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1. Introduction

I believe that few of my colleagues will have enjoyed the opportunity 
and the privilege of having the topic of their farewell lecture provided 
by a young and dynamic successor. And not just the topic, but the title 
too. I was considering dedicating my valedictory lecture to reflecting 
on how material factors – such as the move from scroll to codex, from 
codex to book, and from book to the world-wide-web – have shaped 
our understanding of texts. Thus, when Mladen Popović sent me an 
email proposing the present topic and title, I was initially a little hesi-
tant. Not about the topic (the topic of the symposium “The contribu-
tion of the Dead Sea Scrolls for the understanding of the formation 
of the biblical canon” is fascinating) but about the title “Rethinking 
the Bible: Sixty Years of Dead Sea Scrolls Research and Beyond.” To 
me the title sounded a little presumptuous, only really conceivable to 
an academic in the full vigour of youth, intoxicated with energy and 
ready to conquer the world. It did not sound quite like the title of a 
valedictory lecture, where one would expect the mild ruminations of 
an old man more inclined to look back and to reread Qoheleth than 
to look beyond sixty years of research. And besides, has our research 
into the Dead Sea Scrolls not taught us precisely that “the bible” is a 
totally anachronistic concept for that time?

But after reflection I decided to accept not only the topic but the 
title as well. I accepted for three reasons – first and foremost out of 
respect for you, dear colleagues, who have travelled considerable dis-
tances to reflect on the topic and who might expect, according to the 
conventions of our Guild, that I would offer some kind of contribution 
of my own to the common project. A second reason, more personal, 
is that the topic suggested would align my farewell lecture with that 
of my predecessor at the Qumran Institute, my mentor and exem-
plar in academic work, Adam Simon van der Woude. As you know, 
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20 florentino garcía martínez

his lecture on “Pluriformity and Uniformity” was also delivered at the 
closing of a Symposium held in this same auditorium on 3 November 
1992, and it also dealt with the contribution of the Dead Sea Scrolls to 
understanding the process of formation and transmission of the Old 
Testament.1 A third, and even more personal reason, was that no less 
than ten contributions to the Flores Florentino address the topic, and 
this lecture would provide me with a golden opportunity to react to 
at least some of them and thus express my appreciation and thanks to 
their authors.2 Therefore, with your permission, let us proceed with 
“Rethinking the Bible.”

I should first clarify how I understand “Rethinking the Bible.” To 
me, “Rethinking the Bible” means trying to understand the authorita-
tive religious writings of the Qumran collection not from our perspec-
tive but in the way the people who brought together that collection 
understood them, which means putting these authoritative religious 
writings in their historical context at the turn of an era.

Sixty years of research into the Scrolls have proved without any doubt 
that our idea of “the Bible” is a complete anachronism for that period. 
What we call “the Bible” – be it the Hebrew Bible, the Greek Bible or 
the Christian Old Testament – was still in the process of formation; at 
an advanced stage to be sure, but certainly not yet crystallized. Eugene 
Ulrich succinctly worded the situation: “The first statement to make 
about the Bible at Qumran is that we should probably not think of a 
‘Bible’ in the first century b.c.e. or in the first century c.e., at Qumran 
or elsewhere.”3 Our idea of “the Bible” supposes an accepted (fixed) 
number of books and an accepted (fixed) form of the text of each book, 

1 His farewell lecture was published both in Dutch and in English. A.S. van der 
Woude, Pluriformiteit en uniformiteit: Overwegingen betreffende de tekstoverlevering 
van het Oude Testament (Kampen: Kok, 1992). The English translation by Anthony 
Runia was published at the same time. A.S. van der Woude, “Pluriformity and Uni-
formity: Reflections on the Transmission of the Text of the Old Testament,” in Sacred 
History and Sacred texts in Early Judaism: A Symposium in Honour of A.S. van der 
Woude (ed. J.N. Bremmer and F. García Martínez; Kampen: Kok Pharos, 1992), 
151–69. Quotations will be from this English translation.

2 A. Hilhorst, É. Puech, and E. Tigchelaar, eds., Flores Florentino: Dead Sea Scrolls 
and Other Early Jewish Studies in Honour of Florentino García Martínez (Leiden: Brill, 
2007).

3 E. Ulrich, “The Bible in the Making: The Scriptures at Qumran,” in The Commu-
nity of the Renewed Covenant: The Notre Dame Symposium on the Dead Sea Scrolls 
(ed. E. Ulrich and J. VanderKam; Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 
1994), 77–93 (77), reprinted in E. Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the 
Bible (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1999), 17–33 (17).
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whose collection forms “the Bible.” In fact, our idea of “the Bible” 
assumes that the canonization process was completed and accepted 
as authoritative by a certain religious group.4 However, the collection 
of manuscripts found at Qumran shows that the canonization process 
was not yet complete, since it is easy to demonstrate that neither of the 
two fundamental assumptions is present there. “Canon,” according to 
the Ulrich’s definition, includes three aspects – it represents a reflexive 
judgment, it denotes a closed list and it concerns biblical books.5 As 
a reflexive judgment, canon represents a decision by which a com-
munal and hence official agreement is reached that certain books are 
binding for a community.6 As a consequence, it denotes a closed list 
that specifies which books are included or excluded.7 Additionally, of 
course, it refers to biblical books, not the specific textual form of the 
books.8 At Qumran we do find biblical books, many biblical books – 
scrolls, strictly speaking – and in many different forms, be it in clearly 
different textual forms or in different editions, or rewritten in the form 
of new compositions, and all of them used indiscriminately. We also 
find some indications that two groups of books, designated as “Moses” 
(or the Torah) and the “Prophets” were already considered as different 
and more authoritative than the others, although we do not know for 
sure which books were included in these two groups, particularly in 
the group of the “Prophets.” What we do not find at Qumran is any 
indication of a closed list of authoritative books.

