available to maintain bathhouses and a swimming pool

on the summit. [See Masada.]
[See also Archaeology; Baths and Baptism; Migva’ot;

Purity; and Water Systems.]
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: - COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION. [This entry com-
.21 prises three articles: Community Organization in the Rule
. of the Community, Community Organization in the Da-
~ 'mascus Document, and Community Organization in
. Other Texts.]

Community Organization in the
Rule of the Community

- The Qumran community (ha-yahad) ‘was organized ac-
cording to a strict and rigid hierarchy. Many scholars
. Maintain that it was controlled, at least during the early
_beriod of its existence, by priests and Levites. However,
408", a copy of the Rule of the Community which dates
~ from the later decades of the first century BCE (see Cross,
1996), may represent an earlier version than that of the
. Rule of the Community from Cave 1 at Qumran (hereaf-
’ ter, 1QRule of the Community; 1QS), the scroll in which
; the Rule of the Community is best preserved and which

dates from approximately 100 to 75 BCE. 4QS? is conspic-
Yously missing the words “the priests, the Sons of Zadok”
S)e:r Charlesworth and Strawn, 1996; Vermes and Metso
. itereCtly think 4QS¢ witnesses to “an earlier stage of the
rary evolution of the Community Rule”). According to
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4084, “the men of the Community” are not “answerable
to the Sons of Zadok, the priests who keep the covenant”
(1QS v.2).

Foremost in the Qumran community is the overall con-
cept of “oneness” (yahad); that is, the full members of the
community held all things in common and were devoted
in oneness to all responsibilities and the task of preparing
the way for God’s final act of judgment, the final war at
the end of time, and to the coming of the Messiahs of
Aaron and Israel, at least beginning in the first century
BCE (1Q8S ix.11; this section of 1QRule of the Community
seems to reflect a later period in the community’s exis-
tence; it is not present in 4QS*, which seems generally to
be an earlier version; see Charlesworth in Qumran Mes-
sianism [1997] and Metso). They ate “(in) unity,” said
“benedictions (in) unity,” and gave “counsel (in) unity”
(1QS vi.2-3). All members of the community were predes-
tined to be “the Sons of Light” in contrast to “the Sons of
Darkness,” who were all those who were not members of
their sect, even (and especially during the first phase of
the community’s existence) the ruling priests in Jerusa-
lem. It took at least two years to become a member of the
community; during this probationary period the novices,
“the Sons of the Dawn” (Words of the Sage to the Sons
of Dawn 4Q298), were instructed by a maskil (“master”)
and eventually examined by the “examiner” (mevagger)
regarding their knowledge and purity. ‘

In the community the hierarchy was so strict that pre-
determined “lots” were discerned and then assigned, by
discerning God'’s will; hence, love was measured out ac-
cording to the lot of a Son of Light. That is, the members
of the community are exhorted “to love all the Sons of
Light each according to his lot in the council of God”
(1QS i.9-10). At least during the early years at Qumran,
the hierarchy, from the top down, consisted of the Righ-
teous Teacher (Teacher of Righteousness) to whom God
alone had revealed all the mysteries of the words of the
prophets (Pesher Habakkuk, 1QpHab 7), the priests (the
Sons of Zadok), the Levites, and then Israel (all members
of the community). [See Teacher of Righteousness.] The
hierarchy was centered upon the priests (1QS vi.3-4).
During special ceremonies, as at the yearly ceremony for
the renewal of the covenant, the hierarchic distinctions
were strictly demanded and followed (1QS ii.19-25). Jo-
sephus was most likely thinking about this sect of Jews
and this phenomenon when he reported that the Essenes
were so hierarchical that a member lower in rank must
not touch one above him; otherwise the latter must purify
himself from the resulting pollution (The Jewish War
2.150). [See Josephus Flavius.]

Numerous technical terms designating social groups or
leaders are found in the Rule of the Community. It is not
wise to seek to systematize the meanings of all these
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terms and relate them, because this quintessential Qum-
ran document reflects the evolutionary nature of the
Qumran community; that is, the terms most likely had
different meanings at different periods in the history of
the community and perhaps also at the same time.

