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I, The Higher Status of the Levites

O { the many innovations found in the recently published Temple Scroll,!
the higher status accorded the Levites is one of the more startling, for it
goes far beyond the status the Levites possessed at any time during their
history and even beyond the idealistic demands of the Bible uself. The
references to the Levites in the Temple Scroll are as follows:

(1) The central gate of the eastern sides of the middle and outer courts is
named for the Levites (39:12; 40:14). The priests (and Moses) were encamped
in this position in the wilderness camp (Num 3:38).

(2) Three sections of chambers are assigned to the three families that
comprise the tribe of Levi (Kohath, Gershon, and Merari), the priests received
two sections and the tribes one apiece (44). The location of the levitic
chambers are in accord with the position of the levituc familics in the
wilderness camp (Num 3:23, 29, 35).

(3) 1t s the first of the tribes to have the privilege of offering sacrifices on
the Wood Offering festival (23:9-24:11). Again, there is no biblical precedent:
the tribe of Levi never appears in a ritual in consort with other tribes nor does
it ever apnear lirst in a tribal list, _

(4) During the New Wine and New Oil festivals, one pair of the fourteen
lambs and fourteen rams is given to the Levites, one for the priest and one for
each tribe (21:[1}; 22:12). Since Levi is also one of the twelve tribes—
Manasseh and Ephraim always being subsumed under Joseph in the scroll— it
follows tuat Levi receives a double portion of the sacrifices. There is no
biblical support for either the sacrifices or the Levites’ share.?

(5) Tue word “levites” s inserted into the citation for Deut 19:17
50 that judges will be chosen from Levites as well as priests (61:8-9). There is

'Cited from the Hebrew editio princeps: The Temple Scroll (Hebrew), ed. Y. Yadin, 3 vols.
plus supplerent UJerusadem: Israel fixploration Society, 1977).

s not insignificant that according to Jubilees, whose doctrinal simifarities to the teachings
of Qumrap are well-known, the patriarch Isaic blessed Levi with his right hand and Judah with
his left (Juh. 31:13), thereby indicating that the chief blessing, perhaps even primogeniture, was
imparted 1o Levi (el 1 Judah 212, Gen 48:17-21). This would also explain why Levitollowed by
Judah are the first two tribes to offer sacrifices during the Wood Offering festival {(no. 3, above) as
well as why the Auronic messiab precedes the Davidic messiab in Qumran protocol (e.g. 10Q5a

211 12).



no vinant reading in the versions that might posit another Vorlage for this
addition. Possibly, the author of the scroll deduced from another deutero-
nomic verse dealing with the judiciary, Deut 17:9 (and reading on9m o020,
“the priests or the Levites™ cf. Syr.; also 56:1), that the Levites must be in-
cluded in the judiciary.

(6) There is equal representation for priests, Levites and Israelites in the
king's cabinet whose decisions he is enjoined to obey (57:12-15). There is no
biblical warrant.?

{(7) The levitic perquisites are: the first tithe, the shoulder of the well-being
offering, one hundredth of the spoil and hunt, one tenth of the wild honey, one
fitticth of the wild doves (60:6-9) and two pairs of the fourtcen lambs and
fourteen rams offered on the New Wine and New Oil festivals (sce above). The
first tithe and the share of the spoil is ordained by Scripture (Num 18:21-24;
31:30); the others are innovations. However, historical evidence certifies that
the priests had preempted the levitie tithe at some point during the Second
Temple period (Yebam. 86b; cf. Jub. 13:24 -26) and there is no record that the
law of the spoil was ever observed. Thus every item in the perguisites listed by
the scroli for the Levites would have constituted an innovation for its day. The
most radical innovation, however, is the assignment of the shoulder of the
well-being offering to the Levites. Neither is the shoulder ever considered a
sacred portion nor are the Levites ever awarded sacrificial flesh. The sect’s
ruling can be shown to be based on its interpretation of Deut 18:1-3.4

(8) Levites perform the sacrificial slaughter in the regular cult (22:4).3
Here too the scroll polemicizes against contemporary temple practice. Early
in the Scecond Temple period, sacrificial slaughter at least, on occasion,t had
been performed by the Levites (¢f. Ezek 44:10-11; 2 Chr 30:17; 35:6, 10-11).
However, toward the end of this period, at the time of the scroll, the
slaughtering was performed by the priests. Though the later rabbinic rulings
declare that slaughtering may be done by a non-priest (e.g., m. Zebah 3:1), in
practice, only priests perform the staughtering (cf. m. Yoma 2:3; . Mid. 47,

Htmay have been modeled on the Chronicler’s conception of Jehoshaphat’s central tribunal
(2 Chr 19:5- 1Dy e Jo ML Baumgarten’s study of 4QplsY, “The Duodecimal Courts of Qumran,
Revelation and the Sunhedrin,” JBL. 95(1976) 59-78.

'CEL Milgrom, A Shoulder for the Levites,” in Temple Seroll, 1. 131 36.

“For this reason Ldiffer with Yadin who places the house of sluughter within che inner wall of
the inner court (10159 fig. 5), an arca out of bounds to the Levites! Morcover, the seroll itsell
stipulates that the “mostsacied "aiea of the inner court encompasses the altar, the sanctuary, the
faver, and the stoa (358 9); by interence the house of slaughter is excluded. Lzekicl solved dhis
problenm by presciibing that the sacrificial slaughter take place on tables set outside of or within
the northern inner gate (Lzek 40:38-42), an arvangement by which the Levites were still excluded
from the inner court. However, that the Temple Scroll still ordains that the 1 evites perforin the
sacnlicky slaughiter in the house of slaughter, presumably located inside the inner court (but
oubside the mnee wall), constitutes a mujor concession.

CCL D Liser, Chapiters in the History of the Priests and Levites (Jerusalem Magnes, 1968),
22 23 tieh).



b. Ketub. 106a) Thus the scroll’s assignment of the sacrificial slaughter to the
Levites constitutes an innovation.

(9) Most significant of all: Levites are assigned priestly functions. Since
the seet had the Levites pronounce the curses during the annual initiation rites
for new members (1QS 2:5)—a function derived from Deut 27: 14-— it also may
have deduced for the Levites the equal right to pronounce the blessing (1QS
1:18-20, despite 1QS 6:5; 1QSa 2:19-20). Moreover, it would have had a
specific bivlical verse 1o support this claim: “At that tune, the Lord set apart
the tribe of Levi . . . to bless in His name” (Deut 10:8, ¢f. 18:5 LXX, Sam).
The designation of “the tribe of Levi”can only mean that all Levites have the
inalicnable right to offer the blessing® True, as non-priests, Levites are
forbidden ut pain of death to gain access to the altar (34:4-9)” but presumably
they might pronounce the blessing elsewhere in the sacred precinets. ' The
scroll also assigns Levites the duty nw? which, however, in this case can only
mean “assist” (ef. 60:14; Num [8:2).1

Thus the Levites have been clevated to a status which further separates
them from the laity by being assigned new perquisites from sacrifices and
offerings and totally new judicial and cultic duties, including at least one
herctolore held exclusively by the priests.

The gnantity and thrust of these innovative rules are not the product of
abstract speculation but are a polemic whose historical background can
readily be discerned. 1t is a protest against the Wicked Priest (Jonathan
Maccabeus?) who usurped the high priesthood and displaced the true
Zadokite line.12 At some point, the priests had usurped the levitic tithe and the
levitic role as sacrificial slaughterers; the scroll demands their restoration to
the Levites. The scroll also insists that the foreleg portion assigned to the
priests {rom the sacrifices does not include the shoulder (20:14 16;21:02--05;

1CEL S, Satrai, Pilgrimage at the Time of the Second Temple (Fel Aviv: A Hasscter, 1965)
235 36 (1eb.); idem, = The Temple and the Divine Service,” The Herodian Period (World History
of the Jewish People; New Brunswick: Rutgers University, 1975) 7. 291 -9,

sS(riking'y, the Chronicler omits the words “and to bless in His name” from us quotation ol
Deut 10°8 (1 Chir 15:2), an indication that in the Chronicler’s time, the priests continued to fulfitl
the exclusive Tunction ol offering the biessing (cf. 1 Chr 23:13).

sCFL 3 Mitgrom, Studies in Levitical Terminology (Berkeley: University of Catifoinia, 1970)
537,

WEven the 1abbis distinguish between the priestly blessing and the other rites performed by the
priests by allowing blemished priests to offer the blessing (1. Sota 7:8) even though they nust
ascend the porch of the temple, an arca otherwise formdden to them (. KNelim 193 Ao, the
priestly blessing, in contradistinetion to other rites, could be otfered i the city ol Jerusatem
outside the tenple (. Sota 7:6).

Miowever, the possibility mnst be entertained that Aes means o otficiate,” ve., that the
Levites had -he right, atleast theoretically, to officiate in the altar. The scriptural basis foc sharing
this ultimate priestly pretogative with the Levites would, then, have beea: " The priests and (with
V. Syr.) the Levites and the sons of Zadok . . . they shall olfer to me suet and blood” (krck
Aol CD 321 4:2).

2G Vermes, “the Dead Sea Scrolls,” TDBSup 213, 1. A Goldstein, [ Maceubees (AB 41
Garden Uty Doubleday, 1976) 66.



22:8 11 60:6 7); had it been usurped by the priests? Thus the seroll gives new
grounds for investigating the tensions and struggles among priestly fumilies
and between priests and Levites at the end of the Sccond Temple pertod.

1. The Shoulder for the Levites and the meia

Yadin differs with me on my interpretation of the levitic prebend of the
shoulder from the well-betng offering in three minor points:

(13 Whereas [ eontend? that the author of the seroll derived the need to
provide the bevites sacrificial flesh from Deut 18:1 0. 0 w2 vaw 2
poxs o e “the whole tribe of Levi o .o shall live only ottt . . the
Lord's fire offertngs,”™ Yadin proposes an alternate source: the term nn,
“portion.” Though in the Pentateuch it refers solely to the priestly prebends of
the thigh and chest of the well-being offering (Exod 29:26; Lev 7:33; 8:29),15 in
the postexilic literature it exhibits a wider range (2 Chr 31:4- 6; ¢f. Neh 12:44;
13:10). Henee, when the scroll refers to the shoulder as a man of the Levites
(21:02-05; 22:8 11), 1t has this late biblical usage in mind (1. 122).

(2) 1 bave contended that the entire foreleg was viewed as a sacred
portion for the diety in the ancient Near East, but the scroll ordains that the
urassigned to the priest (Deut 18:3) does not include the uppermaost part of
the foreleg, the shoulder, which is reserved for the Levites.'® On the other
hand, Yadin argues (1. 123-24) that the author of the scroll could not assign
the Levites a portion not speeilied in the Torah. He thercfore required of the
priests to give a part of their prebend, the shoulder or the upper part of the
antmal’s foreley, to the Levites. Hence, this priestly portion s called
cown oy T N “the toreleg until the shoulder bone”™ (20:16), un-
plying that the entire foreleg is called the i1, Abetting this interpretation
1s the designation of the Levites’ portion as WmR7 n wwin odwa “the
shoulder which remains from the foreleg” (21:04).

(3) Since the time Yadin graciously showed me the four citations dealing
with the shoulder (20:14-16; 21:02-05; 22:8-11; 60:6-7), he has restored inone
text the word R (22:9) which he interprets to mean that the foreleg,
cheek and stomach assigned to the priests (Deut 18:3) and the shoulder to the
Levites only stem from the nwy, “the first fruits” well-being offering, i.e.,
only from the well-being offering sacrificed on the First Fruits festivals but
not from uny other well-being offering (1.121). The term nwr is to be
assoctated with the fiest fruits in Num 18:12--13 and it is included in the sume
context ol the shoulder both in the Bible (Deut 18:4) and the Mishnah (Hul.
Ll Nido6:7).

DI Mdprom, A Shoutder for the Levites.”

BEelte the usuad translaton Tor fww; however, see the NEB, following J. Hotujzer, “Das
sogenanite Feucropler,” B S 16 (1967) 4345 Go R Driver, "Ugarniuc and Hebrew Words,”
Ugartiica 6 (1969 181 841,

DAzt T (b 172 should be corrected o insy ot

CL NHlgrom, T Shoalder for the Tevites”




1 shall reply o his points seriatim:

(1) The term man in the Bible, even n the later books, never refers to
sacrilictal flesh, In 2 Chr 31:4-6 the levitic nanas clearly the 220 wun, “the
tithe from everything. ™7 In Nehemiah, the “Torah’ portions” (12:44) for the
Fevites can only refer 1o the “tithes” (ibid ) sinee the same pericope speaks of
the Levites Usanctifying (from their portions) for the Aaronides” (12:47) which
can only refer 1o the tithe the Levites are required to set aside for the priests
from their own Lithes (Num 18:25-32).% The remaining mention of the levitic
man, Neh 13010, clearly refers back to v 5 and forward to v 12, both of which
specily the portion assigned to the Levites as their tithes. Thus the term munin
reference to the bevites is limited solely to tithes; it never relers 1o any
sacrilicial Hesh, much less o the foreleg ol the well-being offering.

(2) From the start it was obvious to mie that the language WRwIn cown
MR (21:04) would Tavor the interpretation that the shoulder is part ol the
vt 1 chose however, to render the preposition o “apart {rom, without,”
even though this meaning is infrequent (e.g., Isa 22:3; Jer 48:45; Job 21:9), {or
more compelling reasons. The Bible explicitly assigns the 217 1o the priests
(Deut 18:3). ¢ submit that it would be inconceivable Tor the author of the
seroll, a literalist in the interpretation of Seripture, to dare reduce the divinely
ordained priestly revenue in order 1o benefit the Levites. His only recourse
would have been to define the »imn as extending as fuc as the shoulder,
thereby frecing the shoulder for the Levites, Furthermore, he also had to
contend with the other portions assigned to the priests in the same verse,
the cheeks and the stomach (Deut [8:3). By all counts, these portions are
nwenial, # not miserable. How then could the entire foreleg, including the
shoulder- - one of the richest meats of the amunal--be assigned 10 the
priests? Thus in keeping with the modesty of the checks and stomach, the
author reduced the size of the 339731 to encompass only a small portion of the
animal’s flesh. v

(3) ‘The attemptto apply the term nrwRto the well-being offerings of the
First Fruits festivals is singularly unsuccesstul. The term nws in Num 18:12
relers both 1o the first and best of the wheat, grapes and olives which have
been processed into grain, must and oil.?0 The first fruits of Deut 18:4 15 a
discrete gilt and has no connection with the foreleg mentioned in the previous
verse. As for the rabbinic citations, the first shearing of the sheep is men-
tioned together with the gift of the foreleg for the reason peculiar only to the
carly rabbis who hold thut both gifts do not stem from sacrifices but {rom
profancly skiughtered aninals. Finally, and most important of ali, the phrase

Y s key phrase is milssiog i Yadin's text

PO e signiticance of the prescice of the root w32 in Num 18:25 32 and ats absence
cverywhere else incontiection with the Levites inthe priesly writings, see ). Mitgrow, Studies in
Tevitical Terminology, 29 oo 103, idems, Cult and Conscience (Laden: Bodl, 1970y 57

Sl tuth, the plain meaning of 201 would seem to be the pant ol the leg below the boee, e,
the shank, 1naccordance with the view of Ro Judab @n. Al 10:4).

SO provisionatly, o Mlgrom, “Fiese braits, OF? JD8S5up, 336 37,




YV e e et

rar nsu onRe (60:7) lays to rest any doubt that the shoulder for the
Levites s taken from every well-being offering. The passage tn which this
phrase is Tound deals with a summary of the priestly and levitic prebeads and
no guahification whatsoever s placed on the source of the shoulder for the
Levites, nant mav s an idiom clearly borrowed from Deut 18:3 pown
M2 St AR oun ARe e9ns The almost verbatim repetition of this clause in
b Sam 2:13 15 further corroboration that the reference is to all sacrifices
brought to the sanctuary whose tlesh is eaten by the offerer. This can be
nothing else but the offering of well-being 1n all its forms.