4 This is the reason why Julio Trebolle Barrera could call his best-known book La 
Biblia judía y la Biblia cristiana: Introducción a la historia de la Biblia (Trotta: Madrid, 
1993), translated as The Jewish and the Christian Bible (Leiden: Brill), and he was able 
to write a fascinating contribution on the “Canonical Reception of the Deuterocanoni-
cal and Apocryphal Books in Christianity,” for Flores Florentino (ed. Hilhorst, Puech, 
and Tigchelaar), 587–603.

5 E. Ulrich, “The Canonical Process, Textual Criticism, and Latter Stages in the 
Composition of the Bible,” in Sha‘arei Talmon: Studies in the Bible, Qumran, and the 
Ancient Near East Presented to Shemaryahu Talmon (ed. M. Fishbane, E. Tov, and 
W.W. Fields; Winona Lake, Ind.; Eisenbrauns, 1992), 267–91, reprinted in Dead Sea 
Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible, 51–78.

6 Ulrich, “The Canonical Process,” 272: “The reflexive judgment when a group for-
mally decides that it is a constituent requirement that these books which have been 
exercising authority are henceforth binding is a judgment concerning canon.”

7 Ulrich, “The Canonical Process,” 272: “the reflexive judgment that these books 
but not those books are binding is a judgment concerning canon.”

8 Ulrich, “The Canonical Process,” 273: “It is the literary opus, and not the par-
ticular wording of that opus, with which canon is concerned. Both in Judaism and in 
Christianity it is the books, not the textual form of the books, that are canonical.”
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There were of course texts that were accepted as authoritative by the 
Qumran group, and by other Jewish groups, and this authority appears 
in the way they are used, quoted, interpreted or rewritten in other 
compositions. However, these authoritative texts were not identical 
with, nor limited to, those which later we will find in the Jewish or in 
the Christian Bible. Many of these authoritative texts were present in 
very different textual forms (short, long, revised, reworked, abstracted, 
versions) and even in very different editions. This proves, as Ulrich 
emphasized, that what was considered authoritative was the book 
itself, not the concrete textual form of the book, since all these forms 
and editions were kept harmoniously together in the same library and, 
to judge from the interpretations, were used indiscriminately.

A well-known example (4Q175) will clarify my point. This manu-
script, known as 4QTestimonia,9 is a single sheet of leather, written by 
the same copyist who penned 1QS and 4QSamuelc and using the same 
convention as other Scrolls of replacing the Tetragrammaton with 
four dots.10 It contains a collection of four quotations without further 
commentary or explanation, though each quotation is clearly marked, 
both by three blank spaces and by marginal marks after each quote.11 
The first quotation (in lines 1–8) is taken from Exod 20:18b accord-
ing to the Samaritan tradition, a text which here brings together Deut 
5:28–29 and Deut 18:18–19 of the masoretic Bible and announces the 
coming of a prophet like Moses, which was used by the Samaritans to 
foster the expectation of the coming of the Taheb, and which is used 
here to express the belief in the coming of the eschatological Prophet.12 
The second quote (in lines 9–13) is taken from Num 24:15–17 in a tex-

 9 Edited by J.M. Allegro, Qumrân Cave 4.I (4Q158–4186) (DJD 5; Oxford: Claren-
don, 1968), 57–60, pl. XXI.

10 On this scribe, see E. Tigchelaar, “In Search of the Scribe of 1QS,” in Emanuel: 
Studies in Hebrew Bible, Septuagint, and the Dead Sea Scrolls in Honor of Emanuel Tov 
(ed. S.M. Paul et al.; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 439–52.

11 The manuscript has been very intensively studied. For a select bibliography, see 
A. Steudel, “Testimonia,” in Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L.H. Schiffman 
and J.C. VanderKam; New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), 2:936–38, to which 
should be added the new edition by F.M. Cross in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew Ara-
maic, and Greek Texts with English Translations, Volume 6B: Pesharim, Other Com-
mentaries, and Related Documents (ed. J.H. Charlesworth; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 
2002), 308–27. 

12 For a complete study of this quote and its relationship to the Samaritan expecta-
tions, see M. Vervenne, “Le Taheb samaritain: un mediateur de salut comme Moïse,” 
in Congreso Internacional de Historia de las Religiones, Palma 2005 (ed. M.L. Sánchez 
León, forthcoming). 
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tual form similar to the one preserved in the Masoretic Text, but with 
several differences – not only orthographical but substantial – both 
with regard to the masoretic and to the Samaritan traditions, such as 
the use of ויקום instead of וקם, inserted above the line. This second 
quotation interprets the oracle of Balaam on the Scepter and the Star 
as referring to the coming of a future messianic figure.13 The third 
quote (in lines 14–20) is taken from Deut 33:8–11 and also included 
some variants from the Masoretic Text, applying the blessing of Levi 
to the expected priestly messiah.14 The fourth quote (in lines 21–30) is 
taken from a composition that was totally unknown until it was dis-
covered in two Qumran manuscripts (4Q378–379), published under 
the name of 4QApocryphon of Joshua,15 a composition that is a narra-
tive reworking of the biblical book of Joshua, interspersed with prayers 
and discourses, most of them pronounced by Joshua, like the curse of 
Jericho, quoted from Josh 6:26.16

We can logically conclude that these quotations, which are all set at 
the same level, with the same introductory formulae, were considered 
as providing proof from authoritative writings of the ideas of the col-
lector and can thus tell us something about the shape of the authorita-
tive writings at that time. Alternatively, as I said, these authoritative 
sources are either an expanded and harmonised version of Exodus, 
attested at Qumran in several scrolls,17 which later came to be the 

13 For a summary of the studies of this quote, see F. García Martínez, “Balaam in 
the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Prestige of the Pagan Prophet Balaam in Judaism, Early 
Christianity and Islam (ed. G.H. van Kooten and J. van Ruiten; Leiden: Brill, 2008), 
71–82.

