avoid making
a list of features by which the corpus is defined,” see Collins, “Epilogue: Genre Analysis
and the Dead Sea Scrolls” in DSD 17 (2010): 418—30 (419—20). Obviously, something similar
happens when one tries to link the texts under one and the same label or name. Collins
continues, “the fact that a group of texts have random features in common may have
no great significance.” He requires researchers to “focus on features that have structural
importance in the texts in question, and also features that are distinctive to these com-
positions” (see Collins, “Epilogue,” 420). These kinds of comments are also relevant in the
discussion on naming.

20  Considering the amount of textual similarity between the manuscripts as a criterion for
labeling them in a similar way, some critical questions have been posed. For example,
Jokiranta and Vanonen ask what amount of similar material is sufficient and what types
of textual parallels are “the critical elements.” Cf. Jokiranta and Vanonen, “Multiple Copies
of Rule Texts,” 51.
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4QopMf would probably be more informative than the code 4QpapMF; or per-
haps a code like 4Qpap°Mf in order to indicate both phenomena.

Third, the order of the discoveries and their publication, the early group-
ing of the texts, and the progress of the study in general have all had their
impacts on naming the texts. In the case of War Texts, it should be noted that
there have been several different editors working with these manuscripts and
labeling them: Sukenik and Yadin started with 1QM in the 1940s, Baillet worked
(after the renunciation by Hunzinger) with the more fragmentary texts in the
1980s, van der Woude, Tigchelaar and Garcia Martinez published the edition of
11Q14 in 1998, and Eshel and Eshel (4Q471) and Alexander and Vermes (4Q285)
did not finish their editions until 2000. If one researcher were tasked to name
the War Texts now, they would be able to create more defined principles on
naming and compare different groups of texts, aiming to follow the same
principles within the different groups. In the very beginning, scholars could
not know how many scrolls were to be found in the Qumran area or how the
study would progress.?! In hindsight, it is easy to make critical observations.
However, knowing all this should not prevent present scholars from pondering
new options for considering names and labels. It is noteworthy that although
renaming the texts causes practical difficulties,?? correcting and changing
names is not completely unheard of. For example, manuscript 4Q158 was first
named “Biblical Paraphrase” by John Allegro but later, Emanuel Tov and Sidney
White published manuscripts considered to belong to the same composition
and started to call this composition “Reworked Pentateuch.”?2 Actually, renam-
ing has taken place within the category of the War Texts: as noted in Chapter 7,
since 11Q14 included blessings and the parallelism between it and 4Q285 was
not yet known, the text was first named 1QBerakhot.?*

On the basis of the progress of the study in the field, it would be possible
to create increasingly strict categories by renaming the texts. For example,
it can be stated that manuscript 4Q492 follows quite closely the text that is
also known in 1QM whereas in manuscript 4Q493, the textual connections to
1QM are vaguer, and thus, they should perhaps be named differently. However,
bearing in mind the textual multiformity characterizing the period, there is

21 John]. Collins notes that genre classifications in Qumran studies have been “largely intui-
tive” (he comments especially on Armin Lange and Ulrike Mittmann-Richert’s “Annotated
List of the Texts from the Judaean Desert Classified by Content and Genre” in DJD 39; see
Collins, “Epilogue,” 418). This is also somewhat true of naming and designating the texts.

22 This is noted by Jokiranta and Vanonen, “Multiple Copies of Rule Texts,” 51.

23 Cf. Tov (DJD 39:11-12), who also gives some other examples. On renaming compositions/
manuscripts see also Brooke, “From Florilegium or Midrash to Commentary,” 129-50.

24  Van der Woude, Tigchelaar and Garcia Martinez, “uQSefer ha-Milhamah,” 243.
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no clear need to separate these M texts from each other on the level of nam-
ing; instead, it is reasonable to use rather looser than stricter categories — and
not least in order to give the new scholarly generations freedom to reinterpret
the texts. As has been demonstrated in this study, there are no very airtight
arguments for making a distinction between M texts and War Scroll-like texts.
For example, in the case of 4Q497, naming the text as War Scroll-like can be
argued by saying that there is not enough text preserved to confirm the manu-
script’s belonging to the M texts. However, the same is true vice versa: it can
be argued that there is not enough text left to prove that the text should not
belong to the M category. Now, the label “War Scroll-like” allows the creation
of a link between 4Q497 and 1QM and also between 4Q497 and 4Q471 (4QWar
Scroll-like Text B), neither of which is more justified than linking 4Q497 with
4QM texts. Actually, linking it with 4Q496, for instance, is more reasonable
since both texts are inscribed on opisthographic manuscripts also preserving
some liturgical texts. Thus, labeling 4Q497 with M and understanding M as a
loose category term — which fits with the present scholarly understanding that
in the late Second Temple period, textual multiformity was more distinctive
than textual fixity — would do more justice to the material. Conversely, nam-
ing Sefer ha-Milhamah texts as M texts is not as defensible and the reason for
this is what follows: Within M manuscripts, the close textual parallelisms are
always between 1QM and some other M text. There are no close parallelisms
between any two 4QM manuscripts preserved. By contrast, 4Q285 and 11Q14
are closely parallel to each other and the text that forms the parallelism is not
known in M texts. In addition, as was demonstrated in Chapter 7, the textual
links between these Sefer ha-Milhamah manuscripts and 1QM or other M texts
are rather weak (although still detectable). Therefore, it is reasonable that they
should have their own name. As already noted, Sefer ha-Milhamabh is some-
what problematic since neither sefer nor milhamah occurs in the preserved
texts. In order to better describe the preserved text and at the same time, to
keep the possible link to the milhamah tradition, something like “M-related
blessings” might come into consideration.

Alternative options to the siglum M are to call the manuscripts “1QM-like
manuscript” or “M-like manuscript.” When the siglum M is used, it leads one
to think that a manuscript labeled with M can be compared with and related
to any other M text while, as a matter of fact, for Baillet the point of refer-
ence was always 1QM. In this sense, “9“QM-like manuscript” would be better
than M manuscript. The problem with this label would be that it might lead
non-expert scholars to think of other War Texts as copies of 1QM, which they
probably are not. The other option would be to call the texts “M-like manu-
scripts.” M (as well as S) does not refer to any particular known manuscript
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but is an abstract category which on the one hand is defined by similarity but
on the other hand is not strictly restricted with respect to difference. As such,
it may actually be close to the ancient understanding: rather than thinking
in terms of certain wordings and textual parallels, the ancients may have
thought of thematic entities, for example, the rules for conducting the war,
which then formed loose categories. This kind of thinking is related to the pro-
totype theory presented in the discussion on genre theory.2> The problem with
the label “M-like” may be that while allowing much difference between the
manuscripts, it makes it possible to label a manuscript with several loose des-
ignations. For example, 4Q285 and 11Q14 could be categorized on the one hand
as “M-like” but on the other hand, for example, as “Berakhot-like.” Perhaps in
the future, when scholars probably read fewer and fewer hardcopy books and
use more and more electronic tools, double or even triple naming of manu-
scripts is not an impossible idea. On the Internet, different kinds of tags already
guide our reading even more than titles given to the sites and their features.
The tag “M-like” could well be given to all the texts that are now understood to
belong to the War Texts just for research-historical reasons. However, in order
to do justice to the Sefer ha-Milhamabh texts, for instance, they would also need
other tags.26

25  Cf. DsD 17 (2010), issue 3.

26  On the concepts “1QM-like manuscript” and “M-like manuscript,” see Jokiranta and
Vanonen, “Multiple Copies of Rule Texts,” 53.
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Transmitting the Subgenres in the M Tradition

While in the analysis part the manuscripts were analyzed one by one, high-
lighting them as they are and comparing them mainly to the closest parallel
texts that could be found, it is now time to scrutinize the material as a whole.
The analysis part already demonstrated that there are some subgenres that can
be found in several manuscripts:! most of the text preserved in M manuscripts
consists of instructive sections in which the progress of the war is described by
giving instructions concerning the battle and how to conduct it and hymnic
sections, especially the encouragement speeches.? These subgenres are used
repeatedly, either in a very similar form or with significant reworking, and they
open a window on the transmission of the M tradition. The task of this chap-
ter is to analyze these subgenres, in what forms they are transmitted and how
unestablished or stabilized they were, and to point out some cases in which
the direction of the literary dependence can be demonstrated.

1 While the larger genre can be, for example, “war(-related) text” or “serekh text,” the term
subgenre — as the concept is used in this chapter — refers to smaller parts of the texts that
represent these larger genres. For example, in the texts that are categorized as war-related, a
subgenre of encouragement speech can be distinguished. When using the term genre, one
must note that it is not unambiguous: scholars have identified several different approaches
to understanding it: see the recent discussion in, e.g., vol. 17/3 of Dead Sea Discoveries (2010).
The term “subgenre” can involve similar definition problems as well. Here, the term is under-
stood as a tool that helps scrutinize the content of the manuscripts and make comparisons,
not as a definition of text that is set in stone. As regards genres and subgenres in general, I do
not advocate strict definitions but my understanding of them is closer to the concept “family
resemblance,” which assumes genealogical similarities within a family but also allows differ-
ences so that a family may include exemplars that have little to do with each other. Although
I am aware of the criticism of this understanding (cf, e.g.,, Collins, “Epilogue,” 421—422), at
least in the case of the War Texts, it has proven to be more useful to understand genres/
subgenres/families as not forming strict categories but rather loose groups that can overlap
each other as well.

2 This division of the text into two subgenres — instructions and hymns/speeches — is rough.
It can be asked whether hymns and encouragement speeches can be categorized as a single
subgenre since there are clear differences between them: for example, hymns are addressed
to God whereas speeches are addressed to troops. However, it is my aim here to avoid overly
detailed categories and make just rough divisions that help to observe the transmission pro-
cess of the text. As is demonstrated below in this chapter, the battle instructions were care-
fully transmitted whereas the poetic parts offered a place for literary creativity and provided
an opportunity to add new elements to the text.
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In this chapter, the discussion is restricted to considering M manuscripts
only; as was demonstrated in the analysis part above, the War Scroll-like man-
uscripts are too poorly preserved to provide any material for this collective
scrutiny and Sefer ha-Milhamah manuscripts are probably better understood
when studied as their own group. In addition to 4QM manuscripts, 1QM is now
taken along as a whole and some passages that have thus far been mentioned
only in passing or that have not necessarily been mentioned at all are analyzed.

1 Battle Instructions3

Among the M manuscripts, there are four separate instructive sections related
to the progress of the war. Three of them were already closely analyzed in Part 1:
the first one in 4Q491a/1QM 16-17 (for close textual parallels, see Section 1.3 of
Chapter 2),* the second one in 4Q491b (see Section 1.1 of Chapter 3), and the
third one in 4Q493 (see Section 2 of Chapter 3). In addition to these, 1QM 7—9
reflects the progress of the war. Although these passages are all more or less
different from each other, they share enough elements to be categorized under
a common subgenre, battle instructions. One of these common elements is
that in all four cases, the genre of the larger textual entity to which the pas-
sage belongs is rule. In 1QM, the battle instructions in columns 7—9 belong to
the long rule for arranging the divisions (5:3—9:9) but in addition, the rule is
mentioned in lines 7:17 and 8:14 where it is emphasized that both the battle
lines (7:17) and the priest (8:14) shall act according to “this rule” (7171 7701).5 As
regards the battle instructions in 1QM 16-17, they belong to the final rule of the
Scroll and the whole section of the battle instructions begins with the words
Wy A 7700 M2 Nk (cf. 16:3). In the parallel text in 4Q491a, these words are
not preserved but since the texts follow each other closely in other respects,
it is quite safe to reconstruct these words at the beginning of fragment 1 ii.
In 4Q491b, the battle instructions belong to the “rule to be observed in their

3 In many studies, this subgenre (although not necessarily understood as subgenre) is named
“battle narratives” (cf,, e.g., Davies, 1QM, The War Scroll from Qumran, 74; Schultz, Conquering
the World, 312). However, the passages in question do not primarily tell stories of the battle
but rather, at least in the context of 1QM 7-9, give instructions on how to act in the battle
situation. Although one can say that the instructions are given in narrative form, the term
“narrative” is not specific enough and therefore subject to misinterpretation. The text can be
more narrowly characterized as “battle instructions.”

4 Since these two passages are closely parallel, the battle instructions preserved in them is
below, for simplicity, sometimes referred to by mentioning only 1QM lines.

5 Note, however, that 1QM 717 is a fragmentary line and of the possible word combination
17 7707, only the letters O are preserved there (77]01 5139 IRY 19PN NOOYN 513).
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encampments” (7AMIN3 T00) (see fragments 1-3 line 6 and also line 19). In
4Q493, no certain rule is named but it is said that the Levites shall be signaling
at the proper time “according to this entire rule” (n#1 701 9132) (cf. line 9).

Other elements common to all battle instructions are that those who partic-
ipate in the war are skirmishers (01"an *wiR), priests (01mM3) and Levites (on?),
and that the battle will be conducted by blowing the trumpets (nxien). The
battle lines (m>7yn) are also mentioned in all instructions. In addition to these
common features, there are elements that join two or more instructive sec-
tions as well as elements that appear differently in different texts. In Table 45,
these elements are itemized and compared.®

11 Weapons and Trumpets

The weapons for the war vary from one instructive section to another — as is
demonstrated in the table. In the instructions preserved in 1QM 16-17/4Q491a,
the arms are plainly “weapons of war” (773151 ¥93). Probably these weapons are
some kind of thrown objects since it is stated that before raising their hands
to these weapons, the soldiers take place “within throwing range” of the battle
line of the enemy, in this case, the Kittim (see 1QM 16:6; 17:12). However, in the
encouragement speech which is embedded in the middle of the instructions, it
is said that weapons of war are sharpened (j3w) and that they will not become
blunt (712) which seems to refer to a weapon like a sword or javelin. In 1QM
7—9, weapons are described in a much more detailed way:” in these columns,
shields (131; 7:15), sling(men) (¥9p; 8:1) and javelins (p71; 8:11) are mentioned
and in addition to the skirmishers, the cavalry (137; see, e.g., 9:6) will partici-
pate in the war. In 4Q493 line 5, two peculiar words probably referring to weap-
ons occur: 47N is often translated as “catapult” and jaxn as “ballista.” As was
noted in Section 2 of Chapter 3, these fit into the two main classifications of
Greco-Roman artillery: ballistas were used for throwing stones and catapults
for shooting arrows.® If 491 and jaxn are rightly interpreted, it can be noted
that throwing and shooting are present both in 4Q493 and 1QM 7-9 — and
throwing also in 1QM 16-17/4Q491a where the “throwing range” (72 Son ™12)
of the line of the Kittim is mentioned (see 16:6, 17:12). In contrast, in 4Q491b
no weapons are described, at least in the preserved parts of the text, but what
is important in these battle instructions is setting up an ambush (3MK; see
fragments 1-3, lines 12—13). An ambush is mentioned in passing in 1QM g:17

6 When reading the table, one must again take the fragmentary nature of the manuscripts
into account: the fact that something is not preserved in the text of a manuscript does not
automatically mean that it could not have once been there. However, the fragmentary nature
of the texts must not hinder all comparison - it just has to be borne in mind.