UL The Purpose of the 1 of the Inner Court
DUOTITYAREOT N S DTSN QURT ARGAY DY CYhioYy W08 INIe T ot [SHEI SN ARNVRTA

raen sy ves fyapnt mia Sas1y ARy M Ao N T PO P TIVTN 5 iy fras e
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Y ou shall fashion a place west of the sanctuary and of cqual lengthy, w colonnaded stou for
(animads reserved for) purgation and reparation offerings so that the purgation olicrings of
the priests, the he-goats, the purgation offerings ol the people and their reparation ollerings
will be kept apart trom cach other and one kind will not nux with the other. Indeed, their
focanons shall be separate from cach other in order that the priests shall noterr with any of
the purgation offerings of the people or with uny of these reparation oflerings for which they
will bear gricvous sin (35:H0) 15). '

Among the unusual installations prescribed by the Temple Scroll for the
imner court of the temple compound is the M7b or stoa, the colonnaded
structure to the west of the sanctuary, whose purpose, as expressed in the
above citation, 1s to keep apart the purgation offerings of the priests and the
he-poats from the purgation oflerings of the people and their reparation
offermgs. he four enumerated sacrifices need be clarified.

(V) Purgation offerings of the priests. These must refer to the purgation
otferings brought on behall of the priests. Their cause may be the inadvertent
wrong of the individual priest, requiring a female of the flock or a bird (Lev
4:27 35, 5:1-13)7 or the inadvertent wrongdoing of the high priest, requiring
a bull (Fev 4:312) or the ritual for a specific occasion such as the purgation
bull sucrificed on behall of the priests al the annual priestly conseeration (Lev
S04 17 el 1TQ Temple 15:18-16:03) and the purgation calf offered on behall
of the priests at the initiation of the tabernacle cult (Lev9:8 11). Some of these
sacritices are burned outside the camp (ef. Lev 4:12; 8:17; 9:11) —though
normally they would constitute a priestly perquisite (Lev 6:19,22; ¢ 10:18)
either because 1s improper for the priests to benelit from sacrifices brought
for their own wrongdoing?? or because the blood of the purgation animal is
used 1o purge the sanctuary (Lev 6:23; 10:18).

T he abaence of the pricst (hut ot the high priest) from the bt ol individuals who bring the
putration olfenng they 0l S013) can only can that the poest s subject 1o the sime procedutes
s the Baacliee

e nov here explicnt bat can be inferred Trom ey 616, 9011 cie




(2) He-gours. These clearly refer to the purgation offerings required i the
lixed cult of he calendar year for the inauguration of the public cult, new
moons and festivals (Lev9:3; Num 28:15, 22, 30; 29:4, 11,16, 19, 22,25, 28, 31,
34, 38; cf H1 Temple 14:18; 1743155 18:4-6; 25:5 6, cte.). They can also
include the purgation oftering of the w1, the tribal chieftain (Lev 4:22 -26)%
and of the ingividual (according to Nam 15:24--26). The he-goats are caten by
the priests sivce Lhey ure brought on behall of the Israchies (Lev 10:16- 18,
Ant. 3249, ¢ Men. VET; Men. 1004).

(3) Purgation offerings of the people. These refer to the purgation
olferings of the individual Israclite brought for inadvertent wrongdoing (Lev
4:27 35, 5.1 13) or for severe ritual impurnity (birth, Lev 12:6 8; leprosy, Lev
14:10, 19, 30: gonorrhea, Lev 1514 415, 2930, ete.). These animals are either
females of the flock or birds and are caten by the priests (Lev 6119 22) 1
provision also has o be made lor the inadvertent wrongdoing ol the entire
community, then a bull is set aside which is burned outside the camp (Lev
4:13-21).

(4) Their reparation offerings. The owR is an individual sacrifice brought
for inadvertent sacrilege committed either against the Lords suncta or His
namne. M The sacrificial animal is always a ram or a male lamb and is eaten by
the priests (rev 7:6).

Now it is possible to understand how the priests could make a mistuke with
purgation olferings. Both they and the people would use the same animals,
females of the flock, birds, or bulls, for their personal offerings. Moreover, as
noted, the he-goat could be offered either for the community in the regular
cult or brought by the chicftain and individual for their individual
inadvertence, thereby providing another opportunity for sacriticing the
wrong animal. The conscquences of admixture would be severe. A sacerifice
offered tor the wrong party would automatically be invahidated (¢l m. Zebuh.
11 3). Furthermore, defilement might occur because it would be offered
improperly, for it would be possible Lor a purgation oftering to be caten by the
pricst when it should have been incinerated and vice-versa.

The author of the scroll would have been quite aware of the dire
consequences of such an error, since such a notorious case is cited in the
Torah: Aaron and his remaining sons burn the people’s purgation offering
instead of cating it, bringing down upon them the wrath of Moses (Lev 10:16
20).2% Morcover, according to the Temple Scroll, the priests are admonished
in an explicit statement in the Torah not to allow the udmixture of purgation
antmals, Indeed, the final statement in the above-cited passage (35:13- 15y can

She continued existence of the othee ol chicltain s prestuned by the Seroll
(e 205, 42008 57820 Phe factthat the term 8o does not modily piiests or people as tinthe
cuse of the purgation olicing (£umIn asen o mRen) woukd adso imdicate the bikelilood that
Covers ote than one catepory

SAN the repatation olfcnngs aie discussed o my Cale and Comserence

O Medpvom, Thwo kands of fatra 07 VT 20 (1970) 333 30
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only be understood as the scroll’s exegests of Lev 22:15-16. The two passages
follow side by side:

fev 22:45 16 11Q Temple 35:13 15
3L AR T ¥, D121 WIS WY K junD
[PV eIl Sht e N 1 vl SRR TR MDY Bun ARen
CAWT AR SOIRD nntn ORwR REN DR

Elsewhiere T have demonstrated that this biblical text should be rendered:
“They (the pricsts) shall not permit the sucred donations of the Israclites
to become profane by causing them (the Israclites) to incur the penalty ol
repuration when they (the Israelites) eat their (own) sacred donations.”
However, the author of the scrott understood this passage differently. He took
the particle as a retlexive, referring back to the priests. Indeed, thisis precisely
how many of the versions understood 1t (e.g., “so shall they bring upon
theniselves the iniquity ol trespass,” LXX;27 similarly the tacgums: Onkelos,
Pscudo-Jonathan and Neofin). Tt 1s also tound in carly rabbinic exegesis:
*o . this s one of the three occurrences of Nk which R. Ishmacl interpreted.
By the same token mnws v oms e (Lev 22:16). Others do not bring it
(the pumshment) on theny rather, they bring it on themselves” (Sifre Naso 32).

In keeping with the interpretation of oMIX as a reflexive, the author of the
scroll would have rendered the Leviticus passage as follows: “The priests shall
not desecrate the sancta of the Israelites . . . by bringing on themselves a
gricvous sin when they (the priests) eat their (own) sancta.” As indicated, the
priests may not eat any of the expiatory sacrifices which they bring on their
own behall. The only way in which such an error could happen would be
through the intermingling of the purgation offerings of the priests and people
and where the priest mistakenly cats of 4 priest’s animal, thinking that 1t
belongs to the people. Thus Lev 2215416 warns, according (o its
interpretation by the Temple Scroll, that Aaron’s mistake can happen any
time unless steps are taken to keep apart the purgation offerings of the priests
and the people.’®

According to Yadin's rendering, the scroll also prescribes that the
reparition offerings of the people be segregated from the priests’ purgation
animals. However, there is no point in such a ruling. Even if these amimals
intermingled, there 1s no chance ol error sinee the reparation animals can only
be rams or made kunbs from which the purgation otferings may never be taken
(ci. m. Zebah. 8:2). For the solution to this problem, I propose a different
rendering. The antecedent of mzmnws™ “their reparation offerings” (35:12) 1s
not just the people but also the priests. Thus the reparation animals of the
priests and people need be segregated from cach other. Indeed, this inter-

) Malgrony, Culdr and Conscience, 63 04,
Croacdnadovone G daviors dropudr mAnpugeAeday,
Shsothe change from mmeg po to DR 8o for the purpose of atluding o the previously
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pretation would correspond to the stated program of the stoa CwWR? nxen”
i.e., for the separation of the purgation and the reparation animals. It would
also correspond with the ¢end of the passage Mminw® 178 21321 0UN NRBN 7102
which T'would render “with every purgation offering of the people and with all
these reparation offerings,” thus framing the entire passiage in an inclusion.

V. The Consecration of the Priests

Yadin'’s imerpretation of the rite for the consecration of the priests i the
Temple Seroll (1. 7677 on 15:3-17:5) may be in need of small refinements.

(1) Yadin poiats to the innovation of the scroll in prescribing that the
offerers of the sacriticial tam, Le., the priestly consecrands, execute the moun,
the “elevicton rite” (15:11),2 wherceas in the biblical texy, this rite is performed
by the offic i, Moses (Exod 29:24; 1.ev 8:27). First et 1t be noted that, on
this potnt, the serolls truly an exception. Inall attested cases of the oun, the
ofliciating priest performs the rite % True, the objects undergoing 791N must
be brought by the offerers und, in some cases, the text insists that the priest
perform the nite while the objects are stull in their hands (c.g., the priestly
consccration, Exod 29:24 25; 1.ev 8:27-28; the Nazirite who has completed
his term, Nom 6:19-20). However, even in these cases, the priest places his
hands unde: those of the offerer and initiates the elevation. Ostensibly, the
breast of the well-being offering is elevated by the offerer himself without the
assistance of the priest. However, in the text dealing with this ritual, »1
7R TIDUNINR AT N AN . L erean “His own hands shall present.
the breast 1o be elevated as an elevation offering before the Lord” (Lev 7:30),
the verb must be rendered as a passive (pace Yadin), And the carly rabbis and
the later Karaites were certainly correct tn assuming that in this case too the
priest placed his hands under those of the offerer und therealter executed the
clevation (Sifra Zav parasha 11:3; ‘S'eji'r' Hamivhar, ad. loc.). Thus the seroll’s
demiand that the offerers - who in this case are priests - perform the elevation
by themselves is truly an exception to the rule. How cun it be accounted lor?

I would suggest that the key to the solution is found i the fact (noted by
Yadin) that in the consecration of the high priest the latter begins to officiate
as soon as he s consceerated by the blood of the consecration ram {16:6, 14
18). Now it should be observed that the scroll’s account of the priestly
consceration is severely truncated, and deliberately so. Fhe scrolf says nothing
about the purgation bull(s) (¢f. Exod 29:10-14; Lev 8:14-17), the whole
olfering ram (cf. Lxod 29:16 18, Lev 8:18-2[)and -what 1s its most striking
orission - ne blood ceremonial: the daubing of the blood of the consceration
ram upon the extremities of the priests and sprinkling the altar blood upon

OB Melgrony, " Hhie Alleged Wave ottering o bseael aond b the Ancient Newn basg, 778 22
(1972) 33 5.

SO NMugro, * Uhe tenaphia,” Zer Liesw ot Zalman Shazar Jubidee 3 olume (e usalen:
Kivyat Scler, 1973 1085 (Heboadem, "Wave Ollering,” 1O HSup, 944 46,



thery and their clothing (ef, Exod 29:19 215 Lev 8:22 24).% The scroll only
deals with the following section, the sacrifice of the conseeration ram (cf,
fxod 29:22 25 fev %25 28). The reason Yor these wholesale omissions is not
wou difficult to discover.

The author of the scroll wrote down only the parts ol the consceration
ceremonial which were at variance with the accepted interpretation ol the
vitual in his own time. In other words, his textis a polemic. This is strikingly
evident i the deseription of the conseeration of the high priest, which
prescribes the sacrifice of a second purgation bull, a matter that 1s not explicit
in the biblical text.» The fact that the priests themselves conduct the clevation
fite alone, then, is what constitutes the innovation in their ritual. What basis
did the author of the scroll find for it in Scripture?

As noted, the high priest takes over the officiating from the elders of the
priests as soon as he is consecrated by the blood of the consecration ram,
though in the middle of the ritual. By the same token it can be assumied that
the priestly consecrands officiate as priests as soon as they are consecrated by
the sacrificial blood. Since the biblical text ordains that the blood ceremonial
take place before the elevation rite (cf. Exod 29:20-21; 23-24; Lev 8:24, 27)

officiants, in agreement with all the other cases of N which show that the
rite is performed by the officiating priest.

It must therefore be presumed that, in disagreement with his contem-
porarics, the author of the scroll read the biblical preseription for the
clevation rituad as follows: MBI 13 SB3 SVY 17K 392 7L 727 (RN 1) noen
‘a9 meun o tAnd you shall place (and be placed) all these on the patms
of Aaron and on the palms of his sons and designated them (he designated
them) as an clevation offering” (Exod 29:24; Lev 8:27). And he would have
had inetutable biblical support for his rendering. In the induction service for
the Levites, Moses again is the subject of npunonx neam (Num 8:13, 15) even
though, in actuality, it is Aaron who performs the ritual (Num 8:11, 21).
Moscs, then, merely serves to order the elevation ol the Levites. For the
author ol the Temple Scroll a similar procedure is invoked for the conse-
cration of the priests: Moses ordered the elevation rite, but it is the priests
themselves who execute the ritual

(2) If the reconstruction v 9 A wip] “[holy shjall he be all his
days” (16:4) is correct, then it implics that the prohibitions of Lev 21:10-15
are in force for the entire lifetime of the high priest and not just the seven
dirys ol his consecration. This is also the plain meaning of the biblical text:
the high priest may not leave the sacred precinets o attend the burial

rites even ol his parents. !

Tl evinicus, the sponkling of the Bood on the pricsts and thei clothung takes place adter the
clevation tte ey 5230 Clearly, the anthor of the scroll folfowed the Taadus proceduse

YO Yadins discussion, 17677

Seace M Hacan, S Milbicio,” Eneyelopaedia Biblica (Jerusaleny: Buabih bnstinete, 1962) 10440
(lich ).



The prohibition for a tugh pricst even (0 view u corpse 15 not wmgue (o
Israch Tt is attested ubiquitously in antiquity. The alanm s sounded when
Dunmuziveturns from the land of the dend: “O temple o Ut Eock yvou house,
city tock your house! You enru-pricstess must not go out of her hounse T
The dead nust be keptaway {rom the ity and temple, but the chicl poiestess
may not cven expose hersell to the open air ol the street. The vulacrability of
the most sacred realm reaches down to the end of pagan times: the Roman
high pricst sing as did his ancient Babylonian counterpartil he but glunces ata
corpse.’t [n pagan Syria of the common era, a priest who lgoks at a corpse is
unclean for the day und is banoed from the temple uatil the following day and
must purify hunsell in the interim.?? This view is also attested in rabbinic
teaching. 4. Sanh. 2:1 merits quotation in full: “Hany of hus (the high pricst’s)
near of kin die, he may not foilow alter the bier, but he may go forth with the
bearers as far as the ety gate, if he and they come not within sight of one
another. So R Meir [italics mine], But R. Judah says: He may not go forth
from the temple, for i is written, ‘neither shall he go out of the sanctuary (Lev
21:12).77 Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Juduh do not differ at all. As the Romanand
Babylonian parallels teach us, R Meir is citing the correct reason for the
biblical prohibition.

Thus the Temple Scroll was only observing an ancient and universal
obsession to prevent the high priest from being contaminated by a corpse -
even on sight.