Technical Terms for Social Groups within the Com-
munity. The Qumranites called their group the “commu-
nity” (yahad) and sometimes the “Community of God”
(1QS i.12). The use of yahad in this sense is unique to
Qumran. While in the Rule of the Community the term
serelh denotes the “rule” that contains the regulations of
the community, in the War Scroll (10M) it designates the
military organization of the Qumranites.

The “Council of the Community” (‘atsat ha-yahad) usu-
ally indicates a group of twelve men, including three spe-
cial priests (1QS viii.1, however, can also be read to mean
twelve men plus three priests [see Weinfeld]). The council
of the community had awesome responsibilities; it was
“a most holy assembly for Aaron, (with) eternal truth for
judgment, chosen by (divine) pleasure to atone for the
land and to repay the wicked their reward” (1QS viii.5-7).
These twelve leaders were to be “perfect in everything
which has been revealed from the whole Torah” (1QS
viii.1-2); thus each one was “to perform truth, righteous-
ness, justice” and “merciful love,” and to walk circum-
spectly “with his fellow” (1QS viii.2). According to some
passages in the Rule of the Community the members of
the “Council of the Community” seem to have been the
judges (1QS viii.3, viii.10); but, according to other pas-
‘sages in this composite document, it is possible that they
arrived at some judgments, while most jurisdiction
within the community was not before the council but be-
fore the “Many” (1QS vi.1). Either the priests in the coun-
cil of twelve men must be “Sons of Aaron,” since they
are the only leaders who administer justice and property
according to the end of the Rule of the Community (“the
Sons of Aaron alone shall rule over judgment and prop-
erty”; 1QS ix.7), or the latter rule applied only to an ear-
lier phase in the life of the community.

The “Many” (rabbim; 1QS vi.7-21) is the name of the
whole assembly when it deliberates over the business of
the community. It is not wise to attempt to distinguish
always between rabbim and yahad; they are virtually syn-
onyms. The “Many” constituted all who have remained
faithful, the novices who have passed all requirements,
and those members who have been reinstated in the com-
munity. They made judicial decisions and were responsi-
ble for excommunications and readmission (1QS viii.19-
ix.2). Thus, although the community was controlled in
the early years by the Righteous Teacher, in practice it
was sometimes oligarchic and even democratic; it seems
likely that after the death of its “Teacher,” “the Priest,”
the community became less monarchical. The “Many”

also gather together to worship and study: “The Many
shall spend the third part of every night of the year in
unity, reading the Book, studying judgment, and saying
benedictions.in unity.” (1QS vi.7-8). During a session of
the Many a member may not mention anything that is
not pertinent to the Many (1QS vi.11).

The technical term rabbim does not appear in other
Jewish literature that antedates 70 cE. It is, however,
found in rabbinic literature. There it denotes a large gath-
ering of Jews organized together for some business (i.e,,
Qiddushin 4.5; see also B.T., Yev. 86b, which Weinfeld
suggests is close to Qumran usage).

Technical Terms for Leaders in the Community.
“The Righteous Teacher” (moreh ha-Tsedeq) was the
founder of the community. While he was alive he was the
most important figure in the community. He was the
bearer of God’s special revelation (1QpHab), he was con-
sidered like Moses “the Lawgiver,” he was the author of
some of the hymns chanted in the community, and he
most likely composed many of the rules to be memorized
by members of the community (most likely, but not cer-
tainly, 1QS iii.13-4.16). Tt is unlikely that his office was
inherited by others; rather, he was revered and praised
by his followers far above any of his near or far contem-
poraries.

The “priests” (ha-kohanim) were the elite members of
the community. They marched at the head of the yearly
ceremony for covenant renewal (1QS ii.1 9-20). They were
the first to sit in the session of the Many (1QS vi.8). Their
authority was prescribed; a priest must be present when
ten men gathered (1QS vi.3—4). The priest was to be the
first to stretch out his hand to bless the bread and the
new wine (1QS vi.5). The priests, as “the Sons of Aaron,”
“alone” were in charge of judgment and property (1QS
ix.7).