7 Although weapons of war are once mentioned, see 8:8.

8 See Chapter 3 and Gmirkin, “The War Scroll and Roman Weaponry Reconsidered,” 122 n. 168.
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(in the rule for changing the order) but in the battle instructions discussed
above, it is an unknown theme. If we were to make a hypothesis on the basis of
weapon instructions only, it seems that of those four passages presented in the
table above, 1QM 7—g is the one which combines the information known from
4Q493 (throwing and shooting) and 1QM 16-17/4Q491a (throwing, sharp weap-
ons). It also gives names for the arms that in 1QM 16-17/4Q491a are introduced
just as “weapons of the war.”

When the gates (W) of the war are taken into the discussion one can see
that they too are mentioned in all battle instructions except 4Q491b which
strengthens the supposition that the idea of the battle was slightly different
there. According to every other instruction section, the battle starts with open-
ing the gates.® 1QM 7—9 pays the most attention to these gates: it identifies
which gates are in question (middle, first) and lets the reader understand that
they played some part in different phases of the war. Thus, the case is similar
to that with the weapons: in 1QM 7—9, the description seems to be the most
inclusive and sophisticated.

One element that is integral to every battle instruction section but is differ-
entin all of them is the description of the trumpets. Trumpets of alarm (NN
1nn) occur in all passages except the one preserved in 1QM 16-17/4Q491a—
but there, too, the word np1In occurs together with the idea of blowing the
trumpets (cf,, e.g., 1QM 16:5, 6, 9; 17:11, 14). Thus, in all battle instructions, the
task of the trumpets is considered to be signaling or alerting the soldiers. This
is not surprising since the trumpets of alarm are known in Numbers (31:6; see
also 2 Chron 13:12), which probably has influenced the description of trumpets
in M manuscripts.!® In 4Q491b, at least in the text that has been preserved for
us, the trumpets are used only for the purpose of alarm; the signals are not
itemized and the trumpets are not divided into different groups and named as
they are in the other battle instructions. It is just stated that the trumpets of
alarm are used in order to give signals. This may have to do with the fact that
the main tactic for the battle in 4Q491b is to lay an ambush — continuous trum-
pet sounds do not fit in with the idea of stalking and therefore the instructions
related to the trumpets are very simple.

The second simplest system of trumpets is introduced in 1QM 16-17/4Q491a.
There, blowing the trumpets of memorial (j"7217 nxen) starts the battle

9 In the Hebrew Bible, the word )W often denotes to the gate of the city, the gate of the
tabernacle or the gate of the camp. When connected with the war, the word probably
refers to the border of the area in which the war is waged.

10  Cf, e.g, Jean Carmignac, “Les citations de ’Ancien Testament dans ‘La Guerre des Fils
de Lumiére contra les Fils de Ténébres™ in RB 63 (1956): 234—60 (245). Davies, 1QM, the
War Scroll from Qumran, 24, 47; Wenthe, “The Use of the Hebrew Scriptures in 1QM,” e.g,,
290-91, 295, 311.
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(1QM 16:3—4), and the soldiers go to the war in relays one troop after another.
When it is time to change the relay, the trumpets for summoning (naxien
87pnin) send new troops to the battlefield and the signal for withdrawal (21w)
calls back those who have done their share (1QM 16:12—13). Connecting trum-
pets with summoning and remembering are both known in Numbers (see
Num 10:2, 9—19). In the actual battle in 1QM 16-17/4Q491a, the only trumpets
that are named are the trumpets of the slain (o"55n7 nMwen; 1QM 1617, 17:12—
13), but alarms of different kinds and of different length that are sounded by
the trumpets are described in detail (1QM 16:5-9; 17:10-15).

In 4Q493, too, the trumpets of memorial are used to open the battle (line 2)
and the trumpets of withdrawal (21wnn nxien) call the troops back (line 8).
Between the beginning and the withdrawal, a group of trumpets that is unique
in M texts is mentioned in line 3, namely, the trumpets of battle (n N
nnnonn). In the second phase of the war, the trumpets of alarm (line 11) are
brought out and at the end, another unique group of trumpets, the trumpets of
Sabbaths (mnawn nmxen) is mentioned (line 13). As was noted in Section 2
of Chapter 3, the trumpets of the slain and the trumpets for summoning have
often been reconstructed in the text of 4Q493 (lines 7, 10)! but it is equally
possible that there are no other trumpets than those preserved; Section 2 intro-
duced one model according to which the trumpets of memorial (line 2) start
the war, the trumpets of battle (line 4) give a sign to advance, the trumpets of
alarm (line 7; reconstructed) are used to warn the soldiers and finally, the trum-
pets of withdrawal (line 8) call soldiers back. In the second phase, the trum-
pets of battle (line 10; reconstructed) again give the sign to advance and with
the trumpets of alarm (line 11), the soldiers are warned. Other models of the
trumpet system could also be presented but the speculation in Section 2 dem-
onstrates that there is no compelling need to include all the trumpets known
elsewhere in this passage. Instead, it may be more probable that the system
was relatively simple.

In 1QM 7-9, the instructions concerning the trumpets recall much of those
in 1QM 16-17/4Q491a. 1QM lines 8:8b-13a include a description very similar to
that in 1QM 16:5b—9: the priests blow on the six trumpets of the slain a shrill
staccato sound, the Levites and the people with trumpets blow a great sound,
the soldiers bring down the slain, and the sound of the horns cease but the
buglers keep blowing the trumpets. Both in 1QM 7—9 and in 1QM 16-17/4Q491a,
a phase of the war ends with a signal for withdrawal (8:13b, 16:13). The trumpets
of summoning, instead, have in 1QM 7—9 a more focal position than they do in
1QM 16-17. In 1QM 7—9, they seem to start several different phases of the war

11 See Section 2 of Chapter 3 and, e.g., Baillet, DJD 7:50.
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(see 7115, 8:3, 9:3). The trumpets of pursuit (9:6) are put into operation when
the cavalry comes to the battlefield and they are also mentioned in the small
trumpet list at the beginning of the battle instructions in line 7:13. The trum-
pets of pursuit, like the trumpets of gathering which are also part of the list, do
not occur in other battle instructions but are not unique either: in the larger
trumpet lists in 1QM 3, both of these groups are mentioned.!

All in all, it seems that as regards the trumpets, the battle instructions in
1QM columns 7—-9 combine elements from columns 16-17 and column 3 and
in this way, builds a more coherent unity of the whole text in the Scroll. The
trumpets of pursuit, the trumpets of gathering and the cavalry are taken from
the preceding columns and the model of the battle directed with the trumpets
of remembrance, summoning, the slain, and withdrawal is derived from the
end part of the scroll. In addition, the trumpet lists in 1QM 3 probably have
their own reworking process behind them: As regards the inscriptions in 1QM
3:2-11, most of them consist of 1-4 words and only four of 13 inscriptions are
longer. It is probable that the longer inscriptions include some explanation:
there can be distinguished the name of the trumpet (2—3 words) and its expla-
nation which was possibly added later (see 3:5-6, 3:6, 3:8, 3:8—9). What may
be noteworthy as well is that all the explanations include the idea of strong
contraposition — while none of the actual inscriptions mentions any enemies
at all. Thus, it seems that the list of the trumpets was reworked at some stage.!3

This kind of active literary work behind the trumpet lists probably indicates
that when compiling 1QM, the compiler did not primarily have in mind any
concrete battlefield. Instead, for him, it was important to collect the War Text
material together and to work with it. What had some power here and now
was the text — and working with the text was something that produced sense

12 Thereisalonglist of trumpets in 1QM 2:16—3:11. The conspicuous element of this list is the
inscriptions that are prescribed for every group of trumpets in lines 3:2b—11. The trumpet
groups listed there are the trumpets for summoning the congregation, the trumpets for
summoning the commanders, the trumpets of enrollment, the trumpets of the men of
renown, the trumpets of the camps, the trumpets for breaking them, the trumpets of the
battle formations, the trumpets for summoning the skirmishers, the trumpets of the slain,
the trumpets of the ambush, the trumpets of the pursuit, the trumpets of withdrawal,
and the trumpets of the way of withdrawal. Before this list, there is still another list (in
lines 1—2a) in which the preserved trumpets are the trumpets for summoning them, the
trumpets of alarms of the slain, the trumpets of ambush, the trumpets of pursuit, and
the trumpets of gathering. Of the trumpets of these two lists, only some are known in the
later columns.

13 See also Vanonen, “Vastakkainasettelun aika,” 261-64.
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of security. Especially the text in 1QM columns 3—4 is mainly “text about text"*
and the inscribing appears to be as important a part of the war as the battle
itself. Simon Schama and George Brooke have also paid special attention to
the lists of equipment and the detailed instructions for inscriptions.!> Brooke
argues, after quoting Schama, that the “text might have been perceived by its
authors as a forceful speech act which ... was at least able to create a sense of
anticipated victory involving God and his angels.... The enemy will be ... texted
into defeat.” In 1QM, long lists with inscriptions are in a pronounced position
in comparison to other M manuscripts, and this may indicate that “texting into
defeat” became especially important in 1QM. At the same time, it is probable
that when compiling 1QM, the actual war was as Brooke suggests; the idea of
the power of writing may also have something to do with the multiple M man-
uscripts. According to him, manuscripts functioned as weapons for marginal-
ized people and the creation of new manuscripts is “a security system, a set of
reassurances that all will be well in the end.”6

1.2 Enemies and Losses

The fifth column in the table above shows the list of enemies in the battle
instructions: In 1QM 7-9 and in 4Q491b, the enemies are simply called enemies
(2R)'7 while in 1QM 16-17/4Q491a the enemy is identified as the Kittim. In
4Q493, the enemy does not get much attention but in line 4 it is called “gen-
tiles” (™). The word 13 as denoting enemies also occurs all over 1QM: in the
beginning part of the scroll, it occurs especially in the combination 5271 "3 (see
412, 6:16, 11:9; not known in the end part of the scroll) and always referring to

14 This expression is taken from George J. Brooke, “Text, Timing and Terror: Thematic
Thoughts on the War Scroll in Conversation with the Writings of Martin G. Abegg, Jr” in
The War Scroll, Violence, War and Peace in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature —
Essays in Honour of Martin G. Abegg on the Occasion of His 65th Birthday, ed. K. Davis et al.,
sTDJ 115 (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 49-66 (52—-53 n. 12).

15  Simon Schama, The Story of the Jews: Finding the Words 1000 BCE-1492 CE (London: The
Bodley Head, 2013), 161—70; Brooke, “Text, Timing and Terror,” 51-53.

16 Brooke, “Text, Timing and Terror,” 53. See also George J. Brooke, “The Visualisation of the
Sacred at Qumran,” in Sibyls, Scriptures, and Scrolls: John Collins at Seventy, ed. ]. Baden,
H. Najman, and EJ.C. Tigchelaar, JSJSup 175/1 (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 225-40 (238), and
Haigh, “Oral Aspects,” 203—4, who argues that “like the theophany at Sinai or Belshazzar’s
banquet in Daniel, in oral pronouncement, writing gains effective power. For instance,
within the ritualistic act of inscribing divinatory names on the trumpets or banners, there
is an immediate performativity latent in the text’s metalinguistic cues which constructs
an ‘as if world’ In naming themselves the ‘called of God’ the Yahad becomes so, and, in
naming ‘the peace of God in the camps of his saints’ or proclaiming that ‘God has struck
all the Sons of Darkness'’ it becomes reality (1QM 3:2, 9).”

17 Although once in g:g they are “nations of vanity” (271 "13).
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enemies (see also 2:7); and in the end part, it also refers to enemies without any
exception (12:11, 12:14/19:6, 14:5, 14:7 YW ™3, 151, 15:2 YW ™M, 15113, 1611, 19:10).
Thus, while Kittim is restricted to columns 1 (4 of 17 occurrences are in these
columns) and 15-19 (11 of 17 occurrences are in these columns), 3R occurs all
over the scroll (see columns 3, 6, 8-12, 14, 18-19) — and consequently, Kittim
seems to be something special among the descriptions of the enemy. However,
as regards the word 2, it can be noted that its occurrences are not evenly dis-
tributed: only three of 26 occurrences are in the last serekh in columns 16-19
and in column 1 this word does not occur at all. In columns 3-14, the word is
seen quite regularly. The third word for the enemy, Belial, is frequent in the
hymn section of the scroll: half of the occurrences are in columns 11-15. In
column 1, it occurs almost as often as Kittim, namely three times.

The differences in the terms used for enemy are probably to be explained
by different sources behind 1QM: Kittim was dominant in the source behind
the end of the Scroll while elsewhere the enemy was not explicitly named.!®
In columns 1 and 13, which were probably created at a late stage, Belial had
become more important (although Belial had occurred here and there in 1QM
even before that) and the Belial tradition was combined with the Kittim tradi-
tion which probably reflects the time when the Seleucids were the main threat
in the minds of those who create the text.!® Columns 7—9, which also represent
a quite late stage in the M tradition were interested in enemies on a general
level and thus, they were not named specifically.

A similar element is the losses in war: in every battle instruction section,
it is mentioned that the battle causes losses but only 1QM 16-17/4Q491a says
explicitly that there will be slain on both sides, among the enemies and among

18  About the meaning of the Kittim in 1QM, see George J. Brooke, “The Kittim and Hints
of Hybridity in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in People under Power: Early Jewish and Christian
Responses to the Roman Empire, ed. M. Labahn and O. Lehtipuu (Amsterdam: Amsterdam
University Press, 2018), 17—-32 (23—27, 29-30).

19  Schultz’s theory (presented in Conquering the World) seems to fit together with the idea
that the view of the enemies was changing towards the general: according to him, the first
stage of the war (cf. 1QM 1, 15-19) is to be waged against the Seleucids while in the second
stage (cf. 1QM 2-14) the troops are up against the whole gentile world. In the footsteps
of Schultz, Brooke is convinced that “whoever composed 1QM, possibly in the late sec-
ond century B.C.E., almost certainly had the Seleucids in mind when using the epithet
Kittim,” see Brooke, “Kittim,” 26. Brooke continues that he is, however, “inclined to think
that as the text of 1QM was variously edited and reused, there was nothing in the second
half of the first century B.C.E. to prevent the later reader or hearer of 1QM 1 from under-
standing that the text referred to the Romans.” My observations are aligned with this: the
epithet Kittim was probably linked with the Seleucids by those who are behind the text
of 1QM 16-17/4Q491a but possibly already during the compiling process of 1QM, a need to
interpret the enemy more broadly emerged.
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the army’s own skirmishers. If, as was hypothesized on the basis of weapons,
trumpets, and encouragement, 1QM 7-8 represents the later phase of the tex-
tual development of 1QM, it seems that there, the enemies are made more gen-
eral and the idea of the losses among one’s own troops is suppressed.
Although it is likely that the creators of the War Texts anticipated that the
actual war would be waged in the near future and thus had certain concrete
enemies in mind, it is as probable that the texts that they produced could and
were meant to function at different levels.2? As the transmission process of the
texts proceeded, it seems that different images of the enemies were combined
without any problems, and consequently, in the long run, their meaning (to
whom they refer) became more complex and open. At the same time, it seems
that when the war traditions were compiled in 1QM, the viewpoint of the sol-
diers became more prominent. On the one hand, this could indicate a more
realistic grip on the preparation for the actual war, but on the other hand, as
the enemies in these texts, the soldiers may have more symbolic meanings. To
me, this is the more likely option, and the soldier seems to be a rather usable
object of identification for a member of a marginalized community. Just as a
soldier is ready to sacrifice his physical and material comfort in order to ensure
the survival of his community, so are community members ready to give up
their property (and perhaps at least part of their social network) for the com-
mon good and to live a communal life. Just as a soldier is willing to control his
body in order to reach his goal, so are community members willing to follow
strict bodily restrictions in order to ensure their own purity, as well as that of
their community. Moreover, when undergoing suffering and privation (despite
the promises that God and the community have made to them), community
members can see that, in line with soldiers’ sacrifices, they are on an inevitable
journey towards victory.2! When reading the war instructions given to the sol-

20  Martti Nissinen, ‘Apokalyptiikka: Mitd, miksi ja milloin? (Apocalypticism: What, Why
and When?),” in Vartija 113 (2000): 13—19 (in Finnish), argues that behind apocalyptic
thinking (which 1QM obviously represents, although it is not an apocalypse as such) we
can find several religious-social tensions, such as the tension between the center and the
periphery (cf. Judaism in Hellenistic times), the tension between the mainstream culture
and the counterculture (cf. early Christianity), and different internal tensions (e.g., within
the Judaism of the late Second Temple times and during early Christianity). To elabo-
rate this idea, these tensions may motivate the creation of the apocalyptic literature; not
only one at a time, but also simultaneously: internal and external tensions can both be a
reality at the same time (as is already suggested by, for example, early Christianity being
considered an example of a movement that meets both internal and external tensions).
Consequently, I do not see it in any way impossible that the War Texts could be motivated
by several different factors, and also function on several different levels.