(3) The presceription to burn the purgation offering mxon? 2120 oo
{1 ges ane i the place set aside for purgauon offerings; there
they shall bulrnit]” (16:12) is by its redundancy clearly intended as a poleniic,
The polemic is not difficult to determine. According to the biblical text, the
purgation oifering was burned outside the camp at the w0 pw “ash
heap” (Lev 4:12), clearly the place where the ashes from the altar were de-
posited. In ather words, the ashes of the purgation offering were to be
mixed with the ashes ol the other altar sacrifices (cf. Rashi ad. loc.). This
1 also the view of the Tannaim who call this place Jwan nos (m. Zebah. 12:5)
or 71 I N2 “the great ash heap” (1o Yoma 3:17).% However, the

Sanslution of The Jacobsen, “Foward the Image of Tammuz,” HR L (19061) 208,

DL S Renger, “Untessuchungen zunn Priestertum in der altbabylonischen Zew,” ZoA4 24
(1967) 134 44,

“in Greece, see ‘The Wachter, “Remhentsvorschrilten im griechischen Kult,” Relivions-
geschichie Versuche und Vorarbeiten 9 (1910) 57, For Rome, see Servius ad Aacneid, 6176,
guoted in S, Licbaman, "Some Aspects of Alter Life in Farly Rubbinic Literature,” Huarry
Awstrvn Wogfson Jubidee Volwne (Jerusalens American Academy for Jewish Resewrch, 1965)
S19 0. 39, ecording to Lave, v, 52103 the Fhanen Dialis was notallowed to spead sy le mght
outstde Rote, S0 fscacl’s igh poese, aceording to Mumomdes” Code, The Book of Lemgle
Strvice, “Vessels ol the Sanctuary, 7507 (Yiade Judaica Senies; Now Haven: Yate Unversiny, 19N )
60, v never aliowed to odee outstde the wenmiple, CHoalso SO bicbevman, Hellensm i Jen b
Palestine (ew Yok Jewedh Pheologcead Scuanary, 1950) ToS n 12

Mhocan, De Svria Dea 20 6R2

BSOS Licberman, Posefia Afviuaa 1V (New York: Jewish Theological Scnnnany, 196205 247
(Hebrew)
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opposing viewpoint is also registered in rubbinic sources that the ashes of the
purgation offering were to be keplt apart (Zebah. 104b).7 Thus the
controversy among the rabbinic sages clearly had ancient precedents, as now
proven by the Tumple Scroll. Indeed, the controversy muy reach back to the
days ol the Bible and beyond it, since it can be showu that the ashes of the
purgation offering had to be isolated because they were believed to possess
residual power which, in the pagan world, was held to be black magic but
which, in the Bible--eviscerated of demonic content—was held to be ritually
defiling 0

V. First Day Ablutions and the Purification Scheme of the Temple Scroll

A Nocturnal Lmission

TP L33 O ALt D[R] WK TR WA T2 9K K13 R AT ANpR R AN D (e s

SR CTIEONDE NI ORI NI ETIPE 0N KDY DR WREN A8 PR T3 02 et BYDY RNt
WY WD

I a mlan} has a nocturnal emission he shall not enter into the entire sacied arca untl he

completes three days. He shall lnunder his clothes and bathe on the ficst day. Onthe thind day

he shall bruader hus clothes and bathe and after sunsct he may enter the temple. They shall not

enter my temple to potlute 1t with their impure flow (457 10).

B, Sexwal ntercourse
AR WIEAPDA Y 0 TRONI2Y NI VT M2DW OWNK QY 20U YD ey
Gy DT N2 e PowR
1 2 man has sexual intercourse with his wite he shall not enter the entire temple-city, on which
[ shall cause my name to dwell, Tor three days (45:11-12; ¢f. CD 12:1-2).

Co Corpse-contaminaiion
C3I2M D03 PR AN 2R N2 ORZR IDY 22 A0 IR 912 TR
PRI G2 1S
As for persons: whoever was in the house and whocever enters the house shall bathe i water
and launder his clothes on the first day (49:16-17).

. Corpse-contamination

KRR ARY X3S N30 AT OXY L L L TR ST N TR TPON YD TR
POIRTT DD AT I 0301 Y nwaw
fla woman s pregnunt and her child dies inher womb . . whoever enters the house with her

shall be inpure Tor seven days. He shall launder bis clothies and bathe on the first day (50:10--
t4).

Lo Corpse-contumination

UM STTTAZ 0 APIZ3Y L L L TIRRT R ©hNa YRn omtun TR
ODWRT I8 0D
After they have withdrawn from the slain towards the encampment . . . In the morning they

shiall brunder ther garments, wash themselves of the blood of the guilty cadavers (1QM 4:2-
3).

Uaceepted by Marmonides as the law, of. Code, The Book of Temple Service, “Sacriliciad
Procedure.™ 704 4

=L Algrow, Y hwo Kinds of hagga ™ V26 (1976) 333 37,
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I The Temple-city
CoUmdmst CORD I IR T T eI T et a2 el LR uv ANR TR M <DV
TIPS LT SRS RO TR DI
You shall scCup theee quarters cast of the city at a distance from cach othier to receive epers,
gonottheies, and men who have a seminal cimission (46:16 18).

G, Other Citiey

by AV ey
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Inevery city you shaldl sctup quarters Tor those althicted with skin cruptions aad scabs so that
they shall not enter youi cities and pollute them, The samie (should be doney for panoirheies
and wornen in thor menstrual inpucity and 1o then parturition that they not potlute theis

surtonnd:ings with their nopute How (814 17).

The distinction between the ntual statas of the temple-city aid other cities
is lundamental to the understanding of the puntication system of the Temple
Scrotl. Fhe most glaning distinction, vne that ostensibly ditfers with Scripture,
is that the temple-city requires o three day purification rite for those whoncur
nocturnal cmisstons 770 A7) and have sexual intercourse (BT A2
(quotes A, B), whereas, according to the Torab, their impurity tasts only one
day (Lev 1516 18), However, as Yadin has correctly noted (1. 223), the thiee
day purification unposcd for the temple-city is modelled ater the Sinaitic
encampnient where Israchtes are commanded to undergo a three day
purification consisting of ablutions, knundering, and sexuatubstinence (I xod
19:1015). Thus, not only the mountiin but also the camp, sitvated ity
proximity, s endowed with a sacred status. Oncee the tabernacle 1s built it
virtually becomes a portable Sinai, endowing the wilderness camp with
Sinaite sanctity (C.go, "Remove [rom the camp the leper, gonorrheic, and the
corpsc-contaminited . . . so that they do not defite the canp ot those in
whose mudst I dwell,” Num 5:2 3). {tis therctore only logical that in the Land
the city that houses the temiple will be endowed with un cqual degree of
holiness and will require the same ritual puritication.

The above cited passages from the Temiple Scroll, however, reveal another
aberration from the Torah thatis notas casily resolved. Speatically, why does
nocturnal cmission o the temple-city require two ablutions, on the first and
third day (A), and why does corpse-contamination (D2 nssie) inoany other
city require ablutions on the first day (A, C, D, £)?

The aaswer T would ke to suggest is that cach ablution scrves o speailic
function: to remove alayer (o degree) of impurity. Phis, Esubmig s the key to
the ablurion regimen i the Priestly Code of the Torah, a subject whieh,
however requires monographic treatment. et i sullice for this paper w
apply the hypothesis to the Temple Scroll,

Since the temple-city s holy 1t cannot tolerate impurnty cven of
the shghtest degree and all s residents who ioncur wapuiity of any
Kind are banished 1o special mstallatons built for them cast of the
aty (1), However, oue ablution is not enouph. It would sulfice 1o

reestablish non-sacred contacts with persons and objects (e, i the




ordinary city), but tu be admitted to the higher level of holiness of

the temple-city an extra ablution is required.

Fhe tact that the Temple Scroll increases  the severity ol the
Torahs purilicatory procedure regarding nocturnal emissions from one
to three days s matched by its procedure for the punlication of the
leper. According to the Torah, the healed leper submits to ablutions
fund other rituats) on the fiest and seventh day. After the first day he
i5 permilted  to enter the camp/ety but not his home (Lev [4:8)
However, the Scroll mandates that the leper spend adl seven days of
his purthicution outside the temple-city: 7% 20 ¥ 03007 U1y Mo

. AR2TSY TR eR vy ew 1w Al aflliceed with
leprosy shadl not eoter 1t (Le. the temple-city) until they are purilied.
And  when he s pure he shall sacrifice 007 (@517 18y Thus,

whereas the scroll presumably  will Tollow the Torah o allowing the
hewled deper to enter the camp/eity after the tost day ablutions, it
does not permit him to enter the temple-city until the sceond set of
ablutions on the seventh day. Since the scroll also requires two ablu-
tions for somceone ncurrimg a nocturnal enussion 1o enter the temple-
ciy, it follows that two ablutons are o minimal requirement  for
adinission nto the tewple-city.

For the seetaries of Qumiran, the war camp also bears the same holy status
as the temple-city. Its holiness can be deduced from the War Scroll which
speaks of “holy angels™ in the midst of the camp (1QM 7:5- 6, modelled on
Deut 2315 and which prohibits those possessing physical defects from
entering the camp (ibid., 45 just as the Temple Scroll prohibits the same
persons from entering the temple-city (45:12- 14).42 1 is no less signihicant that
the Quimran sectaries enjoin the siune prohibition as anentrance requirement
into the asscmbly ol the sect in the messianic age (1QSa 24 11), The
puritication ceremony for soldiers returming from battle is also prescribed in
the War Seroll (1QM 14:2 3) but, unfortunately, itis only partially preserved.
Ablutions are required for the first day (L) and 1t must be assumed, with
Yadin, that the sect also followed the Torah’s injunction that the soldiers
remain outside the camp for seven days unul then purdication is complete

(Num 312455 Apain, this latter requirement would have given the author of

the Temple Serollan adequate reason for imposing it upon the analogue of the
war camp, the temple-city.

When we turn to the ordinary city, we note that the ablutions function in
the same way but because the city enjoys a different status  profune (™)

ke plivase 170E ER TR s previously used for the gonorrheic and corpse-contaminated
(45 15 17 where it can ondy mean “until they are purificd, e, they complete their punifications,
pace Yadi (on 450 18).

UYicho sosaredy night (1224 25) inconstdering the blind person (415 12) a catch-all {or othe
physically impaied persons,

SWIth Yuding, The Serofl of the War of the Sons of Light aygamst the Sons of Darkness
(London Oxtord Hinversity, 1962) 226
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rather than holy (2377) - the consequences are ditferent. Firsg, two tacts need
be establisted: (1) nocturnal enission and corpsc-tontamination are tussing
from the hist of thuse impurity bearers who are expelled trom the oy (G), "
and (2) those incurring nocturnal caussion or corpse-contamination wash on
the first day, as speailicd inthe Torah (Lev 15:16-17) and in the Temple Scroll
(C, D). Fhese two tacts are related and lead to but one concluston: the purpose
ol the lirst day ablution s to allow the unpurity bearer to remain in the city.
The unphcatons ol this concluston need be claborated. Phe absence of the
corpse-contaminited from the hst of those quarantined or expelled (G)
corresponas  with the  hstorical reality at the cnd of the Sceond
Commonwealth. We know {rom Josephus (A 3:201) and the Mishnah
(NI T4 that those curring severe mipurity were quarantined or banished
from the city. ™ They are the leper, the gonorvheic, and the purtunient.
Josephus ctaims that the corpse-contamnated required isoliation (ibid., 262)
but, as we nave seen, 1t is not required by thie Temple Scroll How could ithe
seetaries ol Quunran have envisaged the corpse-contaminated to have free
mobility within the city during the seven days of s impurity? The Temple
Scrolt has an answer: ablutions on the first diy. These ablutions defuse the
impurity ol its contagious power and allow is bearers to remain in the eity.

That the corpse-contantinated bhad to be expelled from the temple-aity
is clear from the prescription of Num 5:2- 30 but what might have been
the scriptural basis that would have permitted the author ol the Temple
Scroll to grant the corpse-contaminated (o remain in othey cities, even with
an anital ablution? 1 osuggest that it was his reading of the purthication
procedure ol the corpse-contaminated in Num 19:14-22 o reading that, in
lact, corresponds to the pshar, ts plain meang. He would bivve been quick
to notice the absence of the phiase manni o8 82 i “and then he may
return to the camp,” a phrase found i other cases where punication ex-
pressly takes place outside the cimp (Num 19:7; 31245 ¢f Lev 1408, 16:26, 285,
He would also have nouced that the waters of tustration, contuimng the
ashes of the red cow deposited outside the camp (Num 19:9), are brought
to the impurity bearer (ibid., 17-18a), implying that the ltter remains
where he s nside. Finally, he would have found support from the seriptural
statement that Falure to be aspersed with these waters “defiles the Lord’s
sanctuary S tabermacle” (bid., 13, 20), a conscquence that can be elfected only
il lie remains 1 the carap but not it he ts outside 4 Invesugation according

Wlhey ar, however, expelled from the temple-city. Frue, the corpre-contaminted s mitsing
feom the st ol those tor whomnstallatons are butlt outside the temple-city (F), but he was ot
likely mentioned mthe continuation ol the list on top of cotunin 47 which, unfortunately,
nissing.

o o ciations ol the isolation ol impanty bearens e carly vabbune tunes, see the
excellent essiy of Go Adlon, Steadies i dhe History of srael TETel Avive Hakibbuts Hamechaal,
1957 169 73 (Hebiew)

O v Bdgrom, Mlsiaeds Sanctuary: The Poestly "Pictuie ol Dotan Geay™ " RESL(I97 ]
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to the canons ol bibhical criticism might fead to the conclusion that Num ' §
calling tor expulsion and Num 19 implying that none is required sten from
diticrent periods, Num 5 being the older tradition of the wilderness camp
and Num 19 reflecting the fater, urban setting ol Canaan. The scroll would
strikingly reach asimtlar conclusion but from different prenuses: the law of
Nuin 5 deals with the wilderness camp and its tabernacle whereas the law of
Numi 19 projects “the law for all time” (Num 19:21), Le, Istael and its cities. ¥
Fhus, the corpse-contaminated bathes immediately i order to remove his
nupurity contagion precisely as those who have had a nocturnal emission or
sexuad intercourse {Leyv 1516 18) but whereas the latter's impurity lasts only
unty) tic evening, the lormer’s persists for seven days requiring a second ablu-
ton on the seventh day as well as aspersions with the lustral waters on the
third and seventh day (Num 19:19).38

Fhe textdenhog with the bearers of severe impurity i cities other than the
temple-city (G warrants an additional deduction: the leper is a discrete case,
separated from the gonorrheie, menstruant, and parturient. The wording of
the text makes the distinction explicit: lepers are isolated that “they shall not
enter thew cities” whereas other impurity bearers “shall not contaminate in
their ndst. The implication is clear: lepers are bamshed and the others are
quarantined.  The latier corresponds, as noted, with conditions which
prevarled at the end of Second Temple times as recorded by the Mishnah and
Josephus (wbove). The isolation of impurity bearers, especially of women with
fTux, s o prevalent custom in other cultures, ¢.g., special huts are set aside for
menstruants, parturients, and gonorrheics among the Samaritans and the
Falashas, ™ pre-Iskumic Arabs® and, (o select randomly from remote but
ancicnt peoples, the Nuer "of Africa®t and the Hindu ol India? The
stpplicance of these sutlar but independently derived taboos requires
investigation along anthropological and comparative religious lines.

Fhus, the puntficaton system of the Temple Scroll begins to emerge. Inthe
temple-city all impurities cause their bearers to be bamshed, requiring a
mtnimum of two ablutions for passage through the two stages ol unpurity
(TN22) o profanciess (M) to holiness (232). In other cities only lepers are

Hhe troublesome motive clause mentioning the tabernacle / sanctuary (Num 19:13, 20) was
no fess troublesome to the rabbis who, however, explain these verses as referring to the case when
the corpse-contuminated would actually enter the tabericle; sanctuary. Phas, the unpurty
could occur unywhere Possibly, the sectaries of Qumran followed a similar exepesis,

he Temple scrolb requires ablutions and kundernng on the third as wellas thie seventh day
G TR S probably on the basts of Num 19019
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expelled and gonorrhieics, parturient, and menstruants are quarantined but
the corpse-tontaminaied can remain within his community provided he
submits to ablutions on the first day of his week-long punficaton,

Here is o postseript on an ancillary problem. Ostensibly. there ds a
ditterence between those incurring the impurity ol nocturnal erisston and
sexual intercourse (A, B). The former is proscribed from entering “the entire
temple”  (@pna ©2) and  the  lauer from “the  entire temple-city”
{w1pnn 2w 9i2). This difference o wording would iply that nocturnal
ennission bears alesser degree ol impurity than sexual imtercourse. 1 so, at
would ran counter to the Torah which considers thent nmpurities of the same
degree, Le., one day impurity vequiring ablutions and liundering (Lev 15716
[8). Yadin toys with the idea of a scribal error - the omission of =, “ciy,”
from the case of nocturnal emission- but rejects at, correetly 1 believe,
because the sequence speaks of the prohibition to enter “the temple " and “my
temple™ (1. 222). ilis solution is that the seroll indeed posus o ditference: the
first day abtion quahfics one who has a nocturnal enission to cnter the
temple-city but not the temple (ibid., 222 23). That the impurity beurer 1y
enjoined from “the entire temple” means, according to Yadin, that though he
is admitted to the temple-city itsell he must beware ol catering the outerniost
limits of the temple complex, Le., between the outer wall and the moat (7n)
which surrounds the entire complex.