14 As is generally recognized, except by J. Lubbe, “A Reinterpretation of 4QTestimo-
nia,” RevQ 12/46 (1986): 187–97. For a discussion of his arguments, see E.C. Mason, 
‘You are a Priest Forever’: Second Temple Jewish Messianism and the Priestly Christol-
ogy of the Epistle to the Hebrews (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 105–9. For a study of the quote 
and a comparison with 4QDeuth, see J.A. Duncan, “New Readings for the ‘Blessing of 
Moses’ from Qumran,” JBL 114 (1995): 273–90.

15 Edited by C.A. Newsom in Qumran Cave 4.XVII: Parabiblical Texts, Part 3 
(G. Brooke et al.; DJD 22; Oxford: Clarendon, 1996), 237–88, pl. XVII–XXV. As she 
notes, other manuscripts have been suggested as possibly being examples of the same 
composition, but there is no conclusive proof. 

16 The latest studies of the quote known to me are D.C. Mitchell, “The Fourth Deliv-
erer: A Josephite Messiah in 4QTestimonia,” Biblica 86 (2005): 545–53 and the chapter 
“The Succession of High Priests: John Hyrcanus and his Sons in Pesher to Joshua 
6:26,” by H. Eshel, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Hasmonean State (Grand Rapids, 
Mich.: Eerdmans, 2008), 63–89.

17 For example, 4QpaleoExodm, edited by P.W. Skehan, E. Ulrich, and J.E. Sand-
erson, Qumran Cave 4.IV: Paleo-Hebrew and Greek Biblical Manuscripts (DJD 9; 
Oxford: Clarendon, 1992), 53–130, pl. VII–XXXII, and 4QExod–Levf, edited by F.M. 
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“Bible” for the Samaritans, and considered by Emanuel Tov as closely 
related to the “rewritten Bible compositions”;18 two slightly modi-
fied versions of Numbers and Deuteronomy, two books which later 
become the “Bible” for Jews and Christians; or a composition com-
pletely unknown before, very similar to other compositions found at 
Qumran and which are usually classified as “rewritten Scripture,” but 
which is considered here as authoritative as the other three writings. 
Thus the authoritative Scriptures of Qumran were clearly not identical 
with the Samaritan, Jewish or Christian Bibles of later times, and of 
course not with “the Bible” as such.

All of this forces us to “Rethink the Bible” in order to understand 
the authoritative writings not anachronistically but in their historical 
context, an enterprise which has now been ongoing for sixty years. 
Sixty years of research is a very long time, and even if we narrow 
our focus to the contributions of the research exclusively dedicated to 
“rethinking the Bible” it is impossible to do justice to the variety and 
importance of the advances made. For this reason, I will concentrate 
on only two questions: (1) the question of pluriformity or uniformity 
and (2) the question of authority.

2. From Pluriformity to Uniformity – or E pluribus unum

In the already cited farewell lecture of van der Woude, “Pluriformity 
and Uniformity,” my predecessor and founder of the Qumran Insti-
tute focused on an incontrovertible fact – that while the collection of 
“biblical” manuscripts from Qumran shows a great variety of textual 
forms, the “biblical” manuscripts from the other Dead Sea Scroll col-
lections (like Masada and Murabba‘at) agree, except for a few almost 
negligible details, with the consonantal texts which we know from the 
medieval manuscripts of the Bible and thus offer us a completely uni-
form textual form.19 This led him to raise the question of:

how and why was the uniform textual tradition reached which underlies 
the medieval manuscripts on which our Bible translations are based, in 

Cross in Qumran Cave 4.VII: Genesis to Numbers (E. Ulrich et al.; DJD 12; Oxford: 
Clarendon, 1994), 133–44, pl. XXII.

18 E. Tov, “Rewritten Bible Composition and Biblical Manuscripts, with Special 
Attention to the Samaritan Pentateuch,” DSD 5 (1998): 334–54.

19 Van der Woude, “Pluriformity and Uniformity,” 155–57.
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view of the pluriformity of the textual tradition of the Old Testament 
in Qumran?20

After reviewing the answers already given to the question, van der 
Woude concluded that the question was wrongly formulated because 
it implied that pluriformity made way for uniformity, and that theo-
retically it was equally possible to assume that alongside a pluriform 
tradition there could also have been a basically uniform tradition which 
was passed on in the circles around the Temple of Jerusalem. After 
surveying the scarce evidence for the rabbinic tradition, the informa-
tion gleaned from the Letter of Aristeas, the way that Chronicles quotes 
extensively from Samuel and Kings, and the evidence from 4QSama, 
he carefully concluded:

In other words, there is every appearance that since a long time one 
textual tradition held sway in the Temple of Jerusalem, a tradition which 
was later revised on a limited scale by priests and Scribes and which 
formed the basis of the text as we have it today.21

Thus for van der Woude there was not a process from the textual plu-
riformity attested to at Qumran to the textual uniformity attested to in 
the other collections, but these other collections represent the uniform 
text already present at the temple of Jerusalem. Or, as he put it:

we should consider the theory that the standardization of the text of the 
Hebrew Bible was a process within the framework of that one textual 
tradition and was not based on a selection from a pluriform tradition as 
we know it from Qumran.22

Van der Woude would not have said e pluribus ad unum I assume, but 
would rather have suggested unum cum pluribus. The plurality of the 
Hebrew tradition would later disappear, and only the “unum” would 
remain and develop into our Bible.