21 Cf. John F. Shean who demonstrates how the union of soldier and churchmen after
the Constantinian shift functions in a symbolic level. See Shean, Soldiering for God:
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diers from this perspective, the purpose of the text seems to be to build an
identity for the community and its members, and to offer a sense of security
when suffering the setbacks that are an unavoidable part not only of war, but
also of life.?2 By providing an object of identification outside the conventional
religious hierarchy (something other than priests and Levites), 1QM possibly
makes itself more accessible and applicable than the oldest War Text traditions
(cf. priestly-oriented 4Q493).

13 Priests and Laymen

In addition to the Kittim and the possibility of being on the losing side, there
are some other elements that seem to separate 1QM 16—17/4Q491a from the
other battle instructions. One is its zero interest in purity. In all other cases,
something is said about purity issues: In 4Q493 and 1QM g, the purity of priests
isin focus and as was noted in Section 2 of Chapter 3, it seems that in1QM 9, the
description of the purity requirements known in 4Q493 is widened and further
explained. In 4Q491b, the camp and the battlefield are clearly separated from
each other and purity is discussed through the requirements for those who go
to the battle. In the parallel passage — which is situated before the beginning of
the actual battle instructions in column 7 (see 1QM 7:3b—7) — similar require-
ments apply to those who are in the camp. Thus, as was discussed in Chapter 3
above, in1QM, at least in its first part, the idea of sacredness is probably broad-
ened and purity issues are expanded on. By contrast, in the tradition preserved
in 1QM 16-17/4Q4091a, purity is not an issue. Also, this tradition seems not to
be interested in the priests’ garments that are under scrutiny both in 1QM 7—9
and in 4Q491b.23

Christianity and the Roman Army, History of Warfare 61 (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 14. Of course,
the pre-era Judaism and the Christianity in the late antiquity are not comparable as such,
neither are their sociocultural and political contexts; but when bearing this in mind,
Shean’s analysis may give some food for thought also for understanding the War Texts.

22 Note that Alison Schofield has suggested, following critical spatial theory, that communi-
ties can also produce meaningful imagined spaces. Schofield argues that the members of
the Yahad felt themselves conceptually marginalized and they probably also lived in the
periphery in relation to Jerusalem. When these concrete and conceptual experiences of
space were linked together, a new figurative place came into existence: the desert camp
that was produced with the help of disciplined actions (by following strict bodily rules)
was a symbolic space, independent from any certain physical location. See Schofield,
“Reading Sectarian Spaces: Critical Spatial Theory and the Case of the Yahad,” in The
Dead Sea Scrolls and the Study of the Humanities. Method, Theory, Meaning: Proceedings
of the Eighth Meeting of the International Organization for Qumran Studies (Munich,
4-7 August 2013), ed. PB. Hartog, A. Schofield, and S.I. Thomas, sTDJ 125 (Leiden: Brill,
2018) 176-94.

23 In 4Qqq1b the description of the garments seems to be somewhat shorter than in 1QM 7
and its context is not exactly the same; there is no encouragement speech after the list



272 CHAPTER 9

At the same time, 4Q493 is the only one of the battle instruction sections
that does not describe laymen as participating in directing the battle. 4Q493
seems to reflect the priestly war while in other instructions, some laymen (in
addition to the skirmishers and/or other combatants) are given a role in the
conduct of the battle. In 4Q491b, the camp commanders are described as act-
ing together with the priests and the Levites (4Q491 1—3 9) — but it is not clear
whether these commanders take part in blowing the trumpets. In 1QM 7—9
and 1QM 16-17/4Q491, on the other hand, it is said that the people with ram’s
horns (8:9-10; 16:7-8) take part in directing the war. It seems, thus, that in
4Q493 and 4Q491b the sacredness is exclusive and only the priests and Levites
are qualified to lead the troops by means of the trumpets. The fact that 1QM
16-17/4Q491a is not so priestly-oriented — although priests play an important
role in it as well — and that it takes into account the possibility of losing some
battles and finds explanations for that (see, e.g., 16:11: God is testing his people)
make it stand out from the other battle instructions — although 1QM 7—9 also
describes laymen as acting next to priests and Levites. As noted above, when
1QM was compiled, the focus of the texts seemed to shift from the priests to
the soldiers (although overall, the priests still hold a central position in 1QM).
This probably made it relatively easy to integrate the tradition represented in
4Q4o01a into the older, more priestly-oriented tradition.

14 Towards Stability

Allin all, the four different battle instruction sections are at least partly related:
It can quite easily be demonstrated that 1QM 14—17 was copied from the text
that is preserved in 4Q491a, just modifying it a bit.24 Also, it is plausible to
think that 1QM 7-9 probably is the latest one of the known battle instruc-
tion sections: it clearly aims to collect and combine things related to the war
and develop them further (by naming the weapons and widening the use of
trumpets and gates). However, it is not so easy to fit 4Q491b and 4Q493 into
this simplified model of textual growth — or one could also say that the tex-
tual questions do not stretch to explain the similarity and variation between
the texts at this point. The textual point of view is just one — although by no
means insignificant — perspective that can be used when trying to explain

of garments as in 1QM 7, but it seems that one list of rules ends here and something else
follows. Note also that before enumerating the garments in 4Q491b, there is a (mostly
reconstructed) list which in 1QM occurs in columns 13 and 15 (chief priest, his brothers,
priests, Levites, men of the army) while in 1QM 7, seven priests of the sons of Aaron are
mentioned at this point.

24  Cf. Section 1 of Chapter 2. The greatest modification is the addition of the text of
lines 15:4-16:1. It is not preserved anywhere in 4QM texts but seems to be unique.
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relations between texts. Another perspective is the thematic viewpoint: as
was argued above, some kind of thematic change can be seen when compar-
ing 4Q491b, 4Q493 and 1QM 7-9 (assuming that its lateness in comparison to
1QM 16-17/4Q491a may indicate its lateness in comparison to 4Q491b and
4Q493 as well): it seems that in 1QM 7—9, the idea of sacredness is widened
and the laymen are given a role to play in directing the war side by side with
priest and Levites.?® In these cases, the changes cannot be explained just by
saying that a scribe has copied a text of another scribe and made some textual
additions and modifications. Rather, several scribes have worked with similar
themes, probably inspired by each other’s texts but not having any intent to
preserve the source of inspiration in an entirely recognizable fashion. In addi-
tion to these two perspectives, a third point of view, the material one, should
also be taken into consideration: one needs to ask whether the material of the
manuscripts or their location in Cave 4 have any significance when explaining
the relationships between the texts.

As already noted in the analysis part, Charlotte Hempel has supposed that
the texts of Cave 4 were “reserved for a more restricted readership than the con-
tent of the remainder of the library” and that Cave 4 material represented “a
learned and eclectic medley of materials and data.”26 This proposal is based on
the following observations: first, almost all cryptic texts that belong to the Dead
Sea Scrolls are found in Cave 4; second, most of the references to the Maskil
are found in the Cave 4 texts; third, technical calendrical material is mostly
preserved in Cave 4; and fourth, a great amount of Cave 4 material represents
“workaday quality” (like collections, notes, rosters, registers) — while in Cave 1,
the developed and refined “showroom quality” is more predominant. Hempel
also notes that of those works that are preserved in multiple copies, the largest
number is in Cave 4.27 While testing her idea with serekh material (1QS and
other manuscripts labelled with S), Hempel shows that each of her four points
can be demonstrated with 4QS manuscripts.?® In the case of M manuscripts,
the situation is not so clear: there is no calendrical material among them, no
preserved reference to the Maskil and no cryptic texts.2? Only the criterion

25  Also, it might be possible that one of the enemy names, the gentiles (0™) in 4Q493, is
further developed in 1QM (cf. 5an "3, YW ™).

26 Hempel, “The Profile and Character of Qumran Cave 4,” 82. See also Hempel, Qumran Rule
Texts in Context, 303—37.

27 Hempel, “The Profile and Character of Qumran Cave 4, 82—84.

28 Hempel, “The Profile and Character of Qumran Cave 4,” 85.

29  In S material, according to Hempel, “4Qz259 (S¢) contains two phrases written in cryptic
letters in successive lines.” See further: Hempel, “The Profile and Character of Qumran
Cave 4,” 86.
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concerning the workaday quality clearly fits in with the Cave 4 M material;
it is especially seen in the opisthographic manuscripts 4Q496 and 4Q497 but
it should be noted that 4Q491b and 4Q493 include very tight script (as does
4Qq01a) and 4Q491b has exceptionally long lines. Although the criteria that
have more to do with the content of the texts are not realized, Hempel’s general
idea of Cave 4 manuscripts representing a more restricted readership seems to
be fully established after scrutinizing the differences between different battle
descriptions: in Chapter 3, it was shown that in their strict priestly orientation,
4Q401b and 4Q493 — which are not closely parallel to 1QM but share many ele-
ments with it — seem to be addressed to a more restricted audience than 1QM.
Also, these two manuscripts seem to include some unique, exploratory ideas
of the war — like setting up an ambush in 4Q491b and using some kind of artil-
lery as weapons in 4Q493 — so they could well represent the restricted material
that was, according to Hempel’s suggestion, stored in Cave 4.3° The text and/
or themes of these manuscripts probably had an influence on the middle part
of 1QM which aimed to collect and organize the material concerning war. Not
all of the exploratory ideas that were introduced in these manuscripts were
accepted — or considered to be necessary — to the version aimed at a larger
non-elite audience. However, this does not mean that the unique ideas could
not be read or even developed further within the smaller circle of readers.

To conclude, it seems clear that battle instructions were used in order to
connect the text to the general idea of war. There was no requirement to keep
the instructions entirely similar and exploratory visions existed side by side
with the general one — but it seems that this subgenre was developing towards
stabilization. This becomes even clearer when the next subgenre, encourage-
ment speech, is taken into consideration.

2 Encouragement Speeches and the Hymnic Material

Encouraging the soldiers in the battle is an element that occurs in 1QM 7—9 and
1QM 16-17/4Q491a. By contrast, in 4Q493, it is lacking, at least if the instruc-
tions did not continue in other sheets not preserved for us. As regards 4Q491b,
encouragement does not occur in the text as it is preserved but the option
that there was an encouragement speech in lines 1—5 of fragments 1-3 cannot
be excluded. In 1QM 7, the one who encourages is TnRn 171127 while in 1QM
16-17/4Q4091a it is w1 1M3;3! and the actual encouragement speech is also

30 Cf. Hempel, “The Profile and Character of Qumran Cave 4.”
31 On this reading in 4Q491a, see Section 1.4 of Chapter 1.
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embedded in the instructions (contrary to 1QM 7). Without Cave 4 material, it
could be reasonable to argue that the passage in 1QM 7, the one without actual
words of encouragement, would have given an inspiration to later redactors
of 1QM to write the speeches in the end of the Scroll. However, the passage in
4Q491b demonstrates that there existed quite similar regulation lists without
the element of encouragement. Therefore, it is more sensible to ask whether
the encouragement in 1QM 7 is a late element which was created in order to
link different units of 1QM together. The vocabulary of the encouragement
passage in column 7 can also be used as an argument for the separate nature
of this passage in its context: there are expressions, for example, “the men of
the battle line” (n27pnn "wiR) and the idea of one + six priests that occurs only
here in 1QM. In addition, this conclusion about the encouragement is in line
with the hypothesis that was already made on the basis of weapons and trum-
pets: there are many reasons to believe that 1QM 7—9 includes elements that
are late in the textual process behind 1QM.

In the analysis part above, the encouragement speeches were separated
from thanksgiving hymns (e.g., 13:7-16, 14:2-15) and some other hymns (e.g,,
hymns in 1QM 10-12; Self-Glorification Hymn in 4Q491 11 ii + 12), although still
taking into account the option that all the hymns were meant to be somehow
encouraging (that, e.g., the Self-Glorification Hymn was added to its context
in order to emphasize the connection between human and divine beings and
thus, to motivate and encourage the soldiers).32 In this chapter, the scrutiny
is limited to those passages that were already above called encouragement
speeches and in which it seems clear that a priest or priests encourage the men
going to war. The passages that do not include sufficient text that the context
of the speech can be analyzed are omitted in this scrutiny (see 4Q491a 13 1-3a;
15 1-3, 5-12; 4Q491b 1-3 1-53;) although it was suggested above that they were
encouragement speeches. Consequently, five speeches remain, three in 1QM
and two in 4Q4o1a, and, in addition, there is one encouragement situation in
1QM in which the speech is not written down. All these encouragement pas-
sages are closely related to the battle instructions and thus, some of them were
already briefly discussed above.

In Table 46, the textual elements of the encouragement passages are item-
ized and compared.33

32 See Section 3 of Chapter 1.

33  When reading the table, one must again take the fragmentary nature of the manuscripts
into account: the fact that something is not preserved in the text of a manuscript does
not automatically mean that it could not have once occurred in that text. However, the
fragmentary nature of the texts does not prevent us from doing comparisons — as long as
these factors are borne in mind.
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The first time that encouragement is encountered in 1QM is in column 7. The
encouragement is situated after the description of the clothing of the priests
(7:10-11) which was noted above to have a parallel in 4Q491b. The encourager
in1QM 7 is one of the seven priests mentioned as present,3* and those who are
encouraged are “all the men of the line” (7:12a). It is said explicitly that they are
encouraged for the battle but nothing more is said about the need for encour-
agement or, for example, about enemies. The actual encouragement speech is
not described at all. After the brief remark of encouragement, the text moves
on by describing the other tasks of priests and Levites, especially their duties
as blowers of the trumpets (7:12b—).

The second encouragement situation occurs in column 10, at the beginning
of the section of hymns/prayers (in columns 10-15). The author refers to Moses’
words according to which a priest has to encourage the people while approach-
ing the battle (10:1-5a). Here, the encourager is not very explicitly defined: he is
just a priest. Those who are encouraged are a wider group, the people of Israel
(10:3) — and not a group of soldiers within it as above. It seems that while in
column 7 encouragement is applied to a more specific situation — to the need
of a specific group — here it concerns all Israel. On the other hand, in addition
to the priest, the “officers” (o™VW 10:5) are those who are urged to encour-
age — and not all but the “mighty men of worth” (51 * 1123 10:6) who are “ready
for battle” (nnn%nn ™ny 10:5). This is also something different from column 7
where the officers are not mentioned until after the encouragement — and with
an emphasis on their being Levites (cf. 7:14-16). In addition, contrary to col-
umn 7 where the adversary is totally absent, enemies are mentioned in column
10 line 4. By ordering the people not to tremble or to be terrified because of
them, it is hinted that they may be very intimidating. Finally, as in column 7,
here in column 10, too, the encouragement is followed by the order to sound
an alarm with the trumpets — an idea that probably originates in Numbers 10:9.