H Yadins solution is accepted, it would jibe very well with our proposed
purification system: the {irst ablution to enter the city and the second to the
temple. However, certamn problems are left unanswered and new ones are
ratsed: (1) what 1s the basis for distinguishing between the temple and the
temple-city, a distinction which is lacking with any other inpury; (2) whatis
the basis for the aplied gradation in holiness at the outer inits of the temple
compound e within and beyond its outer wall; and (3) i the Lirst day
ablution qualilics the one with & nocturnal emission to enter the temple-city,
why dispateh him to an outer instattation where he will notspend evenasingle
night? As with other cities et the tnpurity bearver bathe immediately and be
permtted to remain.

An alternate solution suggests itsell on the basts of the Tocation of the
inpurity: nocturnal emission takes place nside the temple-city and sexual
intercourse, outside. The absence of any installation for those having sexual
intercourse points to this distinction, Indeed, as Yadin has correctly
concluded, the absence of any stallation for impure women indicates that
worien were prohibited from residing o the temple-city (1. 224). Since the
writer ol the seroll) Tor stylistic reasons, wishied to use the siome verb K2,
“enter,” he therefore had no choice but to distinguish the two cases from their
point ol ongin: the one who has a nocturnat cmission i the city may notentet
the wnpie and the one who his sexual tereourse outside the iy iy not
cnter the gty The witter niay have added “the entue temple” to the forpiet
case by which he means the cotire sacred arca, a designation which inclades
the temple-city, implying that the impunity bearer musteave the eity That the



woird 2 can refer to the entire city of Jerusalem as well as the temple is
amply attested m tannaitic literature.®

VI, Somie Brief Notes on the Temple Scroll

References are to the volume and page ol the Hebrew editio princeps.

(1) 1. 85 The method used by the Temple Scroll 1o count the 50 days
between the fivst-frut festivals may throw light on the vexed problem of the
Jubilee year. According to Lev 25: 10 the Jubilee year also reoccurs ineycles of
500 However, since the Sabbancal yearis in force at the same e (vv 1 7, the
samie pericope), the land ostensibly will have to lie fallow for two consecutive
yers, the 49th and the 50th. For an agriculturat cconomy, this would be
disastrous and 1t has led scholars to maintain, among other reasons, that the
Jubifee never left the realms of utopia® However, as s well known, the Book
ot Jubilees predicates the Jubilee cycle as 49 and not S0 years. Since the Dead
Seu sectaries adopted Jubilees”sotar culendar inits entirety,* they would have
maintwned a Jubilee eycle of 49 years, How then can this be reconciled with
the fifteth-yeir provision of Lev 25:107 The filty-day intervals between the
frse-frunt festivals posited by the Temple Scroll points the way. The date of the
festival served both as the tast day of the previous eycle and the tirst day of the
new cycle. For example, the Festival of the New Wheat (Shabuot) was the
S0th day, starting the count with the New Barley (Omer) FFestival, and at the
same tune the fist day for the counting untit the New Wine Festival, leaving
an interval of 49 days between the festivals. By the same procedure, one can
asstme that the Jubilee year was both the last year, the fitucth, of the previous
cycle and the first year of the new cycle (imuplied also by 1 QS 10:8) >+ In this
manner, the 49th year, asabbatical year, will coincide with the Jubilee and the
Lind need not be feft fallow for more than a single year.

(2) 189 Fwould suggest the restorition of 72w muzaR (or ©R) 07R ] in
2001 2and 222 3 (et 20014 15; 22:4). These two passages would then refer to
the 14 rams and 14 kumbs of the offering of well-being, o, caten by the

priests, Levites and Israelites in the outer court at the climux of the New

SO the retercnces aited by He Atbeck o bis note onm oS Has 41, Seder Moed | 489, ¢t 1.
kahane, " Towards Undersstanding the Beraita of the Laws Pertaiming to Jerusalewn,™ Berh Mikra
G5 (1 6y IRG 85 (Hebrew). Onthe bibhcal use of w372 as “sacred wiea ok )0 Nilgrom, Stadies
o devieal Ternanofogy, 23 24 00 7K.

e Rode Vaux, ddacient Israel (New York:s MeGraw-Hall 1961) (75 77

CAL daubent e calendrier des Jubiles et de ksecte de Qunuan,™ 873 (1953) 250 64 wdem,
Ladate de b Cone (Pats, Gabalda, 1957) 1 75, S Talmon,  Fhe Catendar Reckoning ol the Seat
oo thie Judean Desert,” Seripra Hivrosolymitana 4 (1938) 162 99,

his view was prnntained by RO Judah i opposition to s colleapues (b, Ned. 6la and
patadleb i Fins systemn ol connling conscecutive pentavontads explains the catendar ot the Book ol
Fabidersthe Nestorwon calendar and other ancient systems. CCHoand 30 Lewy " The Week and
thie Ohdest Woesr Nt Catenda, W HOCHTTU942) 100 1030 NMarpasstern, ™ 1 he Calendin ol
the Book of Jubdecs 8 /75 (1995 Ao SEd san Goudoeser, Féres of calendriers bibliques
(Feadens Bdi (967 Ve passun, T0M Houmpacen, O HalkahsS, the baw of Hadushand the
Pontacontad Calendan 7 228 27 (19761 42 4
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Wine and New Ol Festivals (21:06 35 22:11-13). The reference to these sacri-
fices 1 21:86 3 {cl. also 20:15) would therefore not constitute “additional”
well-being offerings.

(3) 19202201 13, Leviasclearly one of the 12 tribes, shown by having
its name attached to one of the 12 tibal gates of the middle and outer courts
and by s ardcipation, the first of the tribes, in the Wood Offering Festval.
On the New Wine and New O Festivals T rams and H lambs are sacrificed
as well-beng offerings, one pair cach tor the priests and levites and the
remaining 12 pairs for the 12 tribes. Since Leviis adso one of the 12 tbes, this
would meon that the Levites reecive a double portion, 1 so, 10 would be
consistent with the lofty status bestowed upon the Levites elsewhere in the
Teniple Seroll (¢f. no. 25 below).!

{4y 1. %4, Pace S, Licberman, the second tithe cannot be reparded as
ot of rejuicing.” They are caten only on pilgrimage tesuvals, but the
sccond tithe may be caten on every festival and on Sabbaths as well (432 3),

(5) 1. 126, Yadin suggests that the seroll’s designation of the Dirst tithe as
holy AneRT? 7 wesion s “which were sanctificd to me at first” (60:6- 7) s
bused on =2 wap R 07 L L wwn 23 AN uthes from the land - Caoe
the Lord's; they are holy to the Ford” (Lev 27:30). The Kanates also interpret
Lev 27:30 as reterning to the levitie tithe and that the verse supplemcents the
mant text ol the fevitic tthe, Num 18:21-24) teaching that the uthe is
redecmable (Sefer Hamivhar, ad. toc)).

On the other hand the author of the Temple Scroll could justas well have
derived the sanctity of the first tithe trom Deuteronomy, the book which
provides the basis for most ol the laws in the Temple Scroll the tithe of thie
third and the sixth year is called “holy” by the book of Deuteronomy (Deut
20:13) and Israel s commanded to bring out JnRan 2w 22, “all the uthe of
your yield” (Deut 14:28; 26:12) Teis thus possible that the term 22 "l g ht
have been mterpreted as reterving to all the tithes of those years, ve, the levitic
(hrst) tithie. Indeed, this s preaisely how the Karaites understood it (Sefer
Huamiviar | ad. o).

In any case, neither the (st nor the second tithe would ever become the
perquisite of the priests. Yetanother textof the scrolb explicitly states that the
priests are assigned tables e the taner court for the purpose ol eating the
sacred portions which mclude mmwoe™ “and for the tithes™ (37:10). More-
over, the plural iphics that the priests are entitled to more thun one tthe!
The problem can be resolved by vecalling that two tithes are indeed ordaimed
for the priests: the tthe ol animals (Lev 27:32) and the tithe of the fevite
tathe (Num 1825 32) The snmal dthe 1s not exphicitly nientioned i the
available text of the Temple Scroll, but it should be expected not only
because of the hustorne relerence to i the Bible (2 Chr 3H:0) but italso lorms
a distinet priestly perquisite i the book ol Jubiees (Jub. 32:15), whose
atlonty U the teaching of Qumran, espectalty the Temple Seroll s wnply ot

TSee sectnion boabove



tested. Indeed, tna summiary cnumeration ol all the priestly perquisites at the
cnd ot the seroll, we read nznznat [ 72 (00:2 3); the restoration aww, |
subm, 15 uncontestuble.

(6) 1 B2 (D feseems to me that Bzekiels temple bluepring called tor the
sanctiary as well as the wltar 1o be located within the inner court, but the
difterence between the two temples s in another mater. The war s the
peometnie conter i Lzekiel’s plan, but for the Temple Scroll it s the (porch
of?y the sanctuiy.

{7y 1. 186, The source for the two sacrihcial alars, Tsubmit, is not ! Kgs
8:0-4 which only speaks of the sanctification of an avca of the tinner court fos
the exceptional needs of the dedication service, but rather 2 Kps 1601415,
which eaphicrtly states that mthe retgn ol Ahaz two sacrificial abtars canie into
use. Phe fact that in this latter verse the older altar is twice reterrved (o as the
bronze altar nphes that the new, Duamascene abtar was probably made ol
stone an exact correspondence with the two altars of the Temple Scroll,

Additonal proof iy lurnished by Ezck 92, “And they (the six
excetitioners) went moand stood beyond the bronze altar.™ Since the
exceutioners entesed by the north gate, the bronze altar near which they took
their stand also st be inthe nordh. Hso, this position accords precisely with
Aharz’s bronse adtar, which was placed “on the north side ol his (Le., the new)
altr ™ (2 Kes 1o 14y,

(8y 1222256, The disunction between 2pnn iz the entice temple ™ and
LT R T Uthe entire temple-city ” bears on the seroll’s puritication scheme
aid has been discussed t part 'V, above,

(9) 1.220. Fhat the gonorvheie must launder and buthe in fresh water on
the seventh day of s purification need not be deduced analogously {rom the
puribication procedure for sexual intercourse (Lev 15:15) or for the corpse
contaminated (Num 19:19) but is an explicit stipulation of the text itself: “he
shal countsevendays Tor his purilication, wish his clothes and bathe his body
i freshowater™ (Fev 15:13).

(10y 1248 Lev 17:15 16 does not prohibit the cating ol carcasses, but the
neglect 1o punily onesclf alterwards. The oniission of the clause “give it (the
carcass) to the gorm your community to cat™ (Deut 14:21) 18 probably duc to
the change in the status of the ger by the time of the Qumiran sectaries; he was
no longer the biblical resident alien but the convert (o Judaism, ¥

(11 1,263, The prohibition of self-mutlation is enjoined upon priestand
Israchic ahike by the Priestly Code of the Torah (Lev 19:28; 21:5) and is, henee,
not the imnovation of the Temple Scroll.

(12) 1276, The mathematics tor the division of the spoil are 1n
need ol corcection. According to Num 31:27 54, the soldiers receive:

AL Baumparten, U he Exelusion of "Netinin and Proselytes QP ondegium,” RO 8
ey sta



ALy
2 S00 \?2 1000
and the home {ront receves:

A _l(x\ 490

550 \2/  Tooo

The difference between their shares is:
499 490 9

st A i emtnie T —— X

1000 1000 1000

This last figure is signilicant. 1t means that for every 1000 persons or animals
taken captive the soldiers reecive nine more than those ut home. Despute this
pattry didference, the Temple Scroll ordains, on the basis of the pany
demanded by King David’s faw (I Sam 30:24 25), that the spoil be
reapportioned so thut the shares ire exactly equal.

(13y 1. 277, Davids Law for the division of the spoil is echocd inan
interesting way in the ndrash: ™ and so it was from that day and above that he
made astatute” (1 Sam 30:25)0 R Judah said Tois notwritten, *firom that day]
onward,” but rom that dayjand above’ from whom did he dearn? Prom s
ancestor Abraham who said, “Save only that which the young men have caten
o absollet Aner, Eschol, and Mamire take their portion’ (Gen Lb24)7 (Gen,
Kb, 43:24) Thus Rabbi Judih held that David’s Law was not hus innovation
but was an ancient tradition stemning back to Abraham and, presutably, s
as cternatly valid as o Mosaie law. His position would accord completely with
the view tuken by the Temple Scroll.

(1) 1. 290 1t would seem to me that o7 £ o “and 1l there are two”
(C1)9:20) refers to the witnesses, not the deeds. Otherwise, what does ns =27
in the following phrase mean?

(15) 2,52, mRen? S92 oipea Cinoa place set apart for purgation
ofterings” (16:12). A polemic is implied here, dealt wath o part H above.

(10y 2. 81 oy {nperoes tat the fisst tharfd ] of the day™ (25:8). 11 the Lust
quarter of dhe day falls at 9:00 AML (el 20:06), the Dirst third cannot go
beyond 1o:00 ACM. and Tall at noon.

(17) 2. 105 The reason that improperly dressed pricsts are to be put to
death is not Num 18:3, despite the similacity between its wording 1ney 89
chs c1 o g and the wordmg of the scrollbwvioy nen o (35:7), since Serip-
ture calls tor death by God (m, qal) whereas the seroll mandates death
by man (m, tphil).>? Rather, the improperly dressed priest falls into the
category of the 1 “stranger” and is subject to the law pey 2500 =0
“the encroaching stranger shall be put to death” (ef. Num 18:7).0

1%y 20 10ED B3 om0 et onot “the well-being offenings of the
Israchites (37:5) may not be caten by Israchites in the inner court to winch they

SOE the coments vn number 2o belowand b MNbgrom, Sadics s L evieal formimnadogy >

SOV Sndies i Fevitteal Terminology, 1637,



“have no aceess. Rather, this phrase relers to the priestly portions of the

“well-being oftering, 1., the breast and the right thigh (Lev 7:29 - 34) and the
cheeks, stomach and a portion of the foreleg, according to the Temple Sceroll
(ef, 20°04 16, 21:02 05;,22:8 1), The scetion 37: 1114 warns the priests, who
alone may cook their priestly portions in the inner court (37:14), not to mnix
their well-being offerings with those of the Israchites which are caten only in
the outer cowrt (ef. 25:06-3). Thus in this regard there is no difference
i principle between the Temple Scroll and Ezekiel: both proscribe the
Lsraclites from entering the inner court and preseribe that they cat thewr well-
bring offerings in the outer court {cl. Ezck 46:19 24).

(19) 2. 137, The lepers are prohibited from entering the temple-aty
e SR T tunnl they are purified™ (45:18) This qualification refers o
the end ol their seven-day purification and not to the end of thewr illness !

(203 2. 143 b The use ol the verb mar for both profane and sacred
shvughter (47:7, 1112, 165 ¢f. 52:5, 6, 13), us in the book ol Deuteronomy
(v, Deut 12221 17:1), leads support to the theory that the slaughtening
techuique  developed i the temple was also preseribed for prolane
slaughter.ts

(21) 2. 160, The serolls inclusion of the skin and nails of dead animals
amotg the causes for contamination may be based on its interpretation that
Aoz tearcass T (Lev 11250 ef. vy 28, 40) encompasses not just the meat but all
patts ol the animal. Abetting this interpretation is the language of 5Hd 5
1NDEY WY TY ASATIIN DRI ReNn “whocever carries of its bones orof
its carcass, shin or flesh or a nadl” (S1:4), Le., the skinand nails justas the Hesh
are part of the carcass.

(22) 20 164 i of Lev 22:28 is changed to namn (52:6) so that the
profine and sacred slaughter will be subject to the same procedure (cf. on
Number 20 above).

(23) 2. 177 the wording of Deut [7:12 vizw >n227 Pz qww s wasm
“should o man act presumptuously and disregard” s transposed to read
P I wmee & R R Sshould aman disregard and act preswinp-
tuously” (56:8 9) possibly in order to emphasize that capital punishment may
not be imposed without prior warning, ' a view which concurs with thatof the
rabbis (¢f. 1. Sanh. TET-5).

(24) 2. 180, 1 presume that 7091 (57:3) was based on MRy 7w Vipo
Con wsa2 Curmy commanders shall be appointed over the troops™ (Deut
20:9). Deuteronomy predicates o civilian militia whose rianks and officers are
only cadled up in tme ol emergeney. However, this procedure would notdo
tor the Hasmonean kings, who kept astanding army and even mercenurics.

fisee part Voabove
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fhe seribe therefore erased the waw to allow the king, at the time of his
coronation, to appoint tus mititary officers. For this reason, T would suggest
that the verb indicating the census lor the military dralt should ualso be
restored o the singular {8 ] (57: 1) so that the entire action will be performed
by the king.