Van der Woude’s position has been echoed in debate but I cannot 
say that it has become the dominant position or even that it has won 
many supporters. In any case, it escaped the attention of Armin Lange, 
who devotes his contribution to the Flores Florentino precisely to the 
same topic and reaches a completely different conclusion.23 To Lange 

20 Van der Woude, “Pluriformity and Uniformity,” 158.
21 Van der Woude, “Pluriformity and Uniformity,” 167.
22 Van der Woude, “Pluriformity and Uniformity,” 167.
23 A. Lange, “ ‘Nobody Dared to Add to Them, to Take from Them, or to Make 

Changes’ (Josephus, Ag. Ap. 1.42): The Textual Standardization of Jewish Scriptures in 
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the process from pluriformity to unity is very real, started in Alex-
andria and was due to the influence of textual standardization of the 
Greco-Roman world, which reached its pinnacle in the critical editions 
of the Alexandrian library.

Lange’s article bears as its title a quote from Josephus’ Against 
Apion: “Nobody dared to add to them, to take from them, or to make 
changes.” His basic question is similar to that of van der Woude:

How does Josephus’ claim of textual stringency relate to the textual 
transmission of the individual biblical books as attested by the Dead Sea 
Scrolls and other ancient manuscripts? The manuscript evidence from 
the Qumran library seems to argue not for one standard text but for 
textual plurality.24

The manuscript evidence from the Qumran library seems clearly to 
argue for textual plurality and reveals the forerunners of the three 
main medieval textual traditions and other nonaligned texts.25 As we 
move closer to the time of Josephus the situation changes, since for 
Josephus: “we do not posses myriads of inconsistent books, conflict-
ing with each other. Our books, those which are justly accredited, are 
but two and twenty, and contain the record of all time,”26 and the 
manuscripts from the other caves of the Judean Desert except Qumran 
“deviate less than 2 percent from the consonantal texts of MT and are 
thus proto-Masoretic in character.”27 The problem is thus the same 
as that which van der Woude addressed: how did from “the many” 
become “the one”? However, where van der Woude saw the plural-
ity coexistent with unity, Lange sees plurality overall, and also over-
all a process towards standardization that also affects the forerunners 
of mt.

Lange uses three examples to demonstrate this process of standard-
ization in the form of revisions of the Old Greek translation towards 
the consonantal text of mt: the Greek manuscript of the Minor Proph-

Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Flores Florentino (ed. Hilhorst, Puech, and Tigche-
laar), 105–26.

24 Lange, “ ‘Nobody Dared,’ ” 106.
25 See E. Tov, “The Biblical Texts from the Judaean Desert – An Overview and 

Analysis of the Published Texts,” in The Bible as Book: The Hebrew Bible and the 
Judaean Desert Discoveries (ed. E.D. Herbert and E. Tov; London: British Library, 
2002), 139–66.

26 Josephus, C. Ap. 1.38.
27 Lange, “ ‘Nobody Dared,’ ” 110.
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ets from Nahal Ḥever as a representative of the kaige recension;28 
4QLXXNum (which Lange, with John Wevers29 but against the editor 
Ulrich,30 also consider as a revision of the Old Greek towards the con-
sonantal text of mt);31 and the Papyrus Fouad 266b and 266c, the most 
interesting examples because these revisions towards the mt are older, 
come from Egypt and prove that the standardization process was not 
limited to Palestine.32 Another important manuscript for Lange’s argu-
ment is 5QDeut, an old manuscript copied in a Hasmonean hand, cor-
rected later on with supralinear additions by a Herodian hand which 
each time harmonized its text towards the Hebrew Vorlage of the Old 
Greek, and which would prove that the standardization of the text 
was a general process, not always directed towards aligning an exist-
ing text with the proto-mt.33 Lange thus concludes that at this time a 
process of standardization was clearly at hand and can best be seen 
in the revisions of the Old Greek translation. Based on this fact and 
on his interpretation of the Letter of Aristeas, Lange suggests that the 
process of standardization started in Alexandrian Judaism, influenced 
by the Greek practice,34 and later the process was accepted in Palestine, 
when the opposition to Hellenism was subdued after Judea’s conquest 
by Pompey in 63 b.c.e.35

Can these two positions be somehow reconciled? I do not think so. 
Which one is the most correct? I am inclined to say that neither is.

I am not convinced that we have enough evidence to prove what 
van der Woude assumed, that around the temple of Jerusalem only 
one textual type found currency, the forerunner of our mt. I believe 
the situation we find at Qumran reflected the situation of all Palestine 
before the “Great Divide” of which Talmon speaks.36 On the Qumran 

28 Lange, “ ‘Nobody Dared,’ ” 110–11.
29 J.W. Wevers, “An Early Revision of the Septuagint of Numbers,” ErIsr 16 (1982): 

235*–39*.
30 E. Ulrich, DJD 9:188–189, and already in his article “The Septuagint Manuscripts 

from Qumran: A Reappraisal of Their Value,” in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writ-
ings (ed. G.J. Brooke and B. Lindars; Atlanta, Ga.: Scholars, 1992), 49–80, reprinted in 
Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible, 165–83.

31 Lange, “ ‘Nobody Dared,’ ” 112.
32 Lange, “ ‘Nobody Dared,’ ” 113–14.
33 Lange, “ ‘Nobody Dared,’ ” 115.
34 Lange, “ ‘Nobody Dared,’ ” 121–22.
35 Lange, “ ‘Nobody Dared,’ ” 122–24.
36 S. Talmon, “ The Crystallization of the ‘Canon of Hebrew Scriptures’ in the Light 

of Biblical Scrolls from Qumran,” in The Bible as Book (ed. Herbert and Tov), 5–20 (14).
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side of the “Great Divide,” in its historical context, this situation of 
textual pluriformity was not perceived as a problem or an embarrass-
ment, but as a richness that could provide more possibilities for inter-
pretation. There was no need for textual standardization.