The third encouragement passage in 1QM is situated in column 15. In line 4,
the chief priest, his brothers, priests, Levites, and all the men of the army are
brought to the stage. After the chief priest has read the prayer and thanks-
givings, the priest “assigned for the appointed time of vengeance” (pynn jm2

34  Yadin translates the expression TR 17121 as “one priest” and supposes that it refers to
the appointed priest mentioned in line 15:6 (see Yadin The Scroll of the War, 292). Wise
et al. (1Q33”) follow the same line. However, it seems more reasonable that TNN/ is
here just used in order to say that one of the seven priests encourages while the other
six hold the trumpets (cf. lines 12b—13a: RPN NIVIRM P’ AWWA 7°21). Duhaime and
Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar see the text this way and translate “the first priest shall/
will walk...,” see Duhaime, “War Scroll,” 113; Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar, Study Edition,
124-25.
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o1 TYNY; 15:6) encourages the soldiers. In the actual encouragement speech
(15:7b—16:1), the soldiers are ordered not to fear or to panic because of the
enemy but in addition the enemy is described as being very wicked but on the
other hand, weak. After the speech, the priests are again ordered to sound
the trumpets and the text moves on to describe the actual acts of war (16:3-).

The fourth encouragement passage (16:16-17:9) is situated between the two
passages that describe the acts of war and have parallels both in column 8 and
column 15. Here, the chief priest is the one who encourages (16:13). Those who
are encouraged are not explicitly described but it is said that the chief priest
stands “in front of the line” (16:13). Enemies are depicted as ending up in noth-
ingness (17:4), but there are also many other things included in the speech:
First, the idea that God is testing his own people in wartime is introduced in
line 16:15. This indicates that the encouragement is not only needed in case
of panicking before the enemy but also in case of panicking when one’s own
side is suffering losses.3> Second, the idea of some kind of leading figure of the
enemy side, the “commander of the dominion of wickedness,” comes up in
column 17, lines 5-6. And third, the idea of some kind of angelic character is
introduced in line 17:6 (“He has sent an everlasting help ... through the might
of the majestic angel.”).

In sum, in addition to always having a priest or priests as those who encour-
age, the encouragement situations in 1QM have at least one other feature in
common: the encouragement is always followed by sounding trumpets.3¢ By
contrast, the actual words of encouragement and, for example, the description
of the enemies varies considerably: in column 7, enemies are not even men-
tioned and the speech of encouragement is not written down. In column 10,
the author follows Deuteronomy 20 and warns not to be afraid of enemies. In
two more encouragement situations in columns 15-17, the speeches get much
space and the enemies are described in many different ways.

35  Cf. also the discussion above in which it was noted that the battle instruction section
in columns 16-17 is the only one that includes the idea of losses on both sides, not only
among the enemies but also among the army’s own skirmishers.

36  Inaddition, the passages share the following things: a) Columns 7 and 15 have in common
the verbal root 15ﬂ which describes the priest’s action. b) In columns 7,15 and 16, the situ-
ation is set somewhere near the battle line(s). These columns also have in common the
verbal root P11 which describes the priest’s action. ¢) Columns 15 and 16 have in common
the introductory formula 3781 731, d) Columns 10, 15 and 16 have in common the phrase
1R 58 “do not be terrified.” e) Columns 10 and 15 also share the sentence 781 1110 K1
D181 1YN “do not be alarmed and do not tremble before them.” f) Columns 7 and
16 share the expression N7AN5A2 DT “their hands for the battle” (the last-mentioned
reads: 1NMAN5M3 0T “their hands for his battle”).
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The text in 4Q4o1a 11 ii is in many ways a close textual parallel to what is
preserved in 1QM columns 16 and 17. The situation before the speech is very
similar in both of them: there is an order to blow a signal to return, and the
chief priest is the one who approaches and stands before the battle line and
encourages the soldiers. The beginnings of the speeches are also very similar:
testing the people’s heart in the crucible and obeying the mysteries of God are
mentioned in both speeches and the order to be courageous and not to fear is
also given in both. Instead, what follows differs. In 1QM, the idea of the angelic
character dominates the end of the speech while in 4Q491a, the speech con-
centrates on the battle between the God of Israel and Belial. The idea of the
covenant, however, occurs at the end of both speeches. As was demonstrated
in Section 1.4 of Chapter 2, it is probable that 1QM shows here literary depen-
dence on 4Q491a—the speech is radically reworked but still based on what was
known in the Cave 4 manuscript. This shows that in the midst of the battle
instructions that were transmitted without any significant changes, it was still
possible to introduce new ideas — and speeches provided a good framework
for this.

4Q401 10 ii also includes the encouragement passage but very little is left
of it. However, it can be noted that as with the previously discussed fragment
11, this fragment also is parallel to 1QM columns 16 and 17. As concluded in
Section 1.2 of Chapter 2, the text in fragment 10 column 2 probably describes
the phase of war preceding the phase that is described in fragment 1. In 1QM,
this phase is omitted and the text of column 15 is taken in its place. Here again,
the instructive part of the text includes many textual similarities with 1QM 15
and 16 but the words that are left of the encouragement speech do not indicate
textual parallelism to any other speech that is known in the M manuscripts.

To conclude, contrary to battle instructions, encouragement speeches were
not developing towards stabilization — although the subgenre of encourage-
ment speech with certain elements was clearly established. Instead, the
speeches specifically offer a place for literary creativity and provided an
opportunity to add new elements to the text. This was needed in order to make
the texts dynamic and usable again and again — and thus, the hymnic mate-
rial could bring an urgency to the war material in general during its transmis-
sion. What is noteworthy is that the preserved speeches are mainly in 1QM
and in 4Q491a, and at least 1QM was probably targeted at a larger audience
(and not only to the learned elite who transmitted and even created the text).
4Q493 does not, at least in its preserved form, include any encouragement —
which probably has to do with the fact that the viewpoint in this manuscript is
strongly that of priests. In its exploratory war vision of 4Q493, which probably
was quite early in the ensemble of the War Texts the encouragement was not
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yet an important element. Later, when the war visions became more commu-
nal, the encouragement also became more central.

When the scrutiny is extended from the encouragement speeches to the
hymn material in general, some important observations of the function of
these poetic texts and the War Texts in general can be made. In 1QM 10-13,
there is a long hymn section that is unknown outside 1QM. This hymnic sec-
tion is characterized by several references to the Hebrew Bible, also including
citations and citation formulas. Its first main purpose is to introduce teach-
ings from the past: it collects war-related instructions from different parts of
the Pentateuch (10:1-8a), describes the creation and the creative acts of God
(10:8b—18), refers to David and Goliath and the victorious kings (11:1-5a), and
quotes the prophets (11:5b—12a). The second essential aim is to describe God as
awar hero — and this too is done by taking inspiration from the “biblical” tradi-
tions, in this case from Ezekiel 38-39 (see 1QM 11:12b—12:18). It is probable that
when 1QM was compiled in its present form, it became important to show that
the ideas of the war texts were in line with God’s elementary deeds in history.
Since reworking and replacing hymnic material was generally accepted in the
end part of the Scroll (see 1QM 16-17), it was probably also easy to add hymns
in the middle of the scroll.

The large amount of hymnic material in 1QM (and in some other M manu-
scripts as well) leads one to ask how prayer and warfare are related. For Falk,
these two elements are indivisible. He notes that the same language is used
when describing the mustering of armies for war and when describing the
gathering of the community for worship. For example, the units of thousands,
hundreds, fifties and tens are used when describing military units (1QM 3:12—
18) and when describing the liturgical procession in the covenant renewal
ceremony (1QS 2:19—23).37 He also gives many other examples in which the
language related to warfare is intermingled with that of worship or vice versa.38
Consequently, he argues that worship was understood as a kind of warfare:
with prayers, it was possible to wage war against demons and seek protection
against the attacks of diseases and other types of harm.3® In addition, accord-
ing to Falk, the large number of war-related manuscripts, the fact that some of
the M texts are inscribed in the manuscripts also containing liturgical prayer
texts (4Q496, 4Q497), the evident re-use of prayers (e.g., 1QM 12 and 19), and
the use of prayer formulas that are also known from liturgical prayers*° all

37 Falk, “Prayer, Liturgy, and War,” 285-6.
38 Falk, “Prayer, Liturgy, and War,” 286-7.
39 Falk, “Prayer, Liturgy, and War,” 288-9.
40 Falk, “Prayer, Liturgy, and War” 278-8o.
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point to a liturgical context behind the M manuscripts.*! Both this liturgical
interpretation and Brooke’s idea of the importance of writing#? lead one to
think that what 1QM gives to its readers and users are concrete tools to protect
themselves from evil. While on the surface these tools seem to be war tactics
and weapons, after a closer look they prove to be writing and praying. This does
not mean, however, that the audience of 1QM would not anticipate the actual
war — worldly and otherworldly — as well. However, while waiting and trying to
ride out the smaller storms, writing and praying were also easily accessible to
the marginalized. Furthermore, through the image of a soldier, these people
were given ingredients to build their (communal) identity which was continu-
ally tested in the setbacks of life.

Earlier in this study, it was argued that 1QM should be understood primar-
ily as a rule text or a collection of rules. It may seem difficult to reconcile this
view with a liturgical interpretation. However, the idea of resisting evil forces
can well be one leading principle according to which the rules were formu-
lated and compiled — and, from this point of view, understanding 1QM as a
rule and interpreting it as being used liturgically are not mutually exclusive.
When considering all the M material, the liturgical grasp seems to be stron-
gest in 1QM: the amount of hymnic material is largest there. However, 4Q491a
contains extensive hymnic material too, including hymns that are unique in
comparison with other M manuscripts. In 4Q493, no hymnic material is pre-
served but there as well, the focus that is strongly on priests, the discussion on
purity issues and the importance of the right order of the trumpets’ alarms
indicate that ritual or liturgical interpretation is well possible. What should
also be noted is that 4Q496 and 4Q497 are inscribed together with liturgical
texts (4Q505, 4Q506, 4Q509 and 4Q499), which indicates that the possibility
of interpreting the war traditions liturgically existed already in the early phase
of their transmission.

3 Chief Priest Tradition and the Lateness of 1QM 13

One separate theme that comes into consideration when reading the encour-
agement speeches is the encourager. As already noted, he is always a priest but

41 Falk, “Prayer, Liturgy, and War,” 293.

42 Note that Brooke seems to speak about two different acts of writing: writing as a “magical”
act (in trumpet inscriptions) and the psychological and social significance of the multiple
writings (M manuscripts). Writing as a magical act included power, and written texts bore
authority, gave encouragement, and strengthened hope among their readers and users.
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not always the same priest: often he is the chief priest, but in some cases some
other priest. The role of different priests is in any case an interesting question
which may shed some light on the literary process behind the War Texts as
well. Therefore, in the following, it is given close scrutiny.

The title “chief priest” (W& 1M2) does not occur very often in the M manu-
scripts; only five times in 1QM (211, 15:4-53, 16:13b—153, 18:5b—64, 19:11b—13) and
twice in 4QM texts (4Q491 fragment 11 column 2, line 11; 4Q494 line 4), the
4QM passages being parallel to those in 1QM.*3 In addition, it is very prob-
able that the chief priest was also mentioned in 1QM 13:1: on the basis of its
similarities with 1QM 15:4, Jean Duhaime concludes that in the lost beginning
of the sentence in column 13, “the chief priest must have been mentioned” as
in column 15.4* This conclusion seems plausible but of course, there always
remains a question mark when trying to read something that is not explicitly
in the text. However, since there are also other features that link 1QM 13:1 to the
passages mentioning the chief priest — and since the position of column 13 in
1QM is in general an interesting question — it is carried along in this analysis.

Very often, the chief priest occurs as part of lists that enumerate different
groups taking part in the liturgical activity, blessing or praising God. These
kinds of lists occur only in 1QM: at least in the preserved war text material, no
parallels to them can be identified in the other M manuscripts. That they were
something special is also indicated by the fact that one of them is in 1QM 15,
the column which is in the middle of the section (1QM 14-17) that has a paral-
lel in 4Q491a. With this parallel, it is possible to demonstrate that there was a
version of the text that followed quite clearly the text of 1QM 14:4-18 and 1QM
16 but deviates from the text in lines 15:4-16:1. What is also noteworthy is that
when comparing the text of 1QM and its parallel in 4Q491a, something has
changed just before lines 15:4-16:1: as was already discussed in Section 1.3 of
Chapter 2, in 1QM 14 the hymn section is linked to its context, the battlefield,
before the hymn starts (lines 2—3) butin 4Q491a, it is stated only after the hymn
that it was to be recited outside the camps (fragments 8-10, line 17). Thus, this
part of the texts was clearly undergoing some changes — and the text in lines
15:4-16:1 is unique in comparison to other known M manuscripts.

43 4Q491 11 ii 11 reads WI[RI7 1]M3 and is parallel to 1QM 16:13 (although there is a minor
difference in reading either WIR7 or WR1Y; cf. Section 1.6 of Chapter 2) and 4Q494 line 4
reads WR1I1 1712 which is parallel to 1QM 2:1.

44  See Duhaime, “Dualistic Reworking,” 43. Note also that the link between 1QM 13:1 and 15:4
is picked up by many: see, e.g., Schultz, Conquering the World, 224, 318; van der Ploeg, Le
Rouleau de la Guerre, 149; Yadin, The Scroll of the War, 320. Cf. also 1QM 18:5-6.
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What may be noteworthy is that in three cases the chief priest is spelled
with v (WR1I7, cf. in 1QM 16, 18 and 19)*5 but in column 15 it is spelled as wxIn
(cf. also1QM 2:1). In addition to these four cases, the word 70’ occurs 22 times in
1QM and 21 of them are written as WX1 (18 of 20 occurrences in columns 2-11).
The one remaining occurrence offers one more spelling, namely wix3. This
reading is also reconstructed in 4Q491 11 ii (see line 11 Wi[&n 1]712). Another
possibility would be to reconstruct w1ani according to 4Q491 810 ii 13 which
reads W1Inn 1man. In that case, the question arises whether the author actually
meant to write P11 17127 (cf. 1QM 15:6). All these options for speculation and
the possible existence of even three different spellings of o’ hint that there
was something going on with these passages and a discussion on the role of
the chief priest and other possible priests with special roles was underway. In
Table 47 the passages that mention the chief priest or the appointed priest are
gathered together and compared.*6

In the table, every passage has been taken under scrutiny on its own but
when discussing at the manuscript level, the following general overviews
take shape: In 4Q491a 11 ii, the chief priest (or, if the word is reconstructed
differently, the appointed priest) draws near the line, takes his position and
strengthens the soldiers’ hands by giving an encouragement speech. In frag-
ment 10 ii, the priest appointed to the battle draws near the line and takes up
his position there. He strengthens the soldiers’ hands by giving an encourage-
ment speech. Since the arrangement of the fragments is not clear, the order
of these two encouragement situations is also undecided — but if Davis’ pre-
liminary arrangement introduced in Section 1.2 of Chapter 2 is followed,*” the
order of these characters is similar to that of 1QM 15: there, the chief priest,
together with some others, like priests and Levites, takes his position and reads
the prayer (15:4-5a), and after that, the appointed priest walks and strengthens
the soldiers by giving an encouragement speech (15:6b—7). Later in 1QM, the
chief priest draws near the line, takes his position and strengthens the soldiers’
heart and hands (i.e., encourages them) by giving an encouragement speech
(16:13b—15a). Afterwards, the chief priest and others bless God (18:5b—6a) and

45 Cf. also 4Q494, line 4.

46 The following notation is used: words colored red are common to 1QM 13:1-2, 1QM
15:4-5a, 1QM 16:13b—153, 4Q491 10 ii and 4Q491 11 ii; words colored green are common to
1QM 13:1-2 and 1QM 18:5b—6a; words colored brown are common to 1QM 16:13b—15a, 1QM
19:11b—13, 4Q491 10 ii and 4Q491 11 ii; words marked with bold are common to 1QM 15:4-5a,
1QM 16:13b—-153, 1QM 18:5b—6a and 1QM 19:11b—13; words colored blue are common to 1QM
131-2, 1QM 1613b-15a, 1QM 18:5b—6a, 1QM 19:11b—13, 4Q491 10 ii and 1QM 15:6b—7a; words
colored purple are common to 4Q491 10 ii and 1QM 15:6b—7a.