(25) 2,192, T he Levites as well as the priests are entitfed sz 37201 moen
“to serve and bless My name” (60:11), probably on the basis of the verse,
“the Lord set apurt the tnibe of Leve o .. to stand in attenduance upon
the Lord and to bless his name until this day”(Deut 108, ¢f 18:5 L XX, Sam),
a priestly tunction (¢f. Num 6:22 273! Furthermore, i the veeb nne mcans
“seeve” (e, Bxod 28:35) and not Massist” (e, Num 18:2)) then the Levites
are even goven the right to officiate on the altar @ This accords with other new
privileges and perquisites tor the Levites in the Temple Scrofl,

(26) 2195 Rwn w2 ny Cthat prophet shall die”™ (Deur 18:20)
is Changed (o ®$mn X020 mem “that prophet shadl be slaim™ (61:2). A
siintlar change s made from ey Ushall die” (Deut 22:22) o ey shall
be slarn™ (06:2) and from nzy shall die”™ (Deut 22:35) to nzyn shiall be stain™
(66:5) and the reverse change from no “shall be slain™ (Deut 21:22) o
men “that he may dic” (66: 1), These changes show that the Temple Scrold
distinguishes very carclully between the gal and hiphil of mn, the tormer
uplying aeath by God and the latter death by man, a distinction consistently
found 1 the poesdy texts but ignored in Deutcronomy. ¢

(273 2195 T he word 871 from Deut 18:22 1s mistakenly omitted 1o the
text at Ol Toas elearly present in the plates.

(26) 20199, Why 1s v 890 12 730y 82 wr (Deut 21:4) transposed
to read Tzo oW wan R0 R Cwhich s not sown or ulled” (63:2)?
Possibly, because the author of the scroll assumes that sowing or planting
precedes Glling (¢l Deut 28:39).

(29) 2. 200. Handlaying with one hand (e.g., Lev 4:29) and two hands
(c.g., Lev 24:14) must be distinguished [vom each other.®? A beter analogy
to the handlaying cereniony on the broken-necked heifer would be the same
ceremony performed on the scapegoat (Lev 16:21).

CCT secnon | uabove
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THE INTERCHANGE OF L, N, AND K
IN BIBLICAL HEBREW

ALOYSIUS FITZGERALD, FSC
CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA, WASHING TON, DO 20004

HE interchange of £, i, and rinthe sume word as represented in different
Semitic languages (¢.g., Heb. Aasil = grasshopper = Ug. Asn) and within

the same lunguage (e.g., Akk. lamsane = fly = namsatu) has been olten
observed.! The latter situation 1s much more characteristic of some languages
(Aram., Akk., Arab.) than others. On a limited scale it occurs in OT Hebrew
and the tnstances arce recorded in the dictionaries: e.g., layld and lin; liska and
niskd, Neintkadre? ysar and Nébdkadne’ssar, mazzaldt and mazzaro.

Examples of this type are ignored here. The concern s rather with
instances of abnormal forms of roots showing a similar interchange of
consonanis in poetic texts which manage at times to be suggested and
suggested again as a solution for a crux; and then are forgotten or ignored.

The examples for the most part are not new, but they have apparently
never been examined before as a collection. This would secin to be the reason
why such « solution to a problem in a particular case is so readily set aside.
Collecting the instances has the advantage of putting the examples side by side
where o probable argument in one instance helps  strengthen  the
argumentation in all the others. Furthermore, this review will make clear that
what the poet 1s doing s using a dialectal form that fits better the sound-
patterning ol his hine. The fuct that in cach case the appearance of the
abnormal form can be simply explained by the recognition of the intent of the
poet, is znother argument for the legitimacy ol the lorms and the
interpretations they will be given.

Isa 13:22 will serve as the first example since it 1s an instance of such a shift
that has found more general acceplance:

Wk Cyyan b limnwiyw
winym bhiykly * ng

Desert beasts will howl/dwell in his towers,
Juckals in the delightul palaces.

WCE, e, O Brockelmann, Grundriss der vergleichenden Gramumaik der semitischen
Sprachen 1 (Berling Reuther and Reichard, 1908) §34.

w1978, by the Society of Biblical Literature



FURTHER STUDIES IN THE TEMPLE SCROLL

By Jacos MiLGrowm, University of California, Berkeley

THE FOLLOWING OBSERVATIONS are the results of a second
reading of the Temple Scroll during the summer of 1979.!
The numerals cited at the beginning of cach item refer to the
volume and page of the editio princeps.?

(r) IL, 2 wmn npn >
do not take from it (2:9)

The expression is based on Josh. 7:11 ganam npY rather
than on Deut. 7:25b 7% nnp. By using the preposition
1 the Scroll leaves no doubt that the reference is to hérem.

(2) 11, 5 wipnn mone x>
it may not be moved from the sacred area (3:11)

With Yadin, I agree that the bread of presence is implied.
But the prohibition is that it must not be removed from
vIpni, which cannot denote the table, jni»wn. Hence the
reference may be to the old bread of the previous week, and
v1pnia would imply that the priests must eat it “in the sacred
precinct” (Lev. 24:19). True, wIpn in the Scroll usually de-
notes the entire Temple complex (e.g. 43:12, 46:9-10, 47:18),
but it can also indicate the inner court (e.g. 47:12, 52:15),
where the priests eat their sacred food (37:10-14). On no
account does wIpnn refer to the Temple building itself.3

! For the results of the first reading see J. Milgrom, ‘‘Studies in
the Temple Scroll”, JBL, 97 (1978), s01-23. Two of its typogra-
phical errors should be corrected: p. 526, line 26, ““designated”,
read “designate’; p. 518, line 3 from bottom, “29:1-2"", read “20:1-2"".

2 The Temple Scroll (Hebrew), ed. Y. Yadin, Jerusalem, 1977, 3
vols. plus supplement.

% J. Milgrom, Studies in Levitical Terminology (Berkeley, California,
1970), Pp. 23-24, . 78.




2 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW

() I, 24 nmwpanam by
on the altar of incense (8:11)

The reference here is to the frankincense accompanying
the bread of presence, which according to the Scroll should
be burnt on the inner incense altar and not on the outer,
sacrificial altar, as maintained by the Rabbis (Tos. Men.
11:13 [Zuck. 530]). Yadin conjectures that the Scroll based
its ruling on the term 73t Ma%, “pure frankincense”, found
only in connection with incense (Exod. 30:34) and the
bread of presence (Lev.24:7), and he is correct. Superior
incense is of the same degree of holiness as other superior
ingredients employed in the Sanctuary, such as 71w, “clear
oil”, used exclusively in the menorah (Exod. 27:20; Lev.
24:2) over against the ordinary oil used in the meal offering
on the outer altar (e.g., Lev. 2:1); =W an, “pure gold”,
used on the inner sancta, i.e., the ark, kappdret, table, meno-
rah (Exod. 37:2,6,11,17, etc.) and on the high priest’s vest-
ments, i.e., the breastplate chains, the bells of the robe,
and sis (Exod. 39:15,25,30), in contrast to the ordinary gold
used on the Tabernacle’s planks and pillars.?

(4) 11, 27 nm
on this side (9:4)

This new reading® requires a different reconstruction.
I would suggest [nm amumn 2p awber mm anunn ap awnbe,
in conformance with Biblical usage, e.g., the cherubim,
nm agpn AR A o agpn k2> (Exod. 25:19; 37:8)
and the Tabernacle sides, mm mm yownn 7% 5y (Exod.
26:13). Its use is amply attested in Rabbinic Hebrew, e.g.,
Mid. 3:1,7; Ohol. 1:8.

4 M. Haran, ‘“The Priestly Image of the Tabernacle”, HUCA, 36
(1965), 205, n. 30.

5 E. Qimron, “On the Text of the Temple Scroll”, (Hebrew),
Leshonenu, 42 (1978), 137.
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(5) I, 32 oo
as a memorial (10:5)

This new reading® provides the only word in its line, and
with 9my (10:4) the only words in the immediate context.
Yet the content can be surmised. The preceding column (8)
gives a description of the menorah, and the following co-
lumns (r1-12) speak of the construction and use of the sacri-
ficial altar. It thus stands to recason that col. 1o (and per-
haps the missing top of col. 11) completes the description
of the Temple furnishings. Col. 10 has preserved the terms
for pillars, gate, and the various colored wools, and thus
corresponds to the pillars and curtains, both of which con-
clude the description of the Tabernacle (Exod. 26:36-37)
and precede the description of the sacrificial altar {(Exod.
27:1-8). But what is p131% doing here? It does not occur in
the Tabernacle accounts or in the description of Solomon’s
Temple.

The answer, I submit, is to be found in the use of po1>
in the next dealing with the census: £™B>7 fo3 NR NAP™
SXpr 21ab Mo IYMm SRR DAy Sy MR nan PR 13 nRn
o>nwo1 by 9p2% /11 WY Mo, “You shall take the ransom?
silver from the Israelites and assign it the construction® of
the Tent of Meeting; it shall serve the Israelites as a reminder
before the Lord, as ransom for your lives” (Exod. 30:16).
Thus P21 is connected with the Tabernacle by means of
the silver half-shekels collected during the census and used
in the construction of the Sanctuary. What precisely was
done with this silver is described later: “The silver of those
of the community who were recorded ... was for casting
the sockets of the Sanctuary and the sockets for the veil . . .

8 E. Qimron, op. cit., p. 138.

7 Kipper {requently denotes ‘‘ransom”,; cf. J. Milgrom, Levitical
Terminology, pp. 28-31.

8 <aboddh in the Priestly texts means “‘work” in general and “‘Ta-
bernacle construction’ in particular, cf. Milgrom; Levitical Termi-
nology, pp. 60-82.
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hooks for the pillars, overlay for their tops, and bands around
them”” (Exod. 38:25-38). Specifically, the silver was used to
fashion the sockets of the interior pillars and the decorations
(hooks, overlay, bands) for the exterior pillars (cf. Exod.
26:32, 36:38, and 27:17, 38:19). The principle behind this
distribution of the silver is clear. The inner sockets, not
visible from outside of the Tent, were of silver and their
decorations of gold (Exod. 26:32); the outer visible sockets
were of bronze and their decorations of silver (Exod. 27:17).
That this distinction is consistently followed is shown by
pillars at the entrance to the Tent, whose sockets are visible
but whose decorations are not; accordingly, the sockets are
of bronze but the decorations are of gold (Exod. 26:37).°

The Scroll also calls for pillars (@*1my, lines 4, 11), gates
(nvw, lines 8, g), and over(lays) (wx9, line 12; cf. Exod.
32:38) in its Temple. In the Jerusalem Temple the gates to
the inner court and Temple building boasted of magnificent
curtains (Josephus, Wars, 5:212; Shek. 8:5; B. Yoma
54a) which had to be supported by pillars. Furthermore, the
Scroll ascribes pillars to other installations in the inner
court: the House of the Winding Staircase (30:9) and the
parwir'® (35:10). Since the former was made of gold, we can
assume, on the analogy of the Tabernacle, that its sockets
were of silver. The parwar pillars, also invisible to the laity,
would have had silver sockets. The pillars of the Slaughter
House (34:2,3,15), however, being accessible to the Levites
and possibly to the laity,* would have had bronze sockets
and silver decorations {cf. Exod. 27:17).

Fortunately, the Scroll tells us how the silver is to be
assembled. Again, the Tabernacle serves as the model. The
half-shekel is to be the contribution by every male upon
reaching the age of twenty (40Q 159:6-7).1*2 The wording 1s

% Though Haran’s analysis of P’s system of graded holiness is
complete in every other respect, he does not identify this distinction.

10 Milgrom, “Temple Scroll”, pp. 506-09.

11 Thid., p. 502, n. 5.

ua Cf. J. Liver, “The Half-Shekel Offering in Biblical and Post-~
Biblical Literature”, HTR 56 {1963}, 190-198.
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striking: o> Spwn nexnm, “half shekel as a memorial”
(39:9). The census passage (Exod. 30:12-16) is thus reinter-
preted to denote a one-time tax to the Temple, a clear polemic
with Rabbinic Judaism which required an annual tax (ber.
R.H. 7a). It is therefore just as likely that, in keeping with the
census passage, the Scroll requires also that the silver be
employed for the continuous ornamentation and repair
(Rabbinic bedek habbayit) of the Temple pillars.

(6) 11, 48 mnnwDl by KoY
to ordain for their lives (15:14)

This expression is a conflation of T xon% (Exod. 29:35)
and wp1 By 902% (e.g., Lev. 17:11). Both terms occur in the
priestly consecration (Exod. 29:33b; cf. Lev. 8:33b-34). The
point of the conflation—a new coinage of the Scroll—s to
show that the consecration ram and basket of breads fulfill
both an expiatory and consecratory function.

(7) 11, 49-50 mmanR whya >y AnaT N o*hmoa apt ono
anmola 510 vymn jaholn
and the elders of the priests shall lay their
hands on its head and after them the high
priest and all the priests (15:18-16:01)

Why do the priestly elders also perform the hand-laying
ceremonial? That the priestly consecrands perform it is
understandable, since the purgation bull is their sacrifice.
Similarly in the Biblical consecration service it is the con-
secrands, Aaron and his sons, who perform the hand-laying
(Exod. 29:10; Lev. 8:14). But why do the already consecrated
priestly elders join in this ceremonial?

The answer is that this purgation bull performs a different
function. For the elders merely begin the hand-laying cere-
monial; they are followed by the high priest, and if the re-
construction is correct, the entire priestly corps. Thus the
purgation bull is intended not only for the consecrands but
also for all the priests, as is shown by the preceding sentence
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R DR 39pM @uImon by nx [mlva tw by anx] 9 alhpn
anexena aafmobl, “a bull for all the people and one for
the priests were offered, that for the priests being offered
first”’ (15:16-18). Hence, just as all the people are expiated
by a purgation bull, so, we must assume, all the priests are
expiated by their purgation bull. Now, however, a new
question must be faced: just as the people’s elders perform
the hand-laying on their behalf (Lev. 4:15), should not the
priestly elders act on behalf of the rest of the priests? The
answer is that the two groups of elders are not alike in their
powers, The people’s elders are indeed empowered to repre-
sent the people, but the priestly elders hold only temporary
powers; indeed, no sooner do the priestly elders consecrate
the high priest with the blood of the consecration ram, then
the high priest immediately begins to officiate on behalf of
his fellow priests and the people.}?

(8) 1I, 52 nmw 191D DN
and all of it shall be burnt there (16:13)

The plural verb shows that the burning of the purgation
bull is not done by the high priest. Is it then done by the
elders of the priests? Probably not. Rather, the model is
Lev. 16:27-28 ank fawm ... w3 w7, where the plural
must be rendered as a passive, ‘(the bull) ... shall be con-
sumed by fire’. Hence the burning is performed by an un-
named third party.

g9) I1, 58 oy [w mbn nwyl oonw ovvn an®
wheat bread, 12 loaves, two tenths (18:14-15)

This restoration seems both ingenious and logical. Since
the twelve tribes are charged with the responsibility of bring-
ing the new wine and new oil for their respective festivals,
they should also be expected to bring the bread loaves, one
per tribe, for the New Wheat Festival. However, doubt lin-
gers for the following reason:

12 Milgrom, “Temple Scroll”, pp. 509-10,
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The new wine and new oil brought by the tribes (1/3 hin
and 1/2 hin, respectively) are sacrificial accompaniments
to the twelve whole-offering rams (19:16),% as shown by
the absence of the term mmoon in the phrase mnnmm ovvx
vown> (20:01). The missing wine libation is alluded to by
the expression mm 7017 %Y (20:02), “in addition to this liba-
tion”, which can only refer to the wine contributed by the
tribes. Thus the new wine must be the libation accompaniment
to the twelve rams. Similarly, the new oil is also a sacrificial
accompaniment, probably of the =lp (22:02), because the
next line contains the words 7 nsnn am mwwa, ‘with this
oil, 1/2 hin’ (22:03), the precise amount required for a herd
animal (Num. 15:9). Any doubts about the new oil being
sacrificed on the altar are dispelled by the later description
of this festival as namn %y van mw 39pnar “the day of
offering new oil upon the altar” (43:9-10). The Biblical basis
tor offering the new crop on the altar is clear. Since the minhah
for the First Barley requires z/ro (Lev. 23:13), 1/T10 more
than necessary (Num. 15:4-5), the additional tenth must
have comprised the ’omer-sheaf offered by the Sanctuary
(cf. Men. 10:4). Thus, since the new barley was used in
composing the sacrificial accompaniment, so were the new
wine and oil similarly employed.