All who joined the community swore to be “answerable
to the Sons of Zadok, the priests who keep the covenant’
(1QS v.2). The “Sons of Zadok” (benei tsadog), who seem
to be synonymous with the “Sons of Aaron” (benei
*aharon), are, of course, priests. They are the ones who
were in charge of almost everything, especially the inter-
pretation of Torah. The “Interpreter of Torah” (doresh be-
Torah) mentioned in 1QRule of the Community (1QS
vi.6) is not necessarily a separate office but a function
performed by a leader (in Testimonia 4Q175 1-3.11 he is
a messianic figure who will arise “in the latter days”).
Each leader was most likely empowered to interpret To-
rah, but there were probably ceremonial events in which
a specially designated person was recognized as the “In-
terpreter of Torah,” following the model of the Righteous
Teacher, the interpreter of Torah par excellence for the
members of the community.

The “elders” (zegenim) are mentioned only in 1QRule




of the Community (1QS vi.8), and there they are second
in authority and power only to the priests; that is, for the
«session of the Many” the priests are to sit first, then the
“slders,” and finally all others. Because of this brief refer-
ence to the “elders,” it is impossible to discern their func-
tions at Qumran or compare them with the “elders” who
were officials in synagogues and the Sanhedrin (cf. Acts
4.5, 4.8) or “the elders” (hoi presbuteroi) mentioned in the
New Testament as heads of a church (i.e., Acts 15-16,
1 Tm. 517, Ti. 1.5, Js. 5.14, 1 Pt. 5.1, 2Jn. 1, 3 Jn. 1).
The “Hxaminer” (mevagqer; 1QS vi.12, 20; CD xiii.6, 7,
13; xiv.13; xv.8, 11, 14) was the most important official
and functioned as the head of the community (the presi-
dent or General superior). He was responsible, perhaps
with the counsel of the maskil, for examining the novices
(Rule, 5Q13 frg. 4.1, CD xv.1 1). He controlled discussions
(10S vi.11-13) and presided at plenary sessions. His au-
thority was not absolute and could not become auto-
cratic, since a member who was not recognized to speak
by the examiner could appeal to the Many, and if they
allowed him to speak, then he could address them (1QS
vi.11-13). The examiner recorded all that went into the
common storehouse (108 vi.20), He had to be between
thirty and fifty years of age, according to the Damascus
Document (CD xiv.8-9; cf. Rule of the Congregation
1Q28a i.14-18), but it is not clear if that rule applied to
© the Qumran community,
- The “Overseer” (pagid) was most likely the second most
" important officer, although it is conceivable (especially
because the “Community” and the “Many” tend to be syn-
onymous) that one person sometimes performed the
tasks assigned to the “Examiner” and the “Overseer.” He
. 'was “at the head of the many.” He also examined the in-
sight and works of all those who wished “to join the coun-
cil of the community”—here meaning anyone who
~'wished to join the community (1QS vi.14). The “Over-
seer” was to be between thirty and sixty years of age, ac-
o f:ording to the Damascus Document=(xiv.6-7; cf. 1Q28a
- 1.14-18), but it is impossible to discern if that rule applied
- at Quinran,
o 'I"he “Master” (maskil), a wise and learned man, was the
. Sfﬁcer who taught the novices (4Q298). The maskil is not
~only another title for the mevagger” (against Trebolle
' j,?arrera, 1995, p. 57). He was the one who had mastered
- all understanding” (1QS ix.12-14), He evaluated “the
_ Sons of Righteousness” (Rule of the Community® 4Q259),
Wh? are “the chosen ones of the end time” (1QS ix.14),
:‘f";}nch probably denoted the novices. He was responsible
tor th.f;lr advancement (1QS ix.15-16). His major task was
A : %\Zlnz the devotees'zmd “instruct them in the mysteries
mumW”er and. truth in the midst of the men of the com-
b (l“QS ix.18-19). The most important lesson to be
1801 to “the Sons of Light” by the “Master” is the in-
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struction regarding “the two spirits,” by which all hu-
mans are influenced:

Tt is for the Master to instruct and teach all the Sons of Light
concerning the nature of all the sons of man, ... From the
God of knowledge comes all that is occurring and shall occur.
... In a spring of light emanates the nature of truth and from
a well of darkness emerges the nature of deceit. In the hand
of the Prince of Light (is) the dominion of all the Sons of Righ-
teousness; in the ways of light they walk. But in the hand of
the Angel of Darkness (is) the dominion of the Sons of Deceit;
and in the ways of darkness they wallk. (1QS iii.13-21)

Structure of the Community. Men who wished to join
the community faced at least two years of examination in
knowledge and in conduct (1QS vi.21). If after the proba-
tionary period a novice passed all tests, he was admitted
by the decree of the Many. He was then recorded and
given a rank in the community. Finally, his property was
placed in the common storehouse (1QS vi.22). Members
could be punished, primarily by losing a portion of their
food, be dismissed for a specified period of time, and
even banished (1QS vi.25-7.18). Meals were eaten to-
gether, probably in one large room.