47 See Davis, “The Dead Sea Scrolls in Colour.”
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at the end, the chief priest again draws near alone (and probably does some-
thing else that is, however, not preserved in the text: see 19:11b—13).

What then can be concluded from this? It is probable that there are two
priests both in 4Q491a and in 1QM, namely the chief priest and the appointed
priest; although the number of the different spellings may indicate that their
roles were not very clear to all the authors or redactors who transmitted the
text. In 1QM, in general, the chief priest seems to have more tasks: in addition
to encouraging (16:13), he recites a prayer (15:4—5). Also, it can perhaps be said
that at least in column 15, the chief priest’s role is more liturgical in compari-
son to 4Q491a: he recites the prayer while encouraging is primarily the task of
the appointed priest (15:6—7). The appointed priest moves (751n11) while the
chief priest stays (71p), and the verb denoting drawing near (w1) is absent
from column 15. The possibility arises from this that there was a need to make
it clear that the chief priest is not to go to the battlefield.

For what the appointed priest is appointed is different according to the
two manuscripts: in 4Q491a, he is appointed “for the battle” and in 1QM, “for
the time of vengeance according to the decision of all his brothers.” It seems
that the simpler description in 4Q491a has demanded further explanation in
1QM. The word op1 (vengeance) occurs in the speech that the appointed priest
gives in 4Q4o91a (see 10 ii 15) so “for the time of vengeance” is not a far-fetched
explanation.*® In addition, in 1QM 15 it is emphasized that the appointed
priest is appointed “according to the decision of all his brothers.” The broth-
ers are mentioned in M manuscripts only in 1QM 13 and (twice) in 1QM 15.49
Mentioning them in column 15 might have to do with the development from
the priestly-oriented group to the wider audience and the probable lateness of
column 13, which is further discussed below.

0237 n& M (“he shall strengthen their heart’; see 1QM 16:13-14) is a
unique expression; elsewhere in M manuscripts ptn (in qal) occurs together
with hands or without any object (see 1QM 1:13; 7:12;15:7). It is not impossible to
reconstruct 023 NX P in 4Q491 11 ii 11, but if the expression is not there, one
option is that it comes to 1QM 15 from the following encouragement speech
which discusses testing of hearts (see 15b: §9¢733 107 my 2[2]%). If this is the
case, it is possible that the idea was to make encouraging more emphatic every
time and that is why the heart was added before the second encouragement
speech.>0

48  Note also that in 1QM 7:5 the “day of vengeance” (D3 D) is mentioned.

49 However, see also War Scroll-like text 4Q471 fragment 1line 2.

50  Note that hands are also mentioned in 1QM 7:12 together with I (D7*7* PINY) where
the first priest (TARMA M2, [the first] one of the seven priests) encourages the soldiers.
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The introductory formula which is typical of the passages mentioning the
chief priest and/or the appointed priest is in the plural only in 1QM 13 and in
1QM 18 (R 130). The singular form (781 7331) has to do with encouraging,
the plural form with blessing. Blessing (771) does not occur as a finite verb in
4Q491 or anywhere else in 4QM manuscripts.5! In other respects, too, it seems
that as regards the vocabulary, 1QM 13 and 18 somehow belong together (the
chief priest as a part of the group of people, blessing) and 1QM 16 and 19 belong
together (the chief priest alone draws near and in column 16, also strength-
ens). Drawing near and strengthening obviously come from the text known in
4Q401a. 1QM 15 brings some entirely new elements like reading the prayer for
the appointed time of the war, and these elements are probably late in the M
tradition. In addition, blessings and curses (1QM 13:1-6) were possibly some-
thing that was added to the text in the late phase of its development process.
One option to explain this is that column 13 was formulated on the basis of
column 14. In Section 2 of Chapter 2 it was already suggested that column 13
is separate from its context: the absence of military vocabulary and the pres-
ence of a unique, heavenly character (&1 9w) indicate this and the lexical
and structural similarities between 1QM 13 and 14 and many echoes of other
columns of 1QM point to the likelihood that the text of column 13 was formu-
lated on the basis of column 14 at a late stage of the development of 1QM (see
further discussion in Section 2 of Chapter 2). If there were some additional
evidence — in some 4QM texts that are clearly earlier than that of 1QM — that
columns 12 and 14 were connected without column 13 in between, it would give
more support to the theory that column 13 is an interpolation. However, this
kind of evidence cannot be found.?2 Instead, the fact that the text of column 14
has slightly divergent parallels in 4Q491 8-10 i and 1QM 19 shows that the mate-
rial known in 1QM 14 was somehow a “work in progress” at the time 1QM was
written down. Although this does not directly support the idea that column
13 was developed on the basis of column 14, it does not speak against it — the
author of column 13 perhaps preferred to use the text which was otherwise
under discussion.

As has been argued above, the battle instructions in 1QM columns 7—9 probably repre-
sents the battle instruction tradition in its latest form and aims to gather different ele-
ments together. Since hands occur most often before the speeches, it is natural that it was
chosen to be mentioned in column 7.

51 4Q496 fragment 26 line 1 may be an exception while reading ]3923[ but the case must
remain unclear since the letters are not very readable and there is no context.

52 4Q492 fragment 1 lines 1-8 should be considered as a parallel to 1QM 19 rather than sepa-
rate evidence for connecting the material of 1QM 12 and 1QM 14 directly together.
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What should also be noted is that there is probably a part of the hymn simi-
lar to that of column 13 preserved in 4Q495 fragment 2 (see 13:9b—12a). This
indicates that although 1QM 13 might have been developed on the basis of 1QM
14, its material is not completely unique and it is possible that the addition of
column 13 to 1QM was done already before the final compilation of 1QM.

4 1QM in the Light of the 4QM Manuscripts

The starting point for this study was to analyze the Qumran War Text mate-
rial without considering the best-preserved manuscript — which in this case is
undeniably 1QM - to set out what the primary model of the War Texts could be.
1QM was understood as one example of the War Texts, not a prototype through
which all the other material must be seen. However, while the study has
progressed — and as the previous sections also demonstrate — it has become
clear that scrutinizing War Text material in general gives some perspective on
1QM as well. Therefore, this section takes a brief glance at 1QM and introduces
some points through which the development behind it can be sketched.

Table 48 demonstrates the different degrees of parallelism that can be dis-
tinguished between 1QM and the other M manuscripts. As was noted in the
analysis part, defining possible parallels between two texts is not always easy
and often requires making reconstructions that must remain hypothetical.
Therefore, the table below is more or less a simplification. The degree of par-
allelism is expressed with the terms “close” and “remote” which were already
used in the analysis part.>® While close parallels, above all, reflect textual simi-
larity even on the level on wording, remote parallels allow for variation in the
arrangement of the text material and include parallelisms on the thematic
level. In the third case, namely, in the (rare) case of genre parallel, the content
of the texts can be different but the parallelism occurs on the level of genre. All
in all, the function of this tripartition is not to create strictly defined criteria
and categories: the varied degree of parallelism cannot be demonstrated by
putting the text passages in pigeonholes but rather, it should be described as
a continuum. However, the table is meant to take note of the broad lines of
the comparison.

53  This terminology is not the only possible one, but it was created in order to help the com-
parison between the texts in this study. For the definition of the terms as used here, see
Section 4 of the Introduction.
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TABLE 48  The textual parallels between 1QM and 4QM manuscripts

1QM 4QM The degree of parallelism

1 4Q496? impossible to define

1E 4Q4941-3 close parallel?

2:1-3 4Q494:4—5 close parallel

2:5-E 4Q496? impossible to define

31-E 4Q496? impossible to define

4 4Q496? impossible to define

5:16-17 4Q491b fragments 1-3m remote parallel?

6 - no parallels

7:3b-12 4Q491b fragments 1-3:6b—18 remote parallel

8 - no parallels

9:1—9 4Q496? impossible to define

9:7b—9g 4Q493 4b-6 remote parallel

10 - no parallels

1 - no parallels

12 4Q492 and 1QM 19 close parallel

13:9b—12a 4Q495 fragment 2 close parallel?

14:2-3 4Q491a fragments 8-10, column 1:17-E remote parallel?

14:4-15 4Qq91a fragments 8-10, column 1:1-12 close parallel

141618 4Q491a fragments 8-10, column 1:13-16 close parallel

15 - no parallels

16:3-14 4Q4o91a fragment 11, column 2:1-12a close parallel

(/8-14) 4Q4o91a fragment 10, column 2:8-14a remote parallel

16:15— ? 4Q4o91a fragment 11, column 2:12b—18 remote parallel
4Q4o91a fragment 10, column 2:14b-17 genre parallel

17:10-14 4Qq91a fragment 11, column 2:19—23 close parallel

18 - no parallels

19 4Q492 and 1QM 12 close parallel

The table once more recapitulates many observations already made above:
towards the end part of the scroll, namely columns 14 and 16—19, the close par-
allelism with M manuscripts is strongest and easiest to demonstrate. In these
columns, the battle instructions alternate with the encouragement speeches
given by the chief priest, the trumpets of memorial, the trumpets of the slain
and the trumpets of summoning are used to direct the battle against the Kittim,
and people with ram’s horns participate in this directing together with priests
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and Levites. 4QM manuscripts show that this war scenario was known and
actively copied and reworked. Furthermore, on the basis of the existing mate-
rial, it seems that this part of all the 1QM material probably was under active
discussion for the longest period of time. 4QM manuscripts demonstrated that
the battle instructions were considered to be worth transmitting more or less
as they were while the speeches and hymns could be more freely chosen and
reworked, created and rejected. The stabilized position of the instructive mate-
rial is also demonstrated by the fact that although there is a kind of updated
version of the battle instructions in column 8, the end part of the Scroll was
still considered worth preserving.

The war cry preserved in 1QM 12 and 19 and in 4Q49z2 is an interesting exam-
ple of material that was considered to be important and actively studied and
copied. In the manuscripts, different phases of this material have been pre-
served: 4Q492 can be understood as a “study copy” where the hymn known in
1QM 19 was studied. After that, the hymn was reused in a new context in 1QM
12. Although, for example, both 4Q491a and 4Q492 can be seen as “earlier ver-
sions” of something that is later copied to 1QM, it is clear that the manuscripts
cannot be understood only by situating them in the chronological model of
“textual history”: it is very probable that all these manuscripts had different
purposes of use and/or different audiences. While 1QM was a “showroom copy”
and aimed at a large audience, 4Q491a was probably targeted at a narrower
(elite) group of people — and 4Q492 can be defined mainly as a draft version.

Manuscripts 4Q491b and 4Q493 have preserved material that can be classi-
fied as representing remote parallels to 1QM. They both include battle instruc-
tions which are, however, somewhat different from those known in 1QM. For
example, in 4Q493 there are weapons and trumpets that are not known in any
other M text and in 4Q491b, the ambush is an important part of the war tactic
while in 1QM it is mentioned only in passing. In both texts, purity is one of the
themes whereas in 1QM 16-17 it is not discussed at all and in 1QM 7—9, it seems
to have demanded detailed explanation. Thus, it can be said that manuscripts
4Q401b and 4Q493 represent alternative and more exploratory visions of the
war in comparison to 1QM. Their influence can be distinguished in 1QM but
they were not copied as they were and they were not considered to be relevant
as such for the audience of 1QM.

The late parts of 1QM are probably at least a part of the encouragement
speech in column 17, column 13 (which includes the idea of the heavenly savior
figure as does column 17, as well), column 1 (which introduced readers to the
compiled composition) and the battle instructions in column 7—g (into which
different traditions describing the progress of the battle were compiled).
Probably the compilation of columns 7—9 was made first and the heavenly
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figure and column 1 were added in the latest phase. What should be noted,
however, is that in its present form, 1QM is specifically a compilation and it
is probable that its compilers/redactors and readers also understood it to be
such. This means that the compilers/redactors did not necessarily aim at com-
plete coherence but were particularly interested in compiling the material.
Still, some of the differences between the closely parallel text passages can be
explained by noting that some of the reworkings were needed in order to inject
a passage into a new context in the compiled 1QM.5*

What is here concluded about 1QM is based on a thorough reading of Cave 4
M manuscripts, not on literary-critical scrutiny of 1QM itself. The observations
made on 1QM are a by-product of studying the other War Text material, not
the main result of it. In this sense, this study differs considerably from the
most recent published monograph concerning the War Texts, namely Brian
Schultz’s Conquering the World. Schultz’s study is important in the respect that
it is one of the few monographs which have been published on the War Texts
since the publication of 4QM manuscripts. Contrary to this study, Schultz con-
centrates on the study of 1QM and reviews the other War Text material on the
basis of the observations made on it. According to him, 1QM columns 1 and 2
include a description of a two-stage eschatological war, based on the proph-
ecy of Micah 5:4-7. He states that column 1 describes the beginning of the
war whereas column 2 seems to suggest that one stage of the war had already
passed before it. Also, Schultz argues that the list of enemies preserved in col-
umn 2 is only complete if it is suggested that the enemies mentioned in col-
umn 1 are already destroyed.?> After perceiving this model of the two-stage
war in columns 1 and 2,56 Schultz argues that, actually, the text in columns
3-19 and the text in 4QM manuscripts fit into it as well and all their text mate-
rial can be placed either in the first stage or the second stage.>” According to
him, the two-stage war was first introduced in 1QM columns 1—9, soon after the
Maccabean Revolt or just at the beginning of the Hasmonean period. This first

54  See, e.g, the reworkings of the text of 1QM 19 before adding it to 1QM 12.

55  See, e.g, Schultz, Conquering the World, 236-39.

56  Schultz argues that behind these two phases, three different traditions can be distin-
guished. The first tradition is the tradition concerning the war of the divisions. It was
first represented by column 2 and later, columns 3—9 enlarged it (only after columns 1
and column 2 were joined together). Two other traditions are related to the war against
the Kittim: The second tradition discusses the initial war against the Kittim and is based
on Dan 11. Column 1 reflects this tradition. The third tradition, the universal war against
the Kittim, is based on Ezek 38—39 and is represented by columns 15-19. See, e.g., Schultz,
Conquering the World, 323—26.