In contrast, the twelve rams of the New Wheat Festival
are accompanied by [amooln mmanlmim (19:4), which implies
that the sacrificial accompaniment was not brought by the
tribes. Clinching the argument is the fact that the loaves by
their nature were ineligible for sacrifice, since they were
leavened (Lev. 23:17; cf. 2:11).

It is not even certain that the twelve loaves were brought
by the tribes, since this assumption rests on a restoration
nhivnala 2w amweaml, “the heads of the tribes shall bring
them’ (18:16). If they did bring the loaves, it would have

13 There is no notice of the 12 whole-offering rams in the New
Oil Festival, but we can assume that they were mentioned in one of
the lacunae.
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constituted a major innovation, since the Bible expressly
requires two loaves (Lev. 23:17). The innovation would
have had to be expained at least by additional wording such
as w [nonn Sy nnx abn Sxaw mon Yonl mbn ey onw
... 00 omwy, “twelve loaves from all the tribes of Israel,
one loaf per tribe, two tenths semolina” (cf. 19:14-15 on the
new wine).

A preferable restoration for 18:15 would be either mbnl
[w neoRn, “two wheat breads [baked into loaves, two]
tenths . ..” or [ nrpxnyenl “two wheat breads [baked
with leaven, two] tenths . ..”". Either restoration would cor-
respond to the syntax and vocabulary of the Biblical prece-
dent 7PBRD yHN ™0 pbo oY w onw npun on® (Lev.
23:17). Each would have the additional virtue of including
the word nrp&n from the Leviticus source, which is indis-
pensable for knowing how the flour is converted into bread.

(10) II, 64 N30 IR Ana® 75y 39p Twir] nnam Shoy
every meal offering, whether it is sacrificed with
frankincense or is dry (20:10)

Yadin, basing himself on the Biblical text a»%a nmn %>
naam powa (Lev. 7:10), suggests that the Scroll changed
the formula in order to include the dry but spiced minhih
(apparently taking W as equivalent to %) among the priestly
perquisites. However, this type of minhdh is expressly awarded
to the priest (Lev. 6:8) and would not require special
mention by the Scroll. Rather, the expression must mean:
every minhah which has frankincense (either dry or oily)
or which is dry (even without frankincense). The latter would
refer to the meal offering of the suspected adulteress (Num.
5:15) and the purgation offering of the indigent (Lev. 5:11),
neither of which contain oil or frankincense.}* Thus the

14 It could not refer to the two Pentecostal loaves which also
contained no oil or frankincense, but being leavened, could not be
burned on the altar (Lev. 23:17).
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Scroll’s wording actually embraces every sacrificial minhah
except the accompaniment to the sacrificial animal, which
contains no frankincense (Num. 15:4-10} and which is not
caten by the priests but is wholly burned on the altar (Lev.
14:20, cf. Men. 6:2). All other minhdh offerings brought
by Israclites!s do indeed become the perquisites of the priests
(they are enumerated in Men. 5:3). Thus the wording in the
Temple Scroll is concise and precise, a credit to its author.

(11) 11, 69 mnwy...mowm
shall rejoice . .. shall rejoice (21:8-9)

As shown in no. g, above, the new wine is used first in the
sacrifice before the people may drink of it (20:01-02; 21: 3-10;
the same rule obtains for the new oil, 21:15-16; 22:14-15).
A fitting analogy is Jub. 7:1-6. Noah first offers a wine li-
bation on the altar hearth, and only then is he permitted
to drink of it. Jubilees also supports the Scroll’s view that
the wine is poured on the altar fire (34:13-14), in opposi-
tion to the Rabbinic view (B. Suk. 48b-49b; cf. Yadin's
discussion, I, 118-19). Finally this Jubilees passage ends on
a note of happiness, annwa ... naw" (Jub. 7:6), as does the
Scroll, men...mpwn (21:8-9; cf. 22:16).

(12) 11, 72 ...o[lms% Srawe 12 unn Draee 12 DR owese R
afterwards they shall take them out to the
Israelites, and the Israelites shall give to the
priests (22:11-13)

The redundancy of “X9w" %3 is meant to emphasize that
the well-being offerings are the property of the Israelites.
The law of this sacrifice is that its meat belongs to its offerers
except for the prescribed priestly (and in the Scroll, Levitic)
perquisites. The Torah itself makes this point emphatic when

15 The meal offering brought by the priest is also burned on the
altar (Lev. 6:12-16), although it contains oil and frankincense (cf.
Men. 5:3), but this case is not considered by the Scroll,



IO THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW

it speaks of the well-being offering as asmbw nar (Lev. 2:3z2,
34) and especially as Pxw~ w2 wip (Lev. 22:2,5,10), in
contrast to the other sacrifices which are called 1 w1p (e.g.,
Lev. 5:15).1% Thus, since the meat belongs to the Israelites,
it 1s they alone who determine who may eat it.

(13) 11, 73 “n 7> Anxens 9303 ma ara oo
and they shall eat them on this day in the outer
court before the Lord (22:13-14)

The subject of the verb embraces priests and Levites as
well as Israelites. On the New Oil Festival {(and on the New
Wine Festival, 21:06-6) all of Israel, including women and
children, may partake of the well-being lambs and rams in
the outer court. Though ordinarily priests eat their perqui-
sites from the well-being offering in the inner court (37:10-
14), on these festival days they join the common feast in
the outer court. This they may do because well-being offer-
ings can be eaten anywhere in a state of purity (Lev. 7:19),
and its priestly prebends may be shared with the priestly
family (Lev. 10:14). There is, however, one distinction be-
tween these well-being offerings and all others: they are eaten
7 aea, “on this day”’, and thus resemble the #1710, the thank-
offering, which must also be eaten on the day it is sacrificed
(Lev. 7:15). Thus the Scroll disagrees with the Rabbis who
ordained that these festival offerings could be eaten any-
where in Jerusalem and over a two-day period (Zeb. 5:7).

(14) 11, 73 nnx oy /0 0% IR 0% Bho] by po° o ara o
NRYM N2
for on this day they will ransom (sacrificially)
the entire oil crop of the land before the Lord
once yearly and rejoice (22:15-16)
7710 BRI 13 mmem vrenn By 1> o aleal o
for on this day they will ransom (sacrificially) the

16 J. Milgrom, Cult and Conscience (Leiden, 1976), p. 66.
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wine crop and the Israelites will rejoice before
the Lord (21:7-9)
NNR ... OOPR 9AYS ... 0D°DY DD M AT D

YD ‘A DY ... Ml
tor on this day purgation will be performed on
your behalf ... to purify you... once Yearly
... you will be purified before the Lord (Lev.

16:30,34)

The comparison with the passage from Leviticus indi-
cates the close association of the verb kippér with the verb
tihér, i.e., the first fruits, as it were, “purify’’!? the rest of the
crop. There is, however, an important difference to be reck-
oned with. Here the means of purification is the same as the
object of it. Whereas the purgation animal purifies the Sanc-
tuary on belialf of the people, the first fruits release the rest
of the crop for profane use.!® This usage of kippér, to my
knowledge, is not attested in the Bible. Its equivalent would
be the non-priestly term fillel, “desanctify” (e.g., Deut. 20:6),
and it must be accounted as an innovation by the Scroll.
Perhaps, inasmuch as the effect of offering the first fruits is
to rclease the rest of the fruits, the rendering “ransom’” is
best, a meaning attested for kippér (e.g., Num. 8:19)1® but
in quite different contexts.

(15) 11, 75 mlb abw abswnl
of wood, as a whole offering to the Lord (23:3)

This restoration depends on the fragment Rockefeller
42.178 (pl. 38:1%) T2 a%»w owswvnl, implying, according to
Yadin, that on the Wood Festival the wood was brought
as an AW, a whole offering, i.e., it was actually sacrified on
the altar. He bases this interpretation (I, 100) on another

17 J. Milgrom, ‘“Sin-Offering or Purification-Offering”, VT, 21
(1971), 149-56.

18 . Milgrom, “First Fruits, OT”, IDBS, (1976}, 336-37.

¥ Cf. n. 7, above,
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fragment, Rockefeller 43.600 (pl. 40:1*) o'y nR 13™p°,
resulting in the rendering, ‘“‘they will sacrifice the wood as a
whole offering to the Lord”.

However, an alternate solution is possible: 12™p* can mean
not “to sacrifice” but, as attested frequently, ‘‘to contribute”
(e.g., Num. 7:3,10), and the noun }399 can mean ‘“‘contri-
bution, gift” (e.g., Num. 7:13, 31:50}.2° Furthermore, the
hapax legomenon oxwn 1a9p (Neh. 10:35) surely refers to
periodic contributions of wood and not to their sacrifice.
Accordingly, Rockefeller 42.178 can also be restored as follows:
o abw ovxwn [ja9p Tvma 2Mpr, so that “wood” is part
of the festival name and the whole offering refers to the
<Uyw, 9, PR, w23, animals which are mentioned in the fol-
lowing lines (4,6). Thus the translation would be, “on the
Wood Offering Festival they shall sacrifice as a whole offer-
ing to the Lord...”.

(16) 11, 75 oheony ulw 17 o any
two he-goats (23:4)  two goats to (Rock.
42. 178

Yadin (I, 102-03) postulates that two he-goats were brought
by each tribe during the six day Wood Festival as purgation
offerings, one to atone for the priests and the other for the
tribe. He cites for comparison the two purgation bulls for the
priests and people during the Priestly Consecration, and the
two rams, likewise for the priests and the people, on the Day
of Atonement.

First, the analogies are questionable. The rams prescribed
for the Day of Atonement are whole offerings and not
purgation offerings, and the requirement of two purgation
bulls for the Priestly Consecration (a unique feature of the
Scroll) makes sense on its own terms: before the priests atone
for the people they must atone for themselves (just as they
do on the Day of Atonement, Lev. 16:11-19).

20 J. C. Greenfield, RB, 8o (1973), 571.
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Other objections can be mustered. Yadin is certainly cor-
rect in suggesting that the Wood Festival offerings were
modelled on the sacrificial order for the dedication of the
altar. But if so, only one he-goat per tribe was prescribed
(Num. 7:16,22,28,34, etc.)!

Morcover, why would each tribe have to bring an addi-
tional he-goat? It certainly had to provide its own atone-
ment, but why would each tribe have to atone for the priests?
Indeed, the line fMWRYY a%win v N vEY wnwr “first the
he-goat shall be slaughtered before him” (23:11) implies
that there is only one he-goat in the sacrificial order!

The solution suggests itself after one perceives the struc-
ture of the entire text of the Wood Festival. It divides itself
into two logical and necessary parts 23:2-10, the prescrip-
tive administrative order, in which the whole offering is
mentioned first (cf. Num. chaps. 7, 28-29) and the point is
stressed that the whole offering of Levi will precede that of
Judah (lines g-10); and 23:11 ff., the descriptive procedural
order, stressing that the purgation offering is sacrificed first
(line 11). Without predicating this division, the text would
ostensibly prescribe the sacrifice of the whole offering ahead of
the purgation offering, a procedure which would be contrary to
the proper sacrificial order of the Torah,? which the Scroll
zealously upholds.22 Thus the requirement of two he-goats
(23:4) falls into the prescriptive administrative order, and
therein lies the solution:

In the prescriptive order, it is emphasized that Judah's
whole offering follows directly upon Levi's whole offering
(lines 9-10). Thus it must be assumed that in the preceding
lines, which unfortunately are too fragmentary for plausible
restoration, there must have been a listing of the whole of-
ferings for both these tribes, e.g., @w3> , 0w oK .0 0*p)]
[@w. In other words, the listing of the sacrificial animals

21§, Milgrom, Cult and Conscience, nn. 251, 252, 295.
2 As recognized by Yadin, I, 116-19.
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was not according to the tribe but according to the day. Thus
the two he-goats were not for each single tribe but for the
two tribes which were sacrificing them on the same day.
In fact, the letter ® in Rock. 42.178 leads me to believe that
the text may have read [orl? o omy 2ww, “two he-goats
each day”, for which there is ample attestation (e.g., Exod.
2¢:38; Num. 28:3;38 cf. Exod. 29:36; Num.28:24; Jer. 37:21;
Ezek. 43:25, 45:23). Thus in consonance with all other
known he-goat offerings, here too only one is required for the
purgation offering.

(17) 1L, 76 =vp~ ... almplm
shall offer... shall sacrifice (23:9,10)

These verbs describing the sacrifice of the whole offering
precede the description of the purgation offering (23:11 ff.).
As explained in no. 16, above, this ostensible discrepancy
in the rule that the purgation offering must precede all
other offerings in the sacrificial series is resolved when one
realizes that the first half of the column, down to line 10, gives
the prescriptive administrative order in which the whole
offering is always listed first, whereas lines 11 ff. give the
descriptive procedural order in which, indeed, the purgation
offering is sacrificed first (23:11-17), followed by the whole
offering (24:1-25:01).

The Day of Atonement ritual according to the Scroll al-
so follows this structure. First the prescriptive order finnaapm
..R R D n% abw 13 (25:12-13) in which the whole
offering is cited first. It should be noted that this prescrip-
tive order uses the verb 2™pf, the same as in the Wood Fes-
tival offerings, above. However, no sooner does the Scroll
shift to the descriptive order than the purgation offerings
are described first (26:1-27:2), and only then do we read anx
..oy BPRIA NRY DA N Awye (27:3), where the technical
verb for performing the entire sacrificial ritual, ey, is used.

2 Restored by Yadin in 13:11 (11, 40).




TEMPLE SCROLL—MILGROM 15

(18) 11, 77 nron oy 7258 panv
the caudate lobe in addition to the kidneys

(23:15)

Yadin suggests that n»9si1 8 is a scribal error for 7257 ov.
However, this would imply that the liver is burned on the
altar with its appendage (the caudate lobe). But this is not
the case. Rather m%op oy is equivalent to noon By “in
addition to the kidneys” (Lev. 3:15).

(19) II, 71 xn nb5w
it should be wholly burned (22:04)

This expression is found in the same context as %y 12 2lb>
n7vn 9o (02) and pan msnn M pea (03), which can only
refer to the function and sacrificial accompaniment of a
purgation offering bull. Thus 8% 7w cannot be rendered
“i1t is a whole offering”’. Yadin plausibly suggests that it
refers only to the burning of the suet of the purgation bull
and its accompanying meal offering and wine libation, and
hence should be rendered “it should be wholly burned”. He
can find firm support for his suggestion in the fact that the
same expression X7 190 occurs in 16:10, in a passage which
expressly states that the suet of the purgation bull and the
accompanying meal offering and wine libation are burned
on the altar. Corroboration can also be sought in 15:12,
where the suet and right thigh of the consecration ram to-
gether with the accompanying bread offering are called
19w because they too are burned on the altar.

But the question remains: how could the term %W be
applied to a purgation offering ? First, it must be noted that
there is a Biblical precedent; 12PN A%Ua U3 awnn ooRaa
‘A% A%y 557 ...nXon PRX ... MYy, “those who returned
from captivity, the exiles, offered whole offerings... he-
goats for purgation offerings ... all as a whole offering to
the Lord” (Ezra 8:35). This verse is clear in its inclusion of
the purgation offering among the sacrifices that were com-
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pletely burned on the altar. Thus the Bible itself speaks
of a purgation offering as an a%Ww.

The answer, I submit, lies in the distinction between two
kinds of purgation offerings, the ordinary one whose blood
is daubed on the altar horns and whose meat is eaten by
the priests (Lev. 6:22), and the rarer one whose blood is
aspersed inside the Sanctuary and whose meat may not be
eaten and is burned outside.?* The purgation offerings in
Ezra 8:35 are of the latter category: their suet is burnt on
the altar and their meat outside.?> The complete incineration
of the purgation offering makes it, so to speak, ‘“a whole
offering to the Lord”.

In any event, this Biblical precedent provided the Scroll
with ample ground for designating the parts of any sacrifice
that were burned on the altar by the term amw.