I am also convinced that Lange somehow stretches the available evi-
dence, that the phenomenon of standardization is a later phenomenon 
and that even Josephus can be used to prove the plurality of texts, 
since he uses different and nonmasoretic textual forms.37 Which leaves 
us only with the state of textual plurality abundantly attested to by the 
Dead Sea Scrolls. The problem that both van der Woude and Lange try 
to solve is a problem posed from an anachronistic understanding of 
“the Bible,” and in fact is a problem that only exists from the perspec-
tive of the canon, but not when we think in historical terms.

I do not think we will ever know all the factors – religious, political, 
and cultural – that influenced the process which resulted in the differ-
ent conditions prevalent on either side of the “Great Divide,”38 but if 
we examine some of the authority conferring strategies employed in 
different writings to assert and impose their authority, we can fathom 
some of the reasons why in the historical circumstances of Qumran, 
textual plurality was the norm. This will be my second point.

3. The Question of Authority – or Rewriting, Revelatory 
Exegesis, and the Voice of the Teacher

The first, and perhaps the most obvious way for a writing to establish 
its own authority in the ancient world, so different from ours, was 
by referring to other, already accepted, authoritative writing. At the 
same time, the writings that attracted secondary development, that 
were modified, interpreted or adapted, by the same token had their 

37 See the classical study by E.C. Ulrich, The Qumran Text of Samuel and Josephus 
(Missoula, Mont.: Scholars, 1978), or his more recent “Josephus’ Biblical Text for the 
Books of Samuel,” in Josephus, the Bible, and History (ed. L.H. Feldman and G. Hata; 
Leiden: Brill, 1989), 81–96, reprinted in Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible, 
184–201; for the Pentateuch, see the monograph by É. Nodet, La Bible de Josèphe, I: 
Le Pentateuque (Paris: Cerf, 1996).

38 Talmon singles out some of the political, societal and religious factors that may 
have influenced the process in mainstream Judaism, but also signals that “none of 
these events and developments affected the Covenanter’s community,” “The Crystal-
ization,” 14–15. 
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authority enhanced and more firmly established. We can say that the 
intertext is used to authorize the new text, and that the new composi-
tion reinforces the authority of the existing text.39

This process of “authorization” was, of course, already in use in the 
compositions which would later become the “Bible.”40 If we consider 
the Hebrew canon, we see that several books, such as Deuteronomy 
or Chronicles, which are rewritings of other authoritative writings, 
have ended as canonical books – for example Deuteronomy rewrites 
legal materials from Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers, and Chroni-
cles rewrites materials from Samuel–Kings. If we consider the Greek 
canon, the list of rewritings that became canonical is greatly enlarged. 
In his contribution to Flores Florentino, Tov put in this category 3 
Kingdoms, Esther, and Daniel with their additions, to which 1 Esdras 
or 2 Maccabees can be added.41 Moreover, a look at the Latin canon 
will add even more books, such as 4 Ezra. That this process was very 
much alive is evident when we consider the compositions found in the 
Qumran collection.

The example of 4QTestimonia, quoted above, brings to the fore the 
importance of the so-called “rewritings”42 as a key element for under-
standing the authority of sacred writings at Qumran, since the first and 
the fourth of the writings which are adduced as authoritative belong 
precisely to this category – the first quote, from a Samaritan type text, 
is a revision or a different edition of the source text; the fourth quote is 
from a more thoroughgoing reworking, in which the reference to the 
source text (the curse in the book of Joshua) is adduced to authorize 
the new composition.

39 See G.J. Brooke, “The Rewritten Law, Prophets and Psalms: Issues for Under-
standing the Text of the Bible,” in The Bible as Book (ed. Herbert and Tov), 31–40.

40 See the classical study by M. Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel 
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1985).

41 E. Tov, “3 Kingdoms Compared with Similar Rewritten Compositions,” in Flores 
Florentino (ed. Hilhorst, Puech, and Tigchelaar), 345–66.

42 On the phenomenon of “rewriting,” see the sensible remarks of M. Bernstein, 
“The Contribution of the Qumran Discoveries to the History of Early Biblical Inter-
pretation,” in The Idea of Biblical Interpretation: Essays in Honor of James L. Kugel 
(ed. H. Najman and J.H. Newman; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 215–38, of M. Segal, “Between 
Bible and Rewritten Bible,” in Biblical Interpretation at Qumran (ed. M. Henze; Grand 
Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2005), 20–28, and particularly of G.J. Brooke, “Rewritten 
Law, Prophets and Psalms.”. For a more recent summary of the issues, see S. White 
Crawford, Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Times (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerd-
mans, 2008).
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George Brooke has written a very insightful article on the signifi-
cance of reworking the Bible to understanding the canonical process.43 
In it he lists no less than nine forms in which the reworking of the 
Bible has influenced the canonical process, rendering unnecessary any 
discussion of the matter here in greater detail. I will quote only his 
conclusion:

This paper has tried to argue that from many perspectives the reworked 
scriptural compositions, some of which themselves end up as canonical, 
are a fundamental part of the transition form authority to canon; within 
early Judaism scriptural rewriting is an integral part of the process by 
which a composition moves from being authoritative in a limited way to 
belonging firmly to a canonical list.44

In an article I published in 1991,45 which was translated into Eng-
lish in 1995 as “Biblical Borderlines,”46 I emphasized that thanks to 
the Dead Sea Scrolls we “are located right inside this organic fabric 
of traditions which emerge as ‘texts’ and end up being ‘bible,’ ” since 
these manuscripts not only blurred the distinction between “text” and 
“texts,” but also between “biblical” and “nonbiblical” (or not yet, or no 
more biblical), and that in this situation “our categories of classifica-
tion turn out to be inadequate for texts still in a state of flux.”47 The 
modern debate on the category of the “rewritten Bible”48 has prompted 
Moshe Bernstein – while noticing that “one group’s rewritten Bible 
could very well be another’s biblical text”49 – to develop an anach-
ronistic tripartite typology of “revised Bible texts,” “rewritten Bible 
texts,” and “parabiblical literature,”50 and has led Anders Petersen to 
retain the etic value of the label – for the sake of taxonomic interest in 
scriptural intertextuality – but to reject it at the emic level (as a distinct 

43 G.J. Brooke, “Between Authority and Canon: The Significance of Reworking 
the Bible for Understanding the Canonical Process,” in Reworking the Bible: Apocry-
phal and Related Texts at Qumran (ed. E.G. Chazon, D. Dimant, and R.A. Clements; 
Leiden: Brill, 2005), 85–104.