57  See, e.g, Schultz, Conquering the World, 385: “Only with a proper understanding of the
relationship between cols. 1 and 2 it is possible to correctly read the rest of M.”
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vision was strongly dependent on Dan 11:40—45 and the enemy was understood
to be the Seleucids.>® The second stage of the war was further developed when
the Roman occupation became a real threat, and consequently, columns 10-19
were added to columns 1-9 soon after the middle of the first century BCE.5?
Contrary to the present study, Schultz presupposes that 1QM was meant
to be a logical description (of the two-stage war), not just a compilation of
material discussing the same theme. However, the wide range of material pre-
served in the Scroll demonstrates that 1QM cannot be placed under one genre
or one definition®? — and if anything, its own multiple claims to be a serekh
or a compilation of serekhs should be taken into account when considering
the genre question. Also, copying several war visions simultaneously indicates
that there was no particular need to produce a single coherent war vision. In
addition, many of Schultz’s conclusions differ from what is suggested here. For
example, according to Schultz, it is more probable that the instructive section
of columns 7—g was shortened in columns 15-19 than that the instructions of
columns 15-19 were further developed in columns 7—9.6! Also, the conclusion
about the lateness of columns 15-19 differs from what was achieved in this
study. Schultz’s results reflect his premise that the amount of preserved mate-
rial is not an interesting factor when evaluating the evolution of the texts. In
other words, his understanding is not based so much on the manuscript evi-
dence as a whole but on the study of 1QM and the theory that was developed
on the basis of it. Schultz’s strength is that he creates a model in the light of
which all the War Text material can be reviewed and that he aims to tie the
text of the Scroll to the historical situations.62 On the other hand, Schultz’s
weakness is that in his study the theoretical model becomes even more sig-
nificant than the actual material.63 In the present study, much remains open

58  See, e.g, Schultz Conquering the World, 392—93.

59 See, e.g., Schultz, Conquering the World, 401—2.

60  Alex Jassen shares this opinion when arguing that “the War Scroll is a complex text that
defies simple categories” and “we should avoid trying to identify a single genre and func-
tion for the text.” See Jassen, “Violent Imaginaries and Practical Violence in the War Scroll’
in The War Scroll, Violence, War and Peace in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature,
175-203 (203).

61 Schultz, Conquering the World, 38s5.

62 However, one can ask whether a text like 1QM was ever intended to be situated in any
particular historical context — or whether its symbolic character and creative use of old
traditions rather indicate that it was meant to be applied in different contexts.

63  The model can be characterized as theoretical since it is based on the close reading of
two columns only, namely 1QM columns 1 and 2. The text of the whole Scroll does not
proceed coherently according to this model: especially in the case of the hymnic section
in columns 10-14, Schultz has to study each part of the section and decide whether it
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to discussion, but the study aims to take the manifold material seriously: all
the pieces are important and any of them can provide new information on the
multiphase transmission process.

Another important study of the 1QM and 4QM manuscripts, unfortunately
unpublished, is Rony Yishay’s dissertation The Literature of War at Qumran
(1%mpa Annnn nnap). Yishay'’s starting point is similar to that of the pres-
ent study: instead of 1QM, she places the Cave 4 M manuscripts under the
microscope (although 1QM is also included in the analysis). In many respects,
Yishay’s conclusions are close to those of this study. For example, she discerns
two “literary models” (om0 ©n37),64 which she treats as focal when ana-
lyzing the texts and their transmission — and this is reminiscent of the way
in which the present study scrutinizes the text by way of two subgenres,
battle instructions and encouragement speeches (although these “models”
and “subgenres” are not directly equivalent to each other). For Yishay, these
central models are “war descriptions” and “thanksgiving hymns.” In regards
to the former, Yishay argues that three war narratives (which in the present
study are labelled “battle instructions”) reflect one tripartite model of the war
description, which consist of (1) the first battle (with several stages), (2) an
encouragement speech, and (3) the second battle (with several stages). This
model is preserved in its entirety in 4Q491 11 ii/1QM 16-17 and partly in 4Q4901
10 ii/1QM 16 and 4Q491 13/1QM 17, and is also modified in 4Q493.5% As regards
prayers that have been preserved very similarly in different manuscripts (those
in 1QM 12/1QM 19/4Q492, 1QM 14/4Q491a and 1QM 13/4Q495), Yishay suggests
that they are all based on hymns that already existed before the War Texts pre-
served for us, and thus defines them as “independent units” (nRREY M7m°).66

While on the one hand, the present study confirms Yishay’s many obser-
vations of the similarities and differences between the M manuscripts, on
the other hand, I regard suggesting common literary “models” for explaining
the similarities as questionable. According to Yishay, the authors of the War
Texts seemed to be piecing together a jigsaw puzzle, or as she puts it, putting
together “building-blocks”:6” They used existing literary models and prayers
and composed their texts on the basis of these (although they reworked some
parts for their own purposes when required). The presents study aims to draw

belongs to the first or the second stage of the war (see, e.g., Schultz, Conquering the World,
255-8). Thus, the critical question is whether Schultz is actually creating a coherence by
categorizing the material in order to fit it into one or the other of the two stages of the war.

64  Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 323.

65 Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 324.

66  Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 323.

67  Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 310.
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a more nuanced picture of the similarities and differences between the texts,
analyzing the material as it is and avoiding the use of theoretical sources that
are not in any way verifiable. This is also true for terms such as “recension”
and “edition”: While Yishay argues that it is impossible to discern the differ-
ent “recensions” or “editions” of the War Texts due to the fragmentariness of
the material,5® the present study seeks to understand this material primarily
as concrete manuscripts, as opposed to abstract products of independent tex-
tual development. Furthermore, the present study aims for greater accuracy in
using terms in any case. For example, the term “description” (11%°n) is not espe-
cially apposite when defining texts that are clearly instructive, divided into dif-
ferent lists and/or instructions, and often understand themselves as serekhs,
rather than as narratives or visions.

The undeniable strength of Yishay’s study is that she gives priority to the
previously overlooked (long unavailable) Cave 4 material and takes the frag-
mentary nature of this material seriously, being careful not to draw overly bold
conclusions. Yishay’s weakness is that her carefulness leads her to base her
explanations mostly on theoretical models rather than on concrete material,
and this often leads to more questions than answers. For example, defining cer-
tain prayers as “independent units” calls for more detailed discussion on how
and for what purposes these units were created and in what form they were
available to the authors. However, Yishay’s study is in many ways an important
pathfinder for all who aim to accept the challenge of explaining the multiple
M manuscripts.

68  Yishay, “The Literature of War at Qumran,” 323. See also the English abstract in which
Yishay argues: “Due to the paucity of remains extent from cave 4 manuscripts and their

fragmentary condition, it cannot be determined whether they contain different recen-
sions, editions or only slight reworking of the basic sources.”



CHAPTER 10

Section Markers in M Tradition

The paragraph division of 1QM was already discussed in Section 3 of Chapter1
and the vacats of other M manuscripts were briefly dealt with in the analysis
section as well. It was demonstrated that vacats are not the only way to divide
the text into paragraphs: in the case of 1QM, for example, the titles given to
different rules form an important way to outline and understand the text. The
difference between the small (half-line) and large (full-line) vacats in 1QM is
not clear but it should be noted that of the six named rules in 1QM, only half
are preceded by an empty line.! This means that of 11 preserved empty lines
in 1QM,2 only about one-quarter precede a new rule section while half of the
rules are preceded by a smaller, half-line vacat. The fact that the larger vacats
do not go hand in hand with the serekh sections indicates that the empty lines
do not necessarily have to do with the contentual division of the text.3 Instead,
it seems that at least some of these large vacats have more to do with the
sources the author/compiler of 1QM used and the changes he possibly made
to the text. This can be demonstrated with the five empty lines in the final part
of the scroll (i.e., columns 9—19):
1)  The vacat in 1QM 12:6 precedes the war cry which is known in two dif-
ferent manuscripts (1QM and 4Q492) and three different sheets (1QM 12,
1QM 19, 4Q492). As was demonstrated in Section 2 of Chapter 2, 1QM 19
and 4Q492 represent an earlier version of this hymn while in 1QM 12,
some changes were made in order to fit the hymn into its present con-
text. Thus, in the case of 1QM 12, it is clear that a source was used and the
source is even preserved for today’s scholars. What precedes the vacat in
line 12:6 (i.e., 1QM 10:1-12:5) is something that is not known from Cave 4
manuscripts.
2)  What follows directly after the vacat in 1QM 13:17 cannot be exactly deter-
mined because of the fragmentary condition of the manuscript at this
point. What is noteworthy is that soon after the fragmentary lines, there

1 See 215 before the rule of the trumpets, 312 before the rule for the banners of the whole
congregation, 16:2 before the rule that shall be carried out.

2 Note that the number of empty lines is not necessarily exact: in some cases, it is possible that
the vacat was not meant to be long but since the text comes to its end very near the end of the
line, there was no choice other than leaving the following line empty (see 1QM 5:15, 6:7, 6:18).

3 Note also that in 4Q491 fragments 1—3 the serekh is not preceded by a vacat (cf. line 6).

© HANNA VANONEN, 2022 | DOI:10.1163/9789004512061_012
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follow a rubric and a thanksgiving hymn which have parallels in 4Q491
fragments 8-10 i. As demonstrated in Section 1.3 of Chapter 2, the rubric
is in a different place in 4Q491: while in 1QM, it precedes the hymn, in
4Qqo1 it follows the hymn. Thus, it seems that there was a point of change
shortly after the large vacat in column 14. What precedes the vacat in line
1317 (i.e., 1QM 13:1-16) may be at least partly parallel to 4Q495, but as
demonstrated earlier (in Section 3 in this chapter), there are several rea-
sons to suggest that column 13 was a late part of the compilation of 1QM.

3) Thevacatin1QM 16:2 precedes the section which has its parallel in 4Q491
11 ii. What is noteworthy is that what precedes fragment 11 column 2 is
totally different than what precedes 1QM 16:3: in 4Q4491, there are the self-
glorification hymn and the song of praise (in fragment 11 column 1) while
in 1QM, there is column 15 (or to be more precise, lines 15:4-16:1) which
seems to be a unique passage in comparison to other M manuscripts.

4)  Thevacatin1QM16:10 has its equivalent in 4Q491a, namely, in fragment 11
column 2 line 8, although in that manuscript, the vacat is smaller, only a
small space in the middle of the line. What may also be noteworthy is
that quite soon after this vacat, there is an encouragement speech (1QM
16:15-17:3/4Q491a fragment 11 column 2 lines 11b—18) that was clearly
reworked when the text known from 4Q4g91a was used in 1QM.

5) In the case of the vacat in line 18:8, it is difficult to evaluate what the
empty line is for; there is no other manuscripts preserved where there
are parallels to the text around the empty line. It seems that the vacat
here separates two hymns. It is quite possible that these two hymns came
from different sources, but, as already mentioned, there is no evidence to
validate this suggestion.

To sum up, in three cases, the vacat precedes a part of the text that is known
from somewhere else but that has been modified (cases 1, 2 and 4). In two or
three cases, the vacat follows a unique part of the text and precedes a text that
is also known somewhere else (cases 1, 3 and perhaps 2). All in all, it seems that
most of the large vacats can be explained as indicating different sources* and/
or changes made in the text following the vacat.

When scrutinizing the beginning of 1QM, the task of determining the mean-
ing of the large vacats is more difficult since there is no manuscript evidence
for the possible sources and/or changes made to them. However, the sugges-
tion that the empty lines have to do with the sources and the changes is quite
easily applied to the beginning of the scroll (columns 1-8). There, the empty

4 A source it not necessarily an existing literary source; it is equally possible that the author/
compiler of 1QM created some parts of the text himself while compiling the material.
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lines separate different lists. It seems logical to think that, for example, the list
of the trumpets and the list of the banners may be based on different sources:
the banners do not occur elsewhere in 1QM so it is not far-fetched to think
that they came from a source not known elsewhere. Similarly, the rule for the
trumpets may come from an unknown source: there are trumpet lists in other
manuscripts and sheets but they are not similar to that in lines 2:16-3:11.

In addition to the large, whole-line vacats, there are some other cases in
which the use of vacats may indicate changes that were made to the texts. An
illustrative example is the poetic text unit preserved in 4Q492,1QM 19 and 1QM
12. As noted in Chapter 2, the texts of 1QM 19 and 4Q492 follow each other
closely and the text in 1QM 12:8b—16 is a slightly modified version of them.
However, even the texts of 1QM 19 and 4Q492 are not entirely similar: while in
1QM 19, the hymnic part of the text proceeds without any breaks, in 4Q492, the
hymnic part is divided into three sections: small vacats in the middle of lines
5 and 7 separate three poetic passages (4Q492 fragment 1, lines 1-5a, 5b—7a,
7b-8). In 1QM 12, the corresponding part of the text (12:8b—16) proceeds with-
out vacats as well. What is noteworthy is that the small additions made to the
text of 1QM 12 in comparison to that of 1QM 19/4Q492 are made near the parts
in which 4Q492 has vacats. In the second and the third poetic passages, the
small additions or changes come shortly after the vacat (cf. 4Q492 5-6/1QM
12:13b, 4Q492 7/1QM 12:15b) and, in the case of the first poetic passage, there
are two additions before the vacat (4Q492 4-5/1QM 12:12—-13).5 This suggests
that the vacats and the additions and changes could have something to do with
each other. Since the same hymnic part of the text occurs two times in 1QM,
it obviously is something that was considered to be important, and the addi-
tions and changes made in this part of the text may have required its study. In
4Q492, the text is divided into smaller units which may indicate this kind of
study: before making any changes to the text, it was thoroughly analyzed and
the modifications were situated near the beginning or the end of each part
of the text. Also, it is possible, that the vacats were used to indicate in which
places the additions were to be placed.®

5 In addition to these, there is a larger addition in 1QM 12 lines 8—9. Whether it comes shortly
after a vacat in 4Q492 is impossible to say since there is no text preserved (cf. 4Q4921).

6 Schultz, Conquering the World, 64, suggests that both 1QM and 4Q492 were copied by the
same scribe. He considers them as an example of the diversity of sense divisions that are
used in M manuscripts: “even the same scribe can record different sense divisions for a [sic]
same text.” According to Schultz, it is clear that 4Q492 is chronologically earlier than 1QM
and he explains that the scribe of 1QM “thought it useful to keep that third sense division”
(i.e., the one in line 4Q492 4-5/1QM 12:12—13) since the third break “reflects a much greater
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TABLE 49
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Themes in 4Q491 fragments 1-3, lines 6-11 and 1QM 7:3b—72

4Q491 fragments 1-3

1QM 7

— Groups that are not allowed to enter
the camp: children, women (line 6b)

— Craftsmen, smelters, appointed men
in the war + vacat (7a)

— Distance between camp and latrine
(7b-8a)
— Taking care of the daily duty during

Groups that are not allowed to enter the
camp: children, women, lame, blind,
crippled, blemished, unclean; require-
ments for war: voluntariness, perfection,
readiness (lines 3b—5)

Restriction and its reasons: seminal
emission; angels are present in the war
(6a)

the war, gathering to the house of
meeting + vacat + passing in front
of the troops (8b-10a)

— Restriction and its reasons: seminal Distance between camp and latrine

emission; angels are present in the (6b-7)
war (10b)

— Proceeding towards the battle (11a-)

a The arrows demonstrate where the similar themes are discussed

As regards 4Q491b, within the rule for the encampments there, there are two
vacats (see lines 7 and g). Both vacats are within the part of the text that forms
a remote parallel to the 1QM section 6:19(?)—7:7 discussing purity issues. As
was demonstrated in Section 1.1 of Chapter 3, the texts in 4Q491 fragments 1—3
lines 6—11 and in 1QM 6:19(?)—7:7 resemble each other but what is different is
that the purity issues in question are presented in a different order. Table 49
illustrates this.