New Testament and Christian Origins. After the pub-
lication of the scrolls found in Cave 1, some New Testa-
ment specialists claimed that the mevagger—a term
found at Qumran only in the Damascus Document and in
the Rule of the Community, but nowhere else in other
Jewish literature, including the apocryphal compositions
and rabbinic writings—significantly helps explain the ti-
tle and function of the bishop in the early church (Du-
pont-Sommer, 1950). The links, however, are not so per-
suasive, and the mevagger is not as dominant as the
bishop seems to have been, and certainly became, in the
church (Notscher, 1961; Reicke, 1957). The parallel be-
tween twelve men with three special members is strik-
ingly similar to the twelve men Jesus chose, among which
were three special leaders (Peter, James, and John); but
the number twelve symbolized Israel and its twelve tribes
and the early synagogues may well have been led by
twelve men. [See Twelve Patriarchs, Testaments of the.]
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JaMES H. CHARLESWORTH

Community Organization in the
Damascus Document

The discovery of fragments of eight manuscripts of the
Damascus Document in Cave 4 at Qumran (40266-273)
significantly increased our knowledge of the text of this
work, which previously had been known only from two
manuscripts found in the Cairo Genizah (CD MS A and
MS B). Small fragments of the Damascus Document were
also found in Caves 5 and 6 at Qumran (5Q12, 6Q15), but
these were much less important. The Damascus Docu-
ment consists of two sections, the Admonition and the
Laws, but the Cave 4 discoveries showed that the text pre-
served in the Cairo Genizah manuscripts lacked the be-
ginning of the Admonition, and the beginning and the
conclusion of the Laws, as well as part of the Laws sec-
tion itself. The corpus of Laws can now be seen to form
about two-thirds of the entire work, and the Admonition
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essentially serves as an introduction to the Laws; it is
within the Laws that the sections of the Damascus Docu-
ment concerned with community organization are to be
found.

The Laws section provides legislation for a community
of Jews who lived among other Jews and gentiles, were
married and had children, had male and female slaves,
practiced agriculture, engaged in trade, had private in-
come from which they were expected to contribute the
wages of at least two days per month to support members
of the community who were in need. They adopted a pos-
itive attitude toward the Temple, in that they were con-
cerned about maintaining its purity and participated in
its cult. In short, the legislation was intended for a group
of Jews who were not cut off from society, even though
they formed a separate community. It is assumed here
that this community was Essene and that the legislation
essentially was Essene legislation. But it has been widely
recognized that the corpus of Laws is a composite and
that it consists of two main types of material: general ha-
lakhah and interpretation of the Torah on the one hand,
and communal laws on the other. The former is repre-
sented, for example, by the detailed regulations concern-
ing the observance of the Sabbath (CD x.14-xi.18); this
type of material appears to have been intended for all Is-
rael (cf. CD xii.19-22) and may include interpretations of
the Torah that go back to the time before the formation
of the Essenes. The latter is represented above all by CD
xii.22-xiv.19, which is set off in the manuscript by the
heading “And this [is] the rule for the settlers of [the]
c[amps].” Other parts of the corpus of Laws are also con-
cerned with communal organization, particularly the pas-
sage concerned with admission procedures (CD xv.5-
xvi.6), the list of punishments for infringements of
community law (4Q266, 270), and a ritual for expulsion
from the community (4Q266, 270).

The community legislation of the Damascus Document
invites comparison with that of the Rule of the Commu-
nity (hereafter, 1QRule of the Community; 1QS v—ix). The
relationship between the two works has often been ex-
plained on the basis that the Damascus Document was
intended for those members of the sectarian movement
who lived in towns and villages among other Jews, while
1ORule of the Community, which appears to embody a
stricter law, was intended for those Essenes living at
Qumran itself. It is perhaps more accurate to say that the
+wo documents belong to different, but related, commu-
nities, and that, whatever the chronological relationship
between the Damascus Document as a whole and 1QRule
of the Community, the legislation of the Damascus Docu-
ment is older than that of 1QRule of the Community, dat-
ing in its final form from about 100 BCE.