44 Brooke, “Between Authority and Canon,” 104.
45 F. García Martínez, “Las fronteras de ‘lo bíblico,’ ” ScrTh 23 (1991): 759–84. 
46 In F. García Martínez and J. Trebolle Barrera, The People of the Dead Sea Scrolls 

(Leiden: Brill, 1995), 123–38 (all the quotes are from this English translation).
47 García Martínez, “Biblical Borderlines,” 137.
48 See M. Bernstein, “ ‘Rewritten Bible’: A Category Which Has Outlived its Useful-

ness?” Textus 22 (2005): 169–96, for a summary of the main positions.
49 Bernstein, “ ‘Rewritten Bible,’ ” 175.
50 Bernstein, “ ‘Rewritten Bible,’ ” 196.
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literary genre),51 fully recognizing the fuzzy character of the evidence 
but at the same time emphasizing the importance of the relationship 
to a previous antecedent authoritative text in the process of establish-
ing the authoritativeness of a new composition. It is obvious that all 
rewriting implies the recognition of the authority of the reference text 
(the book of Joshua in the case of 4QTestimonia), and it is equally 
obvious that at the same time it adds something to its authority.52 It 
is also obvious that all rewriting implies a particular interpretation 
of the reference text in order to adapt it to a new situation or to new 
ideas – otherwise the rewriting would not be necessary – and is there-
fore intended more to correct the reference text and to be accepted as 
its authoritative interpretation than to supplant it. At the same time it 
is equally obvious that not all rewritings acquired equally authoritative 
status. This implies that other additional authoritative strategies were 
needed to achieve this status.

A look at the two best examples of rewritings in the collection from 
Qumran that we can ascertain were accepted as authoritative in certain 
groups (Jubilees and the Temple Scroll) will prove my point.53 Jubilees 
rewrites Genesis as a mosaic discourse in which the Angel of the Pres-
ence reveals the contents to Moses, in a process that Hindy Najman 
named “interpretation as primordial writing.” She describes the four 
authority conferring strategies used by Jubilees as recourse to the 
Heavenly Tables: a corpus of teachings kept in heaven, recourse to the 
Angel of the Presence who dictates the content to Moses, recourse to 
Moses as the recipient of the revelation, and recourse to the presenta-
tion of the new teachings as an interpretation of the Torah.54 Jubilees, of 
course, is itself the subject of rewriting in the series of Pseudo-Jubilees 

51 A.K. Petersen, “Rewritten Bible as a Borderline Phenomenon – Genre, Textual 
Strategy, or Canonical Anachronism?” in Flores Florentino (ed. Hilhorst, Puech, and 
Tigchelaar), 285–306.

52 In the words of Brooke, “Between Authority and Canon,” 98: “Any text worth its 
salt would naturally be accompanied by a tradition of reworkings.”

53 For the authoritative writings at Qumran in general, see J.C. VanderKam, 
“Authoritative Literature in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” DSS 5 (1998): 382–402.

54 H. Najman, “Interpretation as Primordial Writing: Jubilees and Its Authority 
Conferring Strategies,” JSJ 30 (1999): 379–410. For a more detailed analysis of the 
significance of writing in the process of conferring authority, see Najman’s book, Sec-
onding Sinai: The Development of Mosaic Discourse in Second Temple Judaism (Leiden: 
Brill, 2003) and her contribution “The Symbolic Significance of Writing in Ancient 
Judaism,” in Idea of Biblical Interpretation (ed. Najman and Newman), 139–73.
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compositions (4Q225–228).55 The authority conferring strategies of 
the Temple Scroll, which rewrites part of Deuteronomy, are different. 
Although the missing beginning of the scroll has deprived us of essen-
tial elements, we can conclude that the main strategy for conferring 
authority to the composition is the transformation of the reference 
text on a direct divine speech (in the Temple Scroll God gives direct 
orders, in the first person, without the mediation of Moses), thus mak-
ing a direct claim on the source of all authority, the divine voice.56

A look at other compositions would, without doubt, help us discover 
other strategies for conferring authority (1 Enoch provides a very nice 
case study), but I will only underline two strategies that are strongly 
related – one which is shared by many writings of nonsectarian ori-
gin and which I will call “revelatory exegesis,” using the terminology 
of Alex Jassen,57 and another which appears in sectarian writings and 
which I will designate as “the voice of the Teacher.”

After analyzing the biblical precedents of the concept of “revelatory 
exegesis,” Jassen concludes that in Chronicles and in Ezra “revelation 
is reconfigured as a process of reading, interpreting, and rewriting 
ancient prophetic Scripture.”58 This authority conferring strategy is 
employed in many of the compositions found at Qumran which inter-
pret prophetic writings – attesting in this way to their authority – and 
that seem not to have been produced by the sectarian group. The Pseu-
do-Daniel corpus of writings (4Q243–246),59 the Pseudo-Jeremiah and/
or Pseudo-Ezekiel compositions (4Q383–391)60 are good examples of 
this “revelatory exegesis” of prophetic texts, since these compositions 

55 Edited by J.C. VanderKam in Qumran Cave 4.VIII: Parabiblical Texts, Part 1 
(H. Attridge et al.; DJD 13; Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 141–85, pl. X–XII.