(20) The aforecited passage (22:04) serves to indicate that
there are still many unanswered questions concerning the
sacrificial order on the first-fruit festivals. Two of the main
ones are:

1. Why is a purgation bull prescribed for the New Oil Fes-
tival and not for the others? The argument that the texts
are incomplete will not hold for the New Wine Festival where
the sacrificial order is restorable.

2. The well-being offering of 14 rams and 14 lambs is pre-
scribed for the New Wine and New Oil 26 Festivals (2z0:1-21: 3;
22:2-14). Why is it missing in the saciificial requirements for
the New Barley and New Wheat Festivals? True, the texts
of the latter are fragmentary, but the lacunae occur at the
beginning of the accounts and not at the end, where the well-
being offering would have appeared. One may argue that the
New Barley and New Wheat Festivals are Biblical and their
sacrifices are fixed, but this argument did not stop the autho

% 1. Milgrom, “Two Kinds of hagta®”, VI, 26 (1976), 333-37
% In agreement with Sifra, Hobah, 3:5.
2 Cf. Milgrom, “Temple Scroll”, pp. 518-19, for the restoratior
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of the Scroll from prescribing an additional whole offering
of 12 rams for all the festivals, including the New Wheat
(19:3, restored). Besides, what was the Biblical basis for
prescribing these 1z whole offering rams as well as the well-
being offering of 14 rams and 14 lambs?

(to be continued)
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TIRYR YT JTIVH WA YIHN BRI A 9373 TR0 nnnwy 2aneab
x1a% nyT v oy npoy [man] Gmoy A arn v nmb am awn
Sy @1 ,0°pR EYH IR OWAN OMON DWIN XD v D (1) wHsy
7% oben o™ P TIRAY PRY LTIV ODKR IR RD R b owTy

~abn RS nawn Yo 2 TR

1 “Hans”, the German nickname for Johannes.

2 T was unable to ascertain where this was.

3 Above, pp. 79 f. Note the pertinent comment of S. Miinster in his
Grammatica Chaldaica (Basel, 1527), p. 203: “Id autem didici ex
literis, quas doctus quidam Judeus Vuormaciensis ad me Heydelbergae
agentem scripsit”’. See also Perles, op. cit., pp. 32 1.

No. 5
(f. 206 v)

Eplis]t[ol]a isaac hebrei ad m[a]g[ist]r[u]m
Caspare{m] am[m]Ja[n]

ATIN2 T 2D BY ROR 1OV pDR MM R PRpM PIRA? ovan o
TR Down b mnw 7720% v IR BR ATRA A IRm YRR
22330 PN DM BY X3 R 7Y ‘pan e nup yEn 7T
73998 T3 7 T 5y i nup A% TNa0 ox 2% 07D Rwa
IROD BN 1931 .o e P Abyab Ja0% xwaab azm
X0 YRI TR 2MasER 110 PR TRawn 099 ane 9nyn 1o abyn®

JaNRD3



FURTHER STUDIES IN THE TEMPLE SCROLL
By Jacos MiLgrom, University of California, Berkeley
(continued)
(21) 1T, 78 3Ry (24:8)

Yadin accepts my emendation 3Ry, the metathesis
attributable to scribal error. It should be added that this
term is attested in Mishnaic Hebrew and in a similar con-
text: AW "R 129YN DRBVA "MAR, “sections of the purga-
tion offering that became mingled with sections of the whole
offering” (Zeb. 8:4). With this emendation the entire
passage now makes sense: R 5% 9ph 0> wyr no; ...l
v 3% any [wasy wasl™, “so shall they do to each
bull, ram, and lamb: its sections shall remain apart” (24:7-8),
i.e., the animal sections on the altar shall be kept apart from
each other, just as the Scroll explicitly prescribes in 34:12
PER PN 127 9D, “each bull, its sections alongside it’’.28

(22) II, 84 D 3R Wwrw°
shall be burnt next to his bull (26:9)

The context refers to the burning of the flesh of the bull
and he-goat purgation offerings on the Day of Atonement.
What need is there to specify that they are to be burned
together? The ashes of the purgation offerings were kept
apart from the ashes of the other sacrifices—572m mpna
[y wplaws e mrwa®, “in a place set apart for purgation of-
ferings, there it shall be burned” (16:12)—because of the
ancient tradition that ritual purgatives retained their ma-
gical powers.?® The Biblical basis for the Scroll’s prescrip-

%7 The reading as corrected by E. Qimron, “New Readings in
the Temple Scroll”, IE], 28 (1978), 165.

28 Cf. Yadin’s discussion, I, 118.
2 J. Milgrom, ‘“Temple Scroll”, pp. 511-12.
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tion is not clear. Perhaps pwX91 990 nR qw wx> (Lev.
4:21) was understood as if “wR> = 9wR3, i.e., the second
purgation bull should be burned wherever the first one was
burnt.

(23) 11, 96,98 T™vw TAMPp A WY DRI n3onn nra Bhol
Mbum 11w pinalml nvan wm

plate this entire House of the Winding Stair-

case with gold, its walls, gates, roof—inside

and outside—its pillar and stairs (31:8-9)

Why is the House of the Winding Staircase plated with
gold? It is because of the rule “Whatever contacts them be-
comes sacred” (Exod. 30:9) which includes the Tent of Meet-
ing in “them” (v. 20). Thus the sanctity of the Scroll’'s Temple
communicates itself to any attachment, such as the House
of the Winding Staircase, which is connected to the Temple
by an elevated viaduct (30:6-7).3% As gold was used to
plate the interior of Solomom’s Temple (r Kings 6:20) and
to fashion its vessels (2 Chr. 4:19), so was gold prescribed
for the Scroll’'s Temple (4:14) and vessels (3:8,9,12).

Gold was used also in the House of the Laver—mpisn
A na nR by [oel o v wR 3t (32:10-11), e, to
plate the cubicles in which the priestly garments were stored.
These garments are holy (Exod. 29:21; Lev. 8:30) and the
Scroll adopts the teaching of Ezekiel (42:14, 44:19) that
their holiness is contagious to whatever or whomever they
contact (33:7). Thus their receptacles in the House of the
Laver must also be lined with gold.

Finally, gold was also used in the gates of all three courts
of the Temple (36:11; 39:3; 41:16-17). Here the principle
followed is that of the Tabernacle construction: the entran-
ces are holier than the surrounding enclosure. Thus the
Veil covering the adytum contains more wool and less linen

30 Yadin, I, 164, correctly associates the term Aékal! with the
entire building.
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than the inner curtains (Exod. 26:1,31); the entrance screen
of the Tent made of embroidered wool and linen is more
important than the Tent’s outer curtains made of goats’
hair and ram and dolphin skins (Exod. 26:7,14,36); and the
entrance screen of the Tabernacle enclosure is identical in
composition to the entrance screen of the Tent, in contrast to
the inferior linen curtains of the enclosure (Exod. 27:9, 16).3!
In this respect it should be noted that the gold of the inner
gates (36:11) is of a higher quality (2w, based on 2 Chr. 3:5-8)
than the gold (Mnw) of the outer gates (41:16-17),32 again
corresponding to the material gradations of the Tabernacle
entrances.

(24) 11, g8 nvn By "po% onwx
their reparation offering to expiate for the

people (32:6)

The new reading3® suggests the possibility that the refe-
rence is to the owx, the reparation offering. If so, this would
be the only instance in the Scroll where it is explicitly as-
signed an expiatory role (cf. Lev. 5:16, 18, 26; 7:7).

(25) II, 112 Pywwn™ omoa™ anaenlah® oumsb amey nmpn
BRI P R ntbe mary
places made for the priests, (the prebends
from) their well-being offerings, first fruits,
tithes, and the well-being offerings they (them-
selves) sacrifice (37:10-11)

This passage refers to the places in the inner court where
the priests can eat their sacred food. A number of questions
spring to mind: (1). Why the double mention of nar? (2). Why
are some of the priestly prebends missing: the first-born

81 Haran, “Priestly Image”, pp. 202-06.

3 Unfortunately the adjective describing the type of gold used
in the middle gates (39:3) is missing.

38 Qimron, p. 143.



92 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW

animals, the chest, right thigh, foreleg, cheek, and sto-
mach34—all explicitly assigned to the priests by the Scroll
(e.g., 20:15-16, 60:2)? (3). Why must they be eaten in the
inner court when the Torah allows priestly prebends from
the nat to be eaten anywhere in a state of purity (Lev. 7:19,
10:14), and even Ezekiel specifies that the prebends from
the most sacred offerings, the pwX, nxvn, and mmn, may
not leave the inner court, and thereby implies that the nas
is excluded from this prohibition (Ezek. 46:20)?

The first two questions are answered by the generaliza-
tion that seems to operate in the enumeration: @°nar stand
for the priestly prebends from the well-being offerings whose
meat belongs entirely to them, i.e., the first-born {cf. Lev.
27:21; Num. 18:17-18) and the offerings they themselves
offer.36

As for the third question, I would suggest that the Scroll
does permit the priests, if they so wish, to remove their
sacred food from the inner court. Indeed, they are com-
manded to eat their prescribed well-being offerings of the New
Wine and New Oil Festival in the outer court (22:13-14;
cf. no. 13, above). Here, however, the Scroll presumes that
the priests are serving in their course and are forbidden to
leave the inner court while wearing their priestly garments
(33:7; cf. Ezek.42:14, 44:19). For such circumstances
installations are provided for the priests in the inner court:
stoves, tables, and chairs (37:8), so that they can eat while
performing their duties.

84 The animal tithe, also a priestly prebend, is probably subsumed
under the term MYIYYRADY; cf. Milgrom, “Temple Scroll”’, pp. 519-20.

3 1 have changed my mind concerning the meaning of nbw *nar
bR 12 (37:5) which I felt referred to the priestly prebends from
the well-being offerings (““Temple Scroll”, pp. 521-22.). Now it is
clear that this term refers to the offerer’s sacrifices whose suet and
blood are offered on the altar in the inner court by the priests and
whose meat is eaten by the offerer in the outer court. Support for
this interpretation is indicated by the following word n*:mp'm S
which implies that the previous words did not refer to the priestly
prebends.

,,————r"-———_—_—— V
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(26) II, 115 I aSosndy qwal 1oobow v el
there they will eat [ ] of the bird, turtle doves,
and pigeons (38:10)

This new reading of 38:10% does not leave room for the
insertion of mxuan nr,%? “the yields”, from Rock. 43.366,
line 6. Besides it would make no sense. Can then the latter,
especially its first column (pl. 38:5%), be the text of col. 38?

(27) 11, 129 a8 K12 N90° URI YIP° OATIMN N WR DD
TP D T

all (the sacred food) that remains from your

festivals retains its holiness. It shall be des-

stroyed by fire; it shall not be eaten—it is holy

(43:10-13)

Yadin suggests that the consecration ram and bread (Exod.
2g:24) provide the precedent for declaring that the tithe
also must be destroyed by fire if it is not eaten in its pre-
scribed time. A more likely Biblical warrant, I submit, is
the well-being offering, which according to the Scroll is
eaten by the people in the outer court under the same condi-
tions of purity concerning which the Torah states: anum
551 wIp PR ... POORY L. M wRa whbwn or Ty, “what
is left by the third day must be consumed in fire ... and
he who eats of it . . . has profaned what is sacred to the Lord”’
(Lev. 19::6,8).

(28) 11, 129 nnNRD QWY %2 WHn 1SORT X1
they shall not eat of it during their distressful
working days (43:15-16)

The word amnx would seem to derive from px, “evil,
misfortune”’, attested frequently in Scripture; even the form
onx is found (e.g., Ps. 94:23). Another possiblility is that

38 Qimron, p. I44.
37 Ibid.
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PR is frequently coupled with Yny (e.g., Num. 23:21; Ps.
go:10; Job 5:6-7), which can mean ‘“labor” (e.g., Deut.
26:7; Eccl. 2:24, 8:18), and it was this association that
the author of the Scroll had in mind when he coupled PR
with moynn m “work days”.

However, it is more likely that the Scroll chose P& because
of its resemblance to "X, ‘“‘mourning, sorrow’’, which is the
very term used by Scripture in the same context of the
tithe: 1umn k3 °n®>r x% (Deut. 26:14), which the LXX
renders &v 830wy, “‘in my distress”.?® So is it understood
also by the Karaites: the author of the Séfer ham-Mibhar
explains this word as 2y 2%y n*n ox, “(I did not eat
of it) when I was dejected and sad”, to which his commen-
tator Tirat Kesef adds ‘‘the worrier is in perpetual mourning”.

Thus the Scroll concludes from this Deuteronomic verse
that one must not eat the tithe not only in mourning but
also during any distressful period. Therefore, since the only
times certain of being free from distress are Sabbaths and
festivals, only then may the tithe be eaten (43:2-4).

Herein lies a clear polemic with Rabbinic teaching. The
Rabbis actually limit the prohibition of eating the tithe to
the initial mourning period, either the first day following
death or the time between death and burial (Pes. 8:8;
Zeb. ggb-100b). The Scroll extends the prohibition beyond
the entire mourning period to include every profane, i.e.,
working, day.

(29) I, 198 (on 40:13-41:11)

The diagram of the location of the tribes in the wilder-
ness camp is in need of correction. The leading tribe of each
degel should occupy the middle position, since other two
tribes in the degel are ¥o¥ omn, “camping next to it”. Thus
Judah, Reuben, Ephraim, and Dan should be placed at
the middle gates. The Scroll, however, conceives of a differ-
ent arrangement, the basis for which I cannot fathom.

38 Only once does it translate bar (Esth. 9:2).
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(30) II, 134 (I, 209-211)
MoWIT DR Qe eeen ark ke an w3l o
AN XY MR Kn nelb] nRw R nRn
navwn
this one (course) enters and that one
leaves on the eighth day. The chambers
shall be cleansed one by one when the
first one (course) leaves, so that there
shall be no mingling (45:5-7)

The chambers in the outer court have to be cleansed.
They are occupied by the people throughout the year who
leave behind all sorts of impurity and pigg#! of their sacri-
fices. The old priestly course would have become contami-
nated, and hence must be kept apart from the new uncon-
taminated course.

But who does the cleansing? If the new course, it too
would become contaminated. This point helps illuminate
a Biblical crux “They were unable to celebrate it (the pesah)
at the proper time, since the priests had not purified them-
selves in sufficient number” (2 Chr. 30:3). The reason is
now clear: the purification of the Temple undertaken by
the priests lasted from the first to the sixteenth of Nisan
(2 Chr. 29:16-17); the date for the pesak (the close of the
fourteenth of Nisan) intervened, and many of the priests
were still involved in the cleansing and were therefore im-
pure.

Even so, the question cannot be resolved. Perhaps the
old course is responsible for the cleansing—this would be the
simpler solution. If it is the new course, then, like its coun-
terpart who had purified the Temple in Hezekiah’s time, its
priests would have to purify themselves before they could
enter upon their dutues.

(31) 11, 139 wIpn 13 5730 WK ... vIpnb 3730 SN anown
1YY wTph
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you shall make a moat around the Temple . . .
that will separate the most sacred area from
the city (46:9-10)

The term wmpn wipn (borrowed from Lev. 16:33) was
chosen because of Ezekiel’s definition of the Temple pre-
cinct’s boundaries: 3230 Y233 %> 9nn w1 b¥ A nan Nt
gwIp wIp 3'20, “such are the instructions for the Temple
on top of the mountain: the entire area shall be most sacred”
(Ezek. 43:12). Thus Ezekiel designates the Temple precincts
as oWwIp vIp, “most sacred”’, a status which the Scroll also
accepts by its use of the synonymous term wmpn wipn
(though in Leviticus it refers to the adytum). This desig-
nation is significant for the system of holiness gradations
adopted by the Scroll: the distinction between the Temple
and the Temple-city is that between the most sacred and
sacred. There is practically no difference between them in
regard to impurity prohibitions: both Temple and Temple-
city are off limits to the impure. But there is a world of
difference in regard to the positive qualifications for entering
either sphere: all who are pure may enter the Temple-city, but
not necessarily the Temple.