As the table shows, all three purity issues that are common to both pas-
sages are delimited in their own sections with the help of vacats in 4Q491b. In
1QM, by contrast, the purity theme is discussed in the same section treating
the restrictions imposed on the soldiers (1QM 6:19—7:7). As was concluded in
Section 1 of Chapter 3, the different order of the themes probably reflects a
different understanding of the presence of angels: In 1QM, the whole camp
served as the tent of meeting and the presence of angels was not limited to
the battlefield only. In 4Q491b, the angels are not present in the camp but only

thematic shift” than the other two (cf. Schultz, Conquering the World, 65). However, this does
not explain the relationship of the three occurrences of the hymn.
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on the battlefield, and therefore, before going to the battlefield, the gather-
ing to the house of meeting is needed. It may be possible that the text mate-
rial known in 4Q491b (and later in 1QM 7) is another example of a text that
was studied and outlined with the vacats in order to collect and reorganize
the important issues concerning purity. It should also be noted that the small
hyphens written at the right edge of fragments 1-3 of 4Q491b were probably
meant to serve as section markers,” and this makes it very likely that the vacats
were there for some other purpose.

If the suggestions introduced above are on the right track,? it means that
studying and outlining a text with vacats could lead to quite different results.
It could lead to copying the text almost as it was, just making a few additions
in order to fit it to its new context. Or it could lead to picking up the themes
that were found to be important and reorganizing them into the new context.
In the case of 4Q492, the copying was more faithful since the text that was
studied was already accepted as a part of a larger compilation (1QM). 4Q4091b,
for its part, represents one of the exploratory visions of the end-time war and
the purpose was not to copy it. However, the purity theme was found to be
important and it was further developed in 1QM.

7 Cf. Section 1 of Chapter 3 and Tov, Scribal Practices, 180-84.
8 It should be noted that these suggestions are still speculative. One way to make them less
hypothetical could be to find some support by referring to other manuscripts of antiquity.

Within the limits of this study, this was not possible. In the future, studies discussing the sec-

tion markers in antique manuscripts in general (and not only within the Qumran material or
parts of it) would perhaps be fruitful.



Summary and Conclusions

The object of this study was the Qumran War Text manuscripts, especially
those found in Cave 4 (4Q471, 4Q491a, 4Q491b, 4Q492—-4Q497) that have not
yet received the scholarly attention they deserve. There has been a clear need
to study the Cave 4 M manuscripts in detail and in their own right, not just as
additional evidence of the large and well-preserved War Scroll, 1QM. In addi-
tion, the larger aim of the study was to figure out what the study of the War Text
manuscripts — which were known to be at least partly parallel to each other on
the textual level — contribute to our understanding of the lively scribal culture
as reflected in the manuscripts found in the caves at and near Qumran.

The study was divided into two main part, analysis (Part 1) and discussion
(Part 2). In the first main part, the manuscripts were studied one by one, and
in the second part the whole ensemble was put under scrutiny. The analysis
part began with a brief introduction to 1QM. Although this manuscript is not
the main focus of the study and although it has been much studied previously,
it was determined to be reader-friendly to start with it: 1QM was shown to be
such an important point of comparison when analyzing the other War Texts
that it was necessary to outline its features and contents to the reader before
going to the main material of the study. The main conclusion in Chapter 1 is
that as a large manuscript, which is also beautiful to look at, 1QM represents
“showroom quality” among the scrolls and in this sense, it clearly stands out
from the other War Texts. These observations already reflected the idea that
in the later chapters became substantial: that literary dependence is not the
only aspect to explain the mutual relationships between the manuscripts but
material factors and possible different purposes of use are also something to
pay attention to.

After the short overview of 1QM, attention in Part 1 was focused on the Cave 4
War Text manuscripts. The fundamental task of the study was to produce a
close-reading analysis of these fragments and manuscripts. The results of the
analysis were reflected in the order in which the discussion on the manuscripts
was arranged: The manuscripts with close textual parallels to other War Texts
were studied first in Chapter 2, and in Chapter 3 the manuscripts represent-
ing more unestablished war visions were discussed. In both of these groups,
the manuscripts were relatively well preserved. From Chapter 4 onwards, more
poorly preserved manuscripts were analyzed: first, the two manuscripts that
were earlier considered to overlap with 1QM 2, then the very poorly preserved
manuscript 4Q495, and third, the two opisthographic manuscripts in which
something considered to belong to the War Texts is inscribed on the verso sides

© HANNA VANONEN, 2022 | DOI:10.1163/9789004512061_013
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of papyrus scrolls. In Chapter 7, the so-called Sefer ha-Milhamah manuscripts
from Caves 4 and 11 were taken under discussion.

In Chapter 2, before going into the detailed analysis of each fragment of
4Qq01a and the text preserved on it, it was necessary to take a glance at the
fragments Baillet gathered under the designation 4Q491 and their research
history. This ensemble of fragments has been one of the most problematic
cases in characterizing manuscripts among the War Texts, and the principles
according to which the fragments are joined together (or not) and located in
the supposed manuscript and the question about the definition of the term
“manuscript” become very acute with it. During the history of the study of the
War Texts, this group of fragments has been understood as belonging together
as one manuscript, or divided into two or three different manuscripts. In this
study, the third option, namely separating manuscript 4Q491c (fragment 11 col-
umn 1 and fragment 12) from 4Q491a was shown to be worthy of criticism: the
shape and size of the fragments indicate their belonging together with 4Q491a,
and the counter-arguments considering the varying line spacing, a script dif-
ferent from that of 4Q491a, and the deviating content are not convincing, all of
these being phenomena that can be demonstrated to exist in other unbroken
manuscripts as well. In contrast, a definite answer to the question of whether
manuscripts 4Q491a (+4Q491c) and 4Q491b should be understood as only one
manuscript or as two separate ones was not given. There are valid arguments
for both options and the final decision between them still needs more mate-
rially oriented work. In this study, manuscript 4Q491 was divided into two,
4Q401a (+4Q491c) and 4Q491b, without losing sight of the possibility that these
two might still belong together.

Further study of 4Q491a in Chapter 2 demonstrated that the arrangement of
the fragments considered to belong under this designation also remains open.
However, the preliminary results of the study using the method of material
reconstruction (Davis) demonstrate that Baillet’s arrangement needs rework-
ing. This is not surprising since Baillet himself already said clearly that his
arrangement was only based on the fragments’ apparent textual parallelisms
with 1QM and not on any material study. Although the arrangement is not
certain, it was possible to make some material conclusions: It was noted that
4Qqo01a is a relatively small manuscript with small and neat scripts and tight
line spacing, and that the two scripts preserved in the manuscript indicate
that 4Q491a was not written by one scribe. Furthermore, it was concluded that
since there was more than one scribe and since the script is neat and small,
inscribing this manuscript probably took some time. However, it was stated
that the manuscript was probably not meant to be any kind of showroom copy;
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the size of the scroll and the script used in it do not indicate any ease of seeing
and reading aloud.

As regards the content of 4Q491a, most of it can be quite easily subsumed
under two subgenres, battle instructions and hymns/speeches. These sub-
genres were later shown to be useful in the analysis of the War Text manu-
scripts as a whole as well. The battle instruction sections were demonstrated
to mainly follow the same pattern, the one that is also known especially in 1QM
16-17, and many of them were noted to be close textual parallels with certain
1QM sections. This subgenre was somewhat stabilized and faithfully transmit-
ted in the second half of the first century BCE, although minor changes could
still be made. The hymns and speeches, by contrast, formed a subgenre that
was easy to modify to suit the prevailing purpose. Another observation was
that hymns and speeches appear in sections independent in many senses and
it was possible to insert them in completely different contexts as well. The
so-called Self-Glorification Hymn (fragment 11 column 1 and fragment 12) is a
good example: it was also transmitted as a part of 1QH2.

When comparing 4Q491a to the other War Text manuscripts, it was noted
that some of its themes became more important when the war traditions were
compiled and targeted to a new audience: in 1QM parallels, the connection
between human and divine beings is further emphasized and the boundary
between them is even loosened or eliminated, probably in order to make the
encouragement more effective and to whip up the battle spirit.

Asis 4Q491a, 4Q492 was also noted to be a manuscript the text of which is in
many parts closely parallel to certain sections of 1QM. However, unlike 4Q491a,
4Q492 was shown to be an example of a manuscript that was probably con-
cretely used when collecting the war material for 1QM. It was noted that the text
of 4Q492 was written on leather that probably was already in poor condition
at the time of inscribing and that this may indicate that the manuscript was
meant to be a draft version. Large spaces between lines were also suggested to
indicate that this manuscript was probably prepared for study purposes; and
what was studied is a hymnic section known in 1QM 19:1-13 — the preserved
text of 4Q492 is almost identical with it. The result of this ancient study was
noted as being on view in 1QM 12:7-16. This section also closely follows what is
known in 4Q492/1QM 19:1-13 but some additions were made, probably mainly
in order to fit the text into its present context. In the compilation of 1QM, the
section was used to connect different materials with each other: the end part
of the Scroll (from column 14 onwards) contains material that was mainly cop-
ied from the text that is known also in 4Q491a while the material in the begin-
ning part of the Scroll probably came from different sources.
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Studying 4Q4o91a and 4Q492 together demonstrated that although both of
them include close textual parallels to 1QM, their relationship to that larger
scroll was probably not similar. While 4Q492 probably was a concrete part of
the compilation process of 1QM, the same is hardly true of 4Q491a. The rela-
tionship of 4Q492 to 1QM is direct and the author/compiler probably knew
the manuscript. What 4Q491a rather demonstrates, together with 1QM, is that
certain traditions were carefully transmitted while some of them were more
open to change. This does not require that the author/compiler of 1QM should
have known the actual manuscript 4Q491a.

In Chapter 3, the discussion turned to less firmly established war visions,
i.e., the texts that do not have as clear textual parallels with other War Texts
as those discussed in Chapter 2. 4Q491b was first into the focus of attention. It
is written with a script which is also known in fragment 11 column 1 and frag-
ment 12 of 4Q491a. The small and neat style with tight line spacing character-
izes both manuscripts. Two parallel systems of section markers, small vacats
and tiny hyphens in the right margin, probably indicate that the text was a
subject of study or in the process of being structured differently. Regarding the
contents, the text of 4Q491b recalls in some places the text of 1QM, especially
that of 1QM 7:3b—7. However, these texts cannot be defined as close textual
parallels and 4Q491b also includes much material that is not known in 1QM
or any other War Text manuscript. It was nevertheless considered to be prob-
able that, at least in some parts, 1QM rewrites the text of 4Q491b and some
thematic changes can be identified between these texts: while in 4Q491b the
camp and the battlefield are clearly separated from each other, in 1QM, this
border is blurred and angels are not only present on the battlefield but also
in the camp. It is possible that since in 1QM the perspective is widened from
the priestly characters to the laymen (who now participate in conducting the
war together with the priests and the Levites), there was no need to confine
the presence of sacredness so strictly any longer. However, both 4Q491a and
4Q491b were noted as indicating that the role of the divine beings in the war
was a question with no stabilized answer. This may reflect the general interests
of Second Temple Judaism, one of which was the fascination with angels and
the heavenly world.

Another manuscript discussed in Chapter 3, namely 4Q493, is written with a
somewhat small and tight script, although not as small as 4Q491a and 4Q491b.
It was noted that the 1in the right top column of the sheet may indicate that the
sheet on which 4Q493 was inscribed was part of a larger manuscript in which
the sheets, perhaps including texts with different themes, were numbered.
The wider context of the text preserved in 4Q493 was considered, however,
to remain a mystery. The war vision in 4Q493 is strongly concentrated on the
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priests’ tasks and no soldiers are mentioned at all. Also, the text of 4Q493 intro-
duces weapons that are not known from anywhere else. Nevertheless, many of
the themes of 4Q493 are also discussed in other War Texts and it is probable
that especially 1QM is somehow related to it: both begin with a title includ-
ing the word nnn5nn which may indicate that these texts were consciously
intended to be linked. Furthermore, when comparing 4Q493 to 4Q491a and
1QM, it can be noted that in the parts of the texts that mainly relate to priests,
the will to fight is not so important since the main task of the priests is to lead
the battle, not to participate in the actual fighting. This is even more promi-
nent in 1QM where it is highlighted that the priests are not to go to the battle-
field at all (1QM 9:7b-8a).

At the beginning of Chapter 4, it was observed that the manuscripts 4Q494,
4Q496, 4Q497 and 4Q471 are even more fragmentary than manuscripts
4Q4091(a, b)—4Q493, and their purposes of use are even more difficult to deter-
mine. What is preserved of the text of 4Q494, the latest of the manuscripts
labelled with M, was demonstrated to be a close parallel to the text known in
1QM 2. This implies that the material known in the beginning part of 1QM was
also transmitted after the compilation of 1QM was ready, in the first half of the
first century BCE. In comparison to 1QM, 4Q494 was observed to include one
extra vacat which may indicate the prevailing ambiguity about the roles of the
priests and Levites (whether they are separate groups or not), not only in war
but also in general. Another manuscript discussed in Chapter 4, namely 4Q471,
is often considered to be a textual parallel to 1QM 2, and has even been labeled
as an earlier “version” of 1QM 2. In this study, it was demonstrated that this
suggestion must be regarded with suspicion; the possible lexical links are very
vague and they are mainly concentrated in fragment 1. Because of the fragmen-
tary nature of 4Q471 and the general nature of the vocabulary preserved in it, it
is difficult to conclude anything more substantial about it. In Chapter 5, 4Q495
was shown to be a challenging case as well, only a few partially preserved lines
being visible in two small fragments. However, it is probable that there is some
degree of textual parallelism between fragment 2 and 1QM 13:9b—12a—and this
indicates that although column 13 is probably a late part in 1QM, its text was
transmitted in the second half of the first century BCE.