56 See L.H. Schiffman, “The Temple Scroll and the Halakhic Pseudepigrapha of the 
Second Temple Period,” in Pseudepigraphic Perspectives: The Apocrypha and Pseude-
pigrapha in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. E.G. Chazon. M.E. Stone, and A. Pin-
nick; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 121–31, reprinted in L.H. Schiffman, The Courtyards of the 
House of the Lord: Studies on the Temple Scroll (ed. F. García Martínez; Leiden: Brill, 
2008), 163–74.

57 A.P. Jassen, Mediating the Divine: Prophecy and Revelation in the Dead Sea Scrolls 
and Second Temple Judaism (Leiden: Brill, 2007).

58 Jassen, Mediating the Divine, 211.
59 Edited by J. Collins, P. Flint, and É. Puech, DJD 22:95–184, pl. IX–XI.
60 4Q384 and 4Q391 were edited by M. Smith in Qumran Cave 4.XIV: Parabiblical 

Texts, Part 2 (M. Broshi et al.; DJD 19; Oxford: Clarendon, 1995), 137–93, pl. XVI–
XXV, the rest by D. Dimant, Qumran Cave 4.XXI: Parabiblical Texts, Part 4: Pseudo-
Prophetic Texts (DJD 30; Oxford: Clarendon, 2001). 
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interpret the extant prophetic books and use them to introduce new 
theological ideas and to adapt them to a new context.61

The value of “revelatory exegesis” as a strategy for conferring author-
ity is clearly proved in my opinion in the following example, an exam-
ple by the way, which shows the indiscriminate use of different forms 
of text in the lemmata and in the interpretation.

This example is taken from the Amos midrash that we find in one 
of the clearly sectarian compositions, the Damascus Document.62 It is 
completely preserved in CD A and partially in 4Q266, and is absent 
from CD B. In CD 7:14–18 the words of Amos 5:26–27 are interpreted 
thus:

As he said: (Amos 5:26–27) ‘I will deport the Sikkut of your King and 
the Kiyyun of your images away from my tent to Damascus.’ Blank The 
Books of the Law are the Sukkat of the King, as he said: (Amos 9:11) 
‘I will lift up the fallen Sukkat of David.’ Blank The King is the assembly. 
And the Kiyyune of the images <and the Kiyyun of the images> are the 
books of the Prophets, whose words Israel despised. Blank And the star 
is the Interpreter of the Law, who will come to Damascus.63

You will surely have noticed that the quoted text has only two ele-
ments (סכות and כיון, whatever these terms may mean in the biblical 
text), and that the interpretation has three – כיניי ,סוכת, and כוכב. 
However, if we look at the mt of Amos we find the three terms of 
the interpretation present because the complete quotation after “and 

61 See, for example, F. García Martínez, “The Apocalyptic Interpretation of Ezekiel 
in the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in Interpreting Translation: Studies on the LXX and Ezekiel 
in Honour of Johan Lust (ed. F. García Martínez and M. Vervenne; Leuven: Peeters, 
2005), 163–76.

62 For the Cairo Genizah text, see the editions by S. Schechter, Fragments of 
a Zadokite Work (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1910); C. Rabin, The 
Zadokite Documents: Second revised edition (Oxford: Clarendon, 1958); E. Qimron, 
in The Damascus Document Reconsidered (ed. M. Broshi; Jerusalem: Israel Explora-
tion Society, 1992); F. García Martínez and E.J.C. Tigchelaar, The Dead Sea Scrolls 
Study Edition: Volume 1 (1Q1–4Q273) (Leiden: Brill, 2000); J.M. Baumgarten and D.R. 
Schwartz, “The Damascus Document,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Hebrew, Aramaic, and 
Greek Texts with English Translations, Volume 2: Damascus Document, War Scroll, 
and Related Documents (ed. J.H. Charlesworth; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1995). For 
the Cave 4 copies, see J.M. Baumgarten, Qumran Cave 4.XIII: The Damascus Docu-
ment (4Q266–273) (DJD 18; Oxford: Clarendon, 1996). For a reconstruction of the 
composite document, using the Genizah copies and those from Qumran, see B.Z. 
Wacholder, The New Damascus Document: The Midrash on the Eschatological Torah 
of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Reconstruction, Translation and Commentary (Leiden: Brill, 
2007).

63 In the translation of DSSSE 1:561.
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the Kiyyun of your images” (צלמיכם כיון   also has “the star of (ואת 
your God” (אלהיכם  Also in the lxx, which has a somewhat .(כוכב 
different text that agrees with some elements of the interpretation, the 
“star” is present: καὶ τὸ ἄστρον τοῦ θεοῦ ὑμῶν, a good translation of 
the Hebrew כוכב אלהיכם; which allows us to conclude that “the star” 
was also in the original quote and has been lost by accident in the 
medieval copy.

This “Amos Midrash” has been much studied,64 but what interests 
me here is the mention of the “Books of the Torah” (התורה  (ספרי 
(7:15), of the “Books of the Prophets” (ספרי הנביאים) (7:17) and, in a 
strict parallel, the interpretation of the third element “the star” as “the 
Interpreter of the Torah” (התורה דורש  הוא   Whether .(7:18) (והכוכב 
the plural of the expression “the books of the Torah” is identical or not 
to the expression “book of Moses” (ספר מושה) of 4QMMT65 as a refer-
ence to the Pentateuch, or if it is used here to designate the Pentateuch 
and the book of Jubilees – as suggested by Ben Zion Wacholder66 – can 
be disputed, but this is unimportant to me here. What is important is 
that it constitutes a group of authoritative writings and is acknowl-
edged as such. Equally, the precise contours of the collection desig-
nated “Books of the Prophets” is also less important to me now than 
its authoritative status, clearly reflected in the fact that “Israel” did 
not follow its words. However, the really surprising element in this 
quote is the third one, since “the star” is not interpreted as referring 
to a group of writings, as we would expect, but as alluding to a person 
and his function. This person is designated with a word from the root 
 which means “search, inquire, interpret,” and summarizes what ,דרש
we now generally call exegetical activity. דורש is thus the person who 
realizes this exegetical activity, the Interpreter, and the object of his 
interpretation is the Torah. The figure that has this function within 
the group, the “Interpreter of the Torah” is thus placed here strictly in 
parallel with the two other collections of authoritative writings. This 
means, at least to me, that the process of exegesis – the interpreta-
tion of the Torah which this figure represents and exercises – and the 

64 The most important studies are collected in S. Hultgren, From the Damascus 
Covenant to the Covenant of the Community: Literary, Historical, and Theological 
Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 30 n. 66.