(32) II, 140-141  (on 46:13-16)

One of the startling teachings of the Scroll is that human
excrement is defiling. What is its Biblical warrant? It is to
be found, I submit, in the following passage (key words are
italicized): “Eat it as barley cake; you shall bake it on Au-
man excrement before their eyes. So, said the Lord, shall the
people of Israel eat their bread, unclean, among the nations
to which I will banish them. Then I said, Ah, Lord God,
my person was never defiled, nor have I eaten anything
that died of itself or was torn by beasts from my youth until
now, nor has foul flesh entered my mouth. He answered me,
See, I allow you cow’s dung instead of human excrement;
prepare your bread on that” (Ezek. 4:12-15).
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Thus Ezekiel unambiguously delares that human excre-
ment does defile. The implications for the Essenes and for
the Qumran sectaries are clear: (1). There can be no lava-
tories in the Temple-city (46:13-16; cf. Josephus, Wars,
2:147-49). (2). Urination, by implication, does not defile,
a deduction that can also be drawn from ‘‘there shall be an
area for you outside the camp ... you shall cover up your
excrement” (Deut. 23:13-14); otherwise, how could the
Essenes of Jerusalem, forbidden to use their lavatories
on the Sabbath, have managed? 3. The Qumran sectaries
probably bathed after defecation (so did the Essenes, Jose-
phus, Wars, 2:147-49). See Yadin’s excellent discussion,
I, 228-35.

(33) II, 140 @°na 7°w% 39vnn poxb
to the northwest of the city, houses (46:14)

Why was the northwest designated as the site for the
lavatories, particularly since the prevailing winds are wester-
lies, and hence even tanneries were forbidden west of the
city (BB. 2:9)?

Josephus informs us that the Essenes chose to build their
lavatories in ‘“‘desolate places” (Wars, 2:147-49). East of the
city was, according to the Scroll, reserved for impurity
bearers (46:16-18). The south and west were probably dis-
qualified because they were separated from the city by deep
ravines. At the end of the second Temple period the major
population expansion was in the north. Thus, by elimina-
tion, only the northwest fulfilled the two desiderata of being
desolate and of easy access.

But what of the wind problem? It is the reason for the
Scroll’s requirement to build o°na, “houses” (and the likeli-
hood of Yadin’s identification of Brfice with nxx nv3, “the
[Essene] excrement houses”). Even though the lavatories
were at least 3,000 cubits from the city and hence out of
sight, they had to be enclosed, so that their odor would
not be wafted back into the city.
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(34) 11, 144
cf. I, 240 M2 WK ARIOND N MMV WTPR DR PR KD

MY YN UTPR DR RDLN X191 ... TOXIR Tina

n>Hup
they shall not defile my Temple with the
skins of their putrid (unsacrificed) ani-
mals which they slaughter in the land...
you shall not pollute my Temple and city
with the skins of your putrid animals (47:
13-18).

The Scroll’s emphatic prohibition against bringing skins
of unsacrificed animals into Jerusalem is not just a theoret-
ical product of its hermeneutics. It corresponds to the
historically verifiable status of Jerusalem at the end of the
third century. A proclamation of Antiochus III actually
confirms this special sanctity of Jerusalem (Josephus, An#i-
quities, 12:146). Yadin graciously acknowledges my refer-
ence to this proclamation (although in fact it only pro-
hibits the entry of skins of impure animals, whereas the
Scroll excludes also the skins of pure but unsacrificed animals),
but he does not go far enough, I believe, in drawing its full
implications. The fact is that this prohibition is unattested
in Rabbinic literature. That the Scroll knows it and makes
it a cardinal rule for a purified Jerusalem points to the pos-
sibility that the sect may be pre-Maccabean in origin. In
any case, it underscores the real reason for the bitterness
that the Qumran sectaries felt toward the Temple establish-
ment. Jerusalem di¢d have more stringent rules of purity,
which moreover were confirmed by the Syrian monarch,
but which were not restored by the Maccabean ruler-priests.
Thus from the point of view of Qumran, Jerusalem had been
defiled by its own leaders.

(35) II, 153 TWRIA O3 P12 0IDM PNT° N"aR BR X3 WR DI
PO 1025 1AM 773 B ARTRY 1 wrben arn
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TSN DU W Cweawn oAl ntaa R ovbon nXy

Mnbo) AR Wwasm
and everyone who enters the house will bathe
and launder his clothes on the first day.
On the third day lustral waters will be as-
persed on them, and they will bathe and laun-
der their clothes together with the vesselsin the
house. On the seventh day they will be as-
persed for a second time, and they will bathe
and launder their clothes and vessels (49:17-19)

The text would seem to imply that only persons are as-
persed with the lustral waters on the third and seventh days,
whereas clothes and the vessels in the house are only washed.
If so, it would be in direct contradiction to “asperse (the
lustral waters) on the tent and on all the vessels and people
who were there” (Num. 19:18; cf. 31:32). In fact, the Karai-
tes actually distinguish between the purification of persons
and that of objects, deducing from this verse that objects
“are purified with one aspersion” (Keter Torah), i.e., they
need not undergo two aspersions as do persons.

However, before we draw the unlikely conclusion that
the Scroll defies a commandment of the Torah which clearly
requires the aspersion of corpse-contaminated objects, we
had better inspect another provision of the Scroll. Anyone
who enters the house of a woman pregnant with a dead
fetus must undergo aspersions, bathing, and laundering on
the third and seventh days, to which the Scroll adds %=
WYn DM OATING LhYRD oMY awyn M3 mown ovmay obop
aon®, “and all the vessels, clothes, skins, and everything
made of goats’ hair shall undergo the procedure of this in-
struction” (50:16-17). Thus objects are subjected to the
same purification process as persons.

(36) II, 165 mw> (52:9)

Read mwa, as MT (Deut. 15:20), since the 3 and 5 are at
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times indistinguishable (compare the 3 of the next word
opna in pl. 67).

(37) 1I, 166 nan (52:20)

The subject of this verb is not the priests, for the Scroll
is in agreement with MT in that the slaughter of sacrificial
animals may be performed by a layman. If the Levites
perform the sacrificial slaughter in the regular cult (22:4), it
may well be that the laity were permitted to perform the
slaughter of their own private offerings.3®

(38) II, 174 n>Mar® °n937 WwX>
as I promised your fathers (55:12)

This quotation from Deut. 13:18 involves a change from
MT which reads J°nax® wagr =wx>, “as I swore to your
fathers”. However, there is no change in meaning, since in
Deuteronomy the clauses are synonymous, for 937 9Wwx>
does not mean “‘as He spoke/commanded” but ‘‘as He prom-
ised”, and God’s promise is equivalent to His oath (com-
pare Deut. 12:20 with 19:8, and Deut. 26:19 with 28:12).40

(39) II, 179 nhx 19952 “wx ora
as soon as he is crowned (57:2)

It is hard to believe that the king would order a national
military census on his coronation day. But ova does
not always mean ‘‘on the day”. Frequently it should be
rendered “‘thereafter” or “when” (e.g., Num. 3:1, 7:1,10,84
[cf. 88]).

(40) II, 181-82 (on 57:15-19)

The question is: if no woman may live in the Temple-

3% Cf. above, n. II.

4 For other examples, cf. J. Milgrom, ‘“‘Profane Slaughter and a
Formulaic Key to the Composition of Deuterono,y”, HUCA, 47
(1976), 1-17.
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City, how can the king have a queen? Only one answer is pos-
sible: the royal precincts were outside of the city of Jerusa-
lem.

The Scroll would have taken its cue from Ezekiel, who
in his futuristic vision separates the domain of the nasi’,
i.e., the king, from those of the Temple and the city (Ezek.
45:1-8, 48:20-21). In view of this Biblical prescription, the
Qumran sectaries were probably horrified to see that the
Hasmoneans had built their palace on the eastern slope of
the western hill overlooking the Temple mount (Josephus,
Wars, 2:344; Antiquities, 20:190). It was within the upper
city and subject to the holiness rules of the Scroll, thereby
providing another reason for declaring Jerusalem polluted.
Ironically, the later Herodian palace might have met the
Scroll’s standards, since it was built at the city’s edge and
separated from it by its own wall (Josephus, Wars, 5:177).

The same question applies to the priests: were they of
necessity celibate ? The answer becomes clear when we realize
that the Temple priesthood was divided into courses, each
course serving no more than two weeks per year.#! Thus it
was possible for the priests to reside with their families
outside the Temple-City, since they were faced with the
Scroll’s rigid rules of holiness only when their course per-
formed its semi-annual week-long duties in the Temple.
During that short time they would probably reside in the
Temple and, as observed (no. 13, above), take their sacred
meals in the inner court, completely segregated from the
worshipers.

(41) II, 187 #RMIMR MEINI IO N3 D0E ARTANR M
o 'poyIm oYnIRDD
their enemies will be astounded at them, while
they, in their enemies’ lands, will groan and
cry out (59:5-6)

41 §. Talmon, ‘“The Calendar Reckoning of the Sect from the Ju-
dean Desert”, Scripta Hievosolymitana, 4 (1958), 186-87.
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Instead of rendering “‘their enemies will bring destruc-
tion upon them”, it would be best to take ommw in the
attested sense of “astounded, appalled”, i.e., while your
enemies ensconced in your cities will express astonishment
at their condition, you, in their lands, will give voice to your
suffering.

(42) 11, 188 nmwx 1> MwRe W
until they are thoroughly punished (59:5)

This clause expresses the climax of Israel’s suffering in
exile before they repent and are restored. As Yadin has
noted, the clause is modelled on Hos. 5:15 wmwx® "wx 7w,
which, as recognized by Ibn Ezra, is capable of two render-
ings: “‘until they acknowledge their guilt” (Targum and
Rashi) or “until they are punished” (LXX). Both interpre-
tations are possible.#? But since the notion of repentance
implied in the first rendering is expressed in the following
clause "o% 122" 9nR, “‘then they will turn to Me”, the second
rendering seems preferable.

(43) omom 4 analmmlba
their male first-born (60:2)

The first-born are thus listed among the priestly perqui-
sites. However, the Scroll has already cited Deut. 15:19-23,
which assigns the first-born to the owner, to be sacrificed
and eaten at the Temple (52:7-12). Did the Qumran secta-
ries side with the Rabbis in that the first-born, despite Deu-
teronomy, belong to the priests (cf. Sifre Num. 118), or did
they oppose this Rabbinic teaching, as they often did, and
side with Deuteronomy (which is used by the Scroll as the
basis of its law) in that the first-born belong to their owners?
There is no attempt at harmonization in the Scroll. Perhaps
it felt no conflict to begin with. Here it unequivocally item-

42 Milgrom, Cult and Conscience, pp. 3-12.
4 The reading according to Qimron, p. 145.
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izes the first-born among the priestly perquisites, and this
probably indicates its decision. As for its citation of Deut.
15:18-23, it may have rendered m9oxn (Deut. 15:20) not
as “you (the layman) shall eat it” but “you (who are eligi-
ble, i.e., the priest) shall eat it”" (cf. Ibn Ezra and Séfer ham-
Mibhar on Deut. 15:20).

(44) II, 101 ©2mM W™ WK 9121 ML WK ... NN 0OM
1am Soen
and a levy from their donations... of their
hunt, and whatever they ban, and a levy from
the spoil and loot (60:4-5)

As noted by Yadin (I, 128), the insertion of the ban be-
tween the hunt and spoil levies is confusing. Yet is bears a
logic of its own. Spoil and ban (hérem) are frequently coupled.
Before a difficult battle, the spoil is foregone by the warriors
and is dedicated in its entirety to God (e.g., Jericho, Josh.
6:17-19; Arad, Num. 21:3; the Canaanites, Deut, 20:16-17.4
Hence 2131 means not everything, i.e., every banned object
(the meaning it usually has, cf. Lev. 27:28; Num. 18:14;
Ezek. 44:29), but only all of the banned object. Thus while
the priests’ levy amounts only to 0.19% (58:13), they receive
100Y%, of every ban.

(45) 11, 192 =p% nw o 1wn N o™mbn rnx 5100
as all his fellow Levites, he shall assist those
in attendance there before Me (60:14)

Deut. 18:7 states: n™myn amn rax %55 vaby /0 ova nan
‘n Wp% ow, “he may serve in the name of the Lord his
God like all his fellow Levites who are there in attendance
before the Lord”. But what does ‘“‘serve” mean? Does it
connote that the Levites may officiate? The ambiguity is
clarified by the Scroll’s rewriting of this verse. Now the

4 Milgrom, ‘‘Profane Slaughter”, pp. 6-9.
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object of “serve” is o»mwyn “those in attendance”. Tht

nw can only mean ‘“‘assist” and not “officiate”. Thoug.

the Scroll has greatly enhanced the powers of the Levites
even to the extent of their assuming the priestly function
of blessing the people,*® they in no way usurp the priestly role
of officiating at the altar.4¢

(46) 11, zo1 x> @mbw nan oW vaw 1w A9 195 VI X
oW vaw 1My 7Y Hoxn

she shall not touch your pure food for seven

years, and she may not eat of the well-being

offering until seven (full) years have elapsed

(63:14-15)

Yadin is surely correct in thinking that this addition to
Deut. 20:13 indicates that the seven years during which
the captive woman may not eat of the well-being offering
imply a longer period than the seven years during which she
may not handle her husband’s pure food. Yadin feels that
an additional seven years is meant (I, 281), i.e., she must
abstain from sacrificial food for 14 years. I submit another
solution, one that is consistent with the priestly system of
purities: she may not eat pure food until the seventh year
and sacrificial food until the eighth year. This would cor-
respond to the 7/8 day purification scheme for severe impu-
rities. For example, the leper and the gonorrheic become
pure after they bathe during the seventh day of their purifi-
cation (Lev. 14:9, 15:13) and are presumably able to enjoy
free contact with all pure persons and food, but not until
the eighth day, after they have brought their prescribed
sacrifices (Lev. 14:10, 15:14), are they allowed to handle
sancta, for until then they are subject to the prohibition
“she shall not touch any sacred object nor enter the Sanctu-
ary” (Lev. 12:4). Thus purification is achieved not at the

45 Milgrom, “Temple Scroll”, p. 503.
48 Ibid., n. 11 should now be crossed off.
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end of the seventh or eighth day, but during these days,
once the requisite ceremonies are carried out.

Perhaps, as Yadin claims (I, 256), the Scroll does not
recognize the Rabbinic concept of b1 913, i.e., that bathing
per se effects a degree of purification,” but it surely holds
to the concept of o> "oy, literally “laking expiation”
(Kel. 1:5,8), meaning that complete purification is not
effected until the purgation sacrifice on the eighth day,
a requirement well grounded in Scripture (cf. Ker. 2:1 for
references). Hence it is logical to expect that the Scroll
(and the Qumran sectaries) would have made a distinction
between pure food and sacred food, thus requiring a longer
period of purification for access to the latter. Seemingly,
the Scroll admits of this distinction when it states that
corpse-contaminated persons may at the close of the seventh
day ‘“‘contact all their pure food” (49:21), a possible indica-
tion that it distinguished between pure food of the seventh
day and sacred food of the eighth.

The fragmentary nature of the text does not allow any
firm hypothesis about how this distinction operated in the
case of the captive woman. On the analogy of the 7/8 day
purification scheme it may be conjectured that she was
permitted to partake of pure food when the seventh calendar
year had ended, i.e., when the first of Nisan occurred for the
seventh time. This would correspond to sunset, the astro-
nomical end of the seventh day. But she would be permitted
sacred food only during the eighth year after seven full years
had elapsed.

47 T am not certain that the Qumran sectaries did away completely
with the ov 1w concept. True, they always require sunset as well
as bathing on the seventh day, but all the registered cases deal with
corpse contamination (49:20; 50:4,9,15; 51:35), which, however,
is the most severe of all the impurities. Perhaps in their view the
sunset was not one of the required thresholds for the leper and the
gonorrheic (the prescriptions for these impurity bearers are unfor-
tunately missing). The objection may be raised that the sunset re-
quirement is imposed upon the minor impurities, nocturnal emission
and sexual intercourse (45:9-10), but these impurities are discussed
only in connection with the Temple-City.
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(47). T would like to close by praising once more 48 Yadin’s
magisterial edition of the Temple Scroll. If I have succeeded
in offering some insights and improvements, it is only
because of his painstaking decipherment and restoration
of the text and his comprehensive research into its polemic-
al and historical background. \

48 Cf. J. Milgrom, “The Temple Scroll”, BA, 41 (1978), 105-20,
especially p. 120.
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Plamof the-middle conet, with its twelve gates named after the sons of Jacob. The
arramgement ¥s identical with that of the onter conrt (see detailed caption to the
ilfisstration ow page £55).
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