In Chapter 6, 4Q496 and 4Q497 were shown to stand out from the other
War Text manuscripts as far as their material is concerned: they are the only
papyrus manuscripts among the War Texts. In addition, they belong to the rela-
tively small group of opisthographic manuscripts among the Dead Sea Scrolls.
Both of them are written on the verso side of manuscripts that contain other
text(s) on their recto side. 4Q496 and 4Q497 are both very fragmentary but
in the case of 4Q496, it was possible to show that it and 1QM are probably
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somehow related textually. Although in the case of 4Q497 textual connec-
tions to any other manuscripts were impossible to demonstrate, it was noted
that the significant material similarity between it and 4Q496 hints that 4Q497
may be somehow related to the M tradition as well. What also became clear
in Chapter 6 was that the opisthographic corpus of Qumran still needs fur-
ther study — and that would probably offer some additional information about
4Q496 and 4Q497 as well. What was possible to conclude about 4Q496 and
4Q497 is that active copying of the War Texts was underway already in the first
half of the first century and that these texts were considered to be important
enough to be copied on imported papyrus material. The fact that 4Q496 and
4Q497 were copied in the same manuscripts with liturgical texts is noteworthy:
there clearly was no hindrance to connecting the War Texts with liturgy, and
this may well point to the liturgical use of the War Texts. In general, the manu-
scripts discussed so far have shown that the war tradition was significant on
different levels: it was used both in communal and in more exclusive contexts
and probably it was understood to be related to liturgy as well. This theme
was further discussed in Section 3 where it was noted that the large amount of
hymnic material in 1QM and some other M manuscripts may give further sup-
port to the idea that M manuscripts were interpreted liturgically: praying — and
inscribing more and more war-related manuscripts — could be understood as
concrete weapons with which one could protect himself and others from evil.
The structure of Chapter 7 departed from the structure of other chapters
of the analysis part: 1Q14 was shown to be a close textual parallel to 4Q285,
at least as regards the main parts that have been preserved of 1Q14, and thus,
it was reasonable to discuss the manuscripts together. Also, it was noted that
these manuscripts are already much studied, including from the material point
of view, and their DJD editions are more in line with more recent editorial prin-
ciples than those of the 4QM manuscripts. The main conclusion of Chapter 7
was that any relationship of these Sefer ha-Milhamah manuscripts to other
War Texts is difficult to demonstrate: the vocabulary of 11Q14 and 4Q285 does
not point to any close textual links between them and other War Texts and as
far as the text in the manuscripts is preserved, common themes are also non-
existent or at least rest on very thin ice. It was concluded that if one wants
to do justice to Sefer ha-Milhamabh texts, they should be studied without link-
ing them to the other War Texts but by continuing to study them as they are.
Throughout Part 1, the study demonstrated the similarities and differences
between the editions of the War Texts. In consequence, one clear observation
was that when the manuscript is extremely difficult to read, the consensus
among the editors is the greatest. This is something that should be taken into
account when studying the Dead Sea Scrolls manuscripts in general: at least



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 307

in the case of the War Texts, differences between the editions usually indicate
that there is a relatively well-preserved manuscript in question whereas in
the case of much deteriorated manuscripts, the editors tend to trust their pre-
decessors. This easily gives the impression that the most fragmentary manu-
scripts would be the easiest to read, but although all the editors might agree
about a reading, this does not mean that this reading would be certain.! This
study has also demonstrated the constant need to make clear one’s own edito-
rial principles and presuppositions and to give arguments for the chosen read-
ings as well as to inform readers of the photographic sources used in editions.?
In the case of the Cave 4 M manuscripts, Baillet set an example for this but not
all the later editors have followed it. Duhaime’s edition, which was mainly used
in this study was proven to be a relatively reliable but not very independent
work; it strongly leans on Baillet’s pioneering work. Every now and then, there
is something to correct, and these corrections were presented in the footnotes
of the Hebrew texts in Chapters 2-6.

In Part 2, the War Text material was studied as a whole and along with it the
important themes were expanded. The first theme was naming and categoriz-
ing the War Texts, which was already shown in Part 1 to be a somewhat vague
area. On the basis of the scrutiny in Chapter 8, three conclusions were drawn.
The first was that the modern naming of the War Texts is largely based on the
best-preserved and the first-found manuscript 1QM. Thus, 1QM has guided
both the general interpretation of other War Text manuscripts and their nam-
ing. The second conclusion was that the amount of shared textual material and
the amount of different textual material seem to have been the most signifi-
cant criteria in labeling the manuscripts as M texts or something else. Physical
facts, for example, have had a lesser impact on labeling. The third conclusion
was that the order of the findings and their publication, the early grouping of
the texts, and the progress of the study in general have all had their impact
on naming the texts. Consequently, it was suggested that in the present situa-
tion it would be necessary to give up the distinction between M manuscripts
and War Scroll-like manuscripts. Although it is understandable that the two

1 Of course, what is here demonstrated to hold true for the editions of the War Texts is not
necessarily in force for the editions of other texts. However, the case study on the War Texts
indicates that it may be necessary to clear up whether the large consensus in the case of the
most fragmentary manuscripts is a general tendency.

2 For example, in the general introduction to his editions, Qimron, The Hebrew Writings, xv,
writes about the photos used on a very general level: “Our readings are based on photographs
of the scrolls which were made at different times, using different technologies.” Later, in the
introduction to the editions of the War Scroll, The Hebrew Writings, xxxi—xxxiii, no mention
of the photos used is made.
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categories may have been considered necessary in order to indicate which
manuscripts were extremely difficult to read (those called War Scroll-like), the
division into these two manuscript categories causes more confusion than it
provides help. For example, while manuscripts 4Q497 and 4Q471 are linked
together by referring to both as War Scroll-like, there are no reasons to think
that these manuscripts have something is common. Therefore, it is proposed
that the siglum M should be used instead of War Scroll-like. With regard to the
Sefer ha-Milhamah manuscripts, it was noted that they should not be directly
categorized together with the manuscripts labeled with M. However, their
present name is not very representative either, and new suggestions would be
welcome. One option suggested in Chapter 8 was “M-related blessings” which
would preserve the research-historical link with M manuscripts but describe
the content of 4Q285 and 11Q14 better.

In this study, paying attention to similarities was taken as a more important
goal than paying attention to differences. With this emphasis, it was possible
to observe what kinds of subgenres of the War Texts were actively transmit-
ted and to what extent it was possible to change them. In Chapter 9, this was
done by taking into account all the M material. At least three different types
of relationships between the manuscripts can be distinguished. First, it can be
said that some manuscripts show literary dependence. When comparing 1QM
14-17 and 4Q491a, it was demonstrated that the author/compiler of 1QM has
used the text known in 4Q491a, modified it a bit (in the case of battle instruc-
tions) and sometimes extensively reworked it (in the case of encouragement
speeches). It is not clear whether the author/compiler of 1QM actually had the
exact manuscript 4Q491a in front of him but he clearly knew its text and used
it, aiming at preserving its style and its main content. It can be said that the
text known in 4Q491a was a source for the author/compiler of 1QM. Second, it
was discovered in the analysis that there are manuscripts that were produced
in the process of producing another manuscript. When comparing 4Q492,
1QM 12 and 1QM 19, it was demonstrated that 4Q492 probably is a draft ver-
sion used in order to modify the text of 1QM 19 to fit in 1QM 12. Third, there
are manuscripts that are not copied from each other but that yet have much
in common and have probably been somehow related, at least on the level
of common themes. For example, it was demonstrated that 4Q493 and 1QM
may have been developed without any direct literary dependence but similar
themes interested the authors of both texts and the author/compiler of 1QM
probably knew a text or texts that was at least reminiscent of 4Q493. The titles
given to the texts indicate that both authors clearly thought to represent one
Milhamah tradition, but they also felt free to modify it for their own purposes,
for their own audiences — which probably were different.
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Traditionally, scholars have thought that textual growth is a more likely
development than abbreviating and/or simplifying texts. According to the
material of this study, this assumption is still valid. A general tendency to com-
pile material and organize it in lists and collections characterizes 1QM, which
was shown to rewrite several other M manuscripts, most evidently 4Q491a,
and very often the changes made to the text are enlargements of some sort.
However, the assumption of textual growth should not mean that there would
be just a single coherent model of chronological development into which
every manuscript can be placed, one after another. In addition to a chrono-
logical literary-critical model, other conceivable models are needed. Above, it
was noted that, in the case of the War Texts, some of the manuscripts were
probably made when studying the war traditions and these study copies may
be important simultaneously — just as different studies today can open differ-
ent but simultaneously significant viewpoints on the same topic. What should
also be noted is that a manuscript was not the only significant factor — the act
of writing was probably also considered to be something that had importance
and influence. By constant writing, the main message of the war visions — i.e.,
in the end, everything is in God’s hands — was made real again and again. On a
social level, producing manuscripts was probably one way to make one’s own
understanding of reality visible. By writing, scribes were able to create trust in
the anticipated victory. Also, the different purposes of use and different audi-
ences may explain the parallel existence of different manuscripts. In the case
of the War Texts, at least liturgical use and study purposes may have created
a need for producing different manuscripts that may still be simultaneously
important.

In Chapter 9, Charlotte Hempel’s ideas of the possibility of analyzing the
profile of different caves and of using this analysis in order to better understand
fragmentary manuscripts was discussed. These ideas were already referred to
many times in the analysis section. Hempel emphasizes the great number of
manuscripts found in Cave 4 and the diversity of their content and gives an
explanation for these observations by suggesting that Cave 4 was reserved for
the material studied and transmitted by the learned elite of Qumran, in other
words, devoted to a more restricted readership than the contents of the other
caves. Hempel has tested this suggestion provisionally with the S material.
In this study, it was asked what the Cave 4 M manuscripts would look like in
the light of this suggestion. Small script, exceptionally tight or exceptionally
uneven line spacing and the use of rare and sometimes deteriorated materi-
als are all features that could at least partly be explained by the fact that the
manuscripts were not meant for a wider audience — while in the case of 1QM,
large bottom and top margins, fine calligraphy, and a limited amount of scribal
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intervention indicate that it was a copy made to be on view. After conclud-
ing this, it must still be stressed that in many cave 4 instances not enough
material — margins, signs, or any other elements— is preserved to prove
Hempel’s idea conclusively. A good test case would be to thoroughly investi-
gate not only the well-preserved scrolls from cave 1 but also the very fragmen-
tary manuscripts from this cave.? This issue is here deferred in the expectation
of further studies.

Reading the 4QM manuscripts as they are and trying to understand them on
the basis of their own premises led to some conclusions with regard to 1QM as
well. These conclusions were somewhat different from Brian Schultz’s recent
study where 1QM was interpreted through the model of a two-stage war which
Schultz created according to its columns 1 and 2. Contrary to Schultz, in this
study, 1QM was seen as a compilation of war traditions rather than a coherent
narrative of the final war. Also, the manuscript evidence from Cave 4 was used
to demonstrate which parts of 1QM were actively transmitted, not to offer evi-
dence for a given understanding of the war. The comparison between Cave 4 M
manuscripts and 1QM demonstrated the stable position of the battle instruc-
tions in the second half of the first century BCE and introduced the hymns
and speeches as a subgenre that still allowed literary creativity. Consequently,
Schultz’s idea of the lateness of 1QM columns 15-19 was not found completely
convincing; the overall manuscript evidence leads to the scrutiny of the text in
smaller blocks and tracing the possible changes within them.

Although M manuscripts cannot be squeezed into a tight chronological
model of textual development, some trends across time can be recognized in
the literary development of the M manuscripts: The polarization seems to be
stronger in 1QM than in many 4QM manuscripts: the enemies are not described
at all in the early priestly-oriented manuscript 4Q493, for example; but in many
1QM passages that are not known in Cave 4 — the blessings and curses in 13:1-6,
the encouragement speech in 1QM 15:7b—16:1, and the encouragement speech
in1QM 17:4—9 — the juxtaposition of the righteous and the enemy is very strong.
This probably has to do with the different audiences of the manuscripts. The
explanation for the emphasis on polarization has often been that it welled up
from the actual growing threat, but that is not necessarily the case. It may also
be a way for the community’s ideologists to strengthen their position and to
build up common identity in the community. Among the audience of 1QM,
this kind of strengthening may have been possible, whereas the audience of
4Q493 was probably more restricted. It is likely that the emphasis on enemies

3 This was pointed out to me by Annette Steudel.
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is better explained through the different audiences of the texts than through
the textual development — although these two are not mutually exclusive.

Polarized thinking can be used to boost the will to fight — both in the real
war and in building the community’s identity. However, in the ensemble of the
War Texts, an even more important way to do this was to make promises about
the angelic presence in the war and to blur the boundary between human and
divine beings. An increased interest in heavenly beings was visible in 4Q491a
and in the changes made between 4Q491b and 1QM g and between 1QM 13 and
17. Especially the idea of the divine rescuer seems to become more important
when the war traditions were combined. The constant assurances of angelic
presence among human beings were probably harnessed for psychological
encouragement — either of soldiers or of any audience of the manuscripts.
Nevertheless, the emphasis given to angelic forces and heavenly intervention
probably indicates that the texts were not found to be violence-provoking.
What was most important was to trust in God, not to take the law into one’s
own hands; and following the carefully defined instructions was not primar-
ily to ensure the victory but to give glory to God. In this sense, the M tradi-
tion follows in the steps of ideas presented in the Hebrew Bible, for example,
in Ex 1410-14, Ex 23:20-33, Deut 1:27-31, Josh 231-16, 2 Kgs 19:20-37, and
2 Kgs 6:8—23.

What can also be noted is a growing interest in laymen and people other
than priests which apparently has to do with the aim of making the war tradi-
tions accessible to a wider audience. Whereas in 4Q493 the perspective is that
of priests, in 1QM the laymen clearly play an important role in conducting the
war. It is also likely that the small differences between 4Q494 and 1QM reflect
the general ambiguity in interpreting the role of the priests and the Levites
that was typical of the era. The task of priests and the role of laymen were
probably themes under discussion during the transmission of the M traditions.

Throughout the study, many material details that can be distinguished con-
cerning the manuscripts were taken into consideration. Paying attention to
manuscripts as material artifacts is a rising trend: a manuscript is no longer
seen as a witness of some literary work but as an interesting research subject
in itself. This trend has not yet strongly influenced the scrutiny of the War Texts
but this study demonstrates that there are several material facts that are wor-
thy of attention. When interpreting vacats and other section markers, it was
noted that the ancient understanding was not necessarily similar to the mod-
ern one: amodern reader prefers to distinguish a clear division into paragraphs
and easily interprets vacats as indicating such a division while ancient scribes
probably used these blank spaces — at least in the case of M manuscripts —
mainly to separate texts from different sources and to study and rework the
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text. In Chapter 10 it was suggested that studying and outlining a text could
lead to different results, either copying the text and making just a few addi-
tions or picking up themes and reorganizing them.

For future research, including with text groups other than the War Texts, this
study raises several issues that must be given due consideration. The first one
is the need for studying the manuscripts and fragments as they are. This study
has shown that 1QM as a model for reconstructing other M manuscripts has
in some cases led to all too bold reconstructions and probably also to incor-
rect arrangements of the fragments. Also, when manuscripts are studied just
as “parallels” to 1QM, many other things which might have some significance
are easily ignored. For example, the location of discovery of manuscripts is
not yet much studied in the case of the M manuscripts and the influence of
the profiles of the caves in interpreting the manuscripts is in its infancy. The
question of the possible profiles of the caves also opens questions of possible
different target groups and users of different manuscripts and possible differ-
ent purposes of use.

Second, comparing the manuscripts to each other is an important method
when studying very fragmentary material, but the points of comparison must
be widened. Up to now, in the case of the War Texts, the comparison has been
mainly between fragmentary manuscripts from Cave 4 and 11 and the quite
well-preserved 1QM. However, there is a clear need to make comparisons
between different material groups, for example, opisthographs, and to pay
attention not only to the contents of manuscripts but also to their purposes of
use. Also, comparing different groups of “multiple” manuscripts, for example,
M and S, would be useful. What all this requires is that there must be several
conceivable models in scholars’ minds and a chronological literary-critical
model cannot be considered the only allowable theory to explain all the issues.

When studying ancient manuscripts, scholars must accept the fact that
eventually the texts will always slip through their fingers. Scholars make cat-
egories and models in order to better understand their material but all of these
will leave some gaps and some questions to which there are no definitive
answers. However, this is the very reason why the texts are so intriguing and
important: time after time they force us to reevaluate our own thinking and
our ability to see alternative options.
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