65 4Q397 14–21 10, line C 10 of the Composite Text. See E. Qimron and J. Strugnell, 
Qumran Cave 4.V: Miqsạt Ma‘aśe Ha-Torah (DJD 10; Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 59.

66 Wacholder, New Damascus Document, 239.
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results of this interpretation, are considered authoritative within 
the group.

The last strategy of conferring authority to writings that I want to 
discuss is what I have called “the voice of the Teacher.” This descrip-
tion was used by van der Woude in his farewell lecture to explain why 
at Qumran pluriformity was not a problem:

But a pluriform textual tradition is not a problem for the believer as long 
as there is an authoritative body within his circle which, besides Scripture, 
decides on doctrine and life and which, appealing to inspiration by the 
Holy Ghost, feels justified in adapting the tradition to the current situa-
tion. In that case the norm is not only provided by the prophetic inspi-
ration in the past of which Scripture is the result, but also and not in 
the last place by the claim of those who feel guided in the present by 
the Spirit of God . . . There it was above all the priest, referred to in the 
Dead Sea Scrolls as the Teacher of Righteousness, who subordinated the 
doctrine and life of the community to his authority inspired by God’s 
Spirit.67

Van der Woude was thinking (I am sure) of several well-known texts 
from the pesharim, and more concretely from the Pesher Habakkuk. 
For example, in 1QpHab 7:1–5 we read:

And God told Habakkuk to write what was going to happen to the last 
generation, but he did not let him know the consummation of the era. 
And as for what he says: (Hab 2:2) ‘So that /may run/ the one who reads 
it.’ Its interpretation concerns the Teacher of Righteousness, to whom 
God has made know all the mysteries of the words of his servants, the 
prophets.68

Van der Woude does not quote this or similar texts, but I am quite 
certain that he was thinking of them because a few years before his 
farewell lecture, in 1985, on the occasion of the twenty-fifth anniver-
sary of his professorship, we organized a conference in his honour, 
published under the title Profeten en profetische geschriften,69 to which 
I contributed with a study, in the beautiful Dutch of Ton Hilhorst, 
dealing precisely with this and similar texts, and I still keep and 
treasure the letter van der Woude wrote to me, commenting on my 
contribution.70

67 Van der Woude, “Pluriformity and Uniformity,” 167–68, italics in the original.
68 DSSSE 1:17.
69 F. García Martínez, C.H.J. de Geus, and A.F.J. Klijn, eds., Profeten en profetische 

geschriften (Kampen: Kok, 1986).
70 F. García Martínez, “Profeet en profetie in de geschriften van Qumran,” in Pro-

feten en profetische geschriften (ed. García Martínez, de Geus, and Klijn), 119–32.
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We find the recourse to “the voice of the Teacher” as an author-
ity conferring strategy only in the sectarian writings of Qumran, of 
course, while the recourse to the “prophetic exegesis” is to be found 
in compositions which do not show clear signs of having been written 
by the Qumran group. In the article “Profeet en profetie” I expressed 
the differences between the two strategies as follows

Anderzijds is, zoals we gezien hebben, onder de invloed van de apocalyp-
tische traditie in Qumran het besef levendig dat de goddelijke openbaring 
aan de Leraar der Gerechtigheid is gegeven, niet alleen als geopenbaarde 
interpretatie van de profetische geschriften [‘revealed exegesis of the 
prophetic writings’], maar ook als rechtstreekse openbaring [‘direct rev-
elation’] die de ontvanger in staat stelt op te treden als profeet.71

Although only attested to at Qumran for this period, I am not sure 
that this authority conferring strategy belongs exclusively to the Qum-
ran group. In the article quoted, I underlined how this strategy of the 
pesharim was rooted in the biblical text. And is it not precisely this 
strategy that was the main one used by the writers of the New Tes-
tament to confer authority on their writings? However, this would 
clearly take us outside the scope of this lecture, and it is good to leave 
some questions open to work on during retirement.

What about the “beyond” of the title of my lecture? Do not worry. 
Even if I had “the voice of the Teacher” I would not dare to predict 
the directions of future research. Certainly, since research does not 
develop in a vacuum, it would be possible through an analysis of the 
things currently being published and of the topics whose discussion is 
planned for the near future to sketch the main lines of future research 
on the Dead Sea Scrolls. But since I performed precisely this exercise 
two years ago at the request of the Spanish Semitic scholars, I will not 
repeat those predictions here.72 Besides, the “beyond” is already among 
us. I see here many young women and men, better formed and pre-
pared that we ever were, and infused with the same passion to explore 
the Scrolls that we had. As true בנות and בני אור they will extract from 
these old manuscripts all possible light, and they will tell you in the 
future the rest of the story.

71 García Martínez, “Profeet en profetie,” 131.
72 F. García Martínez, “Qumrán en el siglo XXI: Cambios y perspectivas después de 

50 años de estudios,” Miscelánea de Estudios Árabes y Hebraicos, Sección de Hebreo 55 
(2006): 309–34.
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