The Damascus Document refers to the community with




which it is concerned as a “congregation” (‘edah; e.g., CD
x.4, 5, 8; 4QD" 8.1.9, 8.iii.4 4QD° 7.i.14), but it also uses
the expressions “association” (hever; CD xiv.16; 4QD*
10.i.10) and “association (hibbur) of Israel” (CD xii.8).
Like Israel in the wilderness period, the congregation is
said to live in “camps” (mahanot; e.g. CD ix.11: x.23; 4QD*
11.17; 4QD® 7.i.14); behind the references to the term
camps we should envisage groups of members of the
community living among their fellow Jews in towns and
cities—just as the Essenes were said to do by both Philo
and Josephus. Each camp consisted of a minimum of ten
men (cf. CD xiii.1), and each group was under the direc-
tion of a priest and an officer called “the overseer of the
camp.”

A summary of the duties of the priest (CD xiii.2-7) is
introduced by the statement “And where there are ten, let
there not be lacking a priest learned in the Book of Hagu”
(CD xiii.2; cf. 1QS vi.3-4). What precisely is meant by the
term the Book of Hagu (Book of Meditation) remains un-
certain, but it may refer to the Torah or a collection of
interpretations of the Torah. [See Hagu, Book of.] The
priest was to exercise authority (“by his word shall they
all be ruled” CD xiii.2-3); this probably refers to deter-
mining the interpretation of the Torah) and to hand
down decisions in cases of skin disease (see Lv. 13). In
interpreting the Torah, if the priest was “not experienced
in all these [matters]” (CD xiii.3) and a Levite was, au-
thority was to be exercised by the Levite. In cases involv-
ing skin disease, the priest was to be instructed in the
interpretation of the law by the overseer; but even if the
priest was ignorant, it was he who had to pronounce the
. legal decision. The application of the laws on skin disease
was evidently a matter of concern to the members of the
community, and more information on the role of the
- Ppriest in applying the law is contained in a separate sec-
. tion on skin disease, which is preserved in fragmentary
form in Damascus Documents®*#",

The “overseer [mevagqer] of the camp” is also referred
" toas “the overseer of the many” (CD xv.8) or simply “the
overseer.” His duties consisted of exercising pastoral
oversight over members of the camp and being responsi-
ble for the admission of new members, in which he had
the final word (CD xiii.7-13). The duties assigned to the
overseer are similar to those assigned to the “wise leader”
or “master” (maskil) in the Rule of the Community (10S
1x.14-21), which suggests that the two offices were re-
lated. It is worth noting that in 1QRule of the Community
(1QS vi.12) the title overseer over the many is used, appar-
ently to refer to the individual called elsewhere the “wise
le.ader," and that in the Damascus Document the title
Wise leader occurs several times but only in contexts too
ﬁ”agmentary to interpret. The overseer also was assigned
to keep a record of witness statements in cases where a
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capital offense was witnessed by a single individual, so
that, if further offenses were committed, the requirement
of the law of Deuteronomy 17.6 might be met by the cu-
mulative record (CD ix.16-22). In a passage concerned
with proper arrangements for marriages (Damascus Doc-
ument’ 40271 3) the overseer was responsible for the ar-
rangements for confirming the good moral character of a
prospective bride (3.14).

The procedure for admission to the community is
treated in more detail in the Damascus Document (CD
xv.5-xvi.6) and was much simpler than that described in
the 1QRule of the Community (1QS vi.13-23). According
to the Damascus Document a potential member first was
examined as to his suitability by the overseer and then
required to swear “the oath of the covenant that Moses
made with Israel, the cove[nalnt to refturn tjo the law of
Moses with all [his] heart and [with all his] soul.” Sons
of members were also required to take the oath, at the
age of twenty (cf. Ex. 30.14). Once the new member had
taken the oath, the community was free of the blame in-
curred by him if he transgressed; but he was eligible to be
instructed by the overseer for one year. Those who were
mentally or physically impaired were not permitted to
join the congregation “because the holy angels [are in
their midst]” (Damascus Document® 4Q266 8i.6-9), the
implication being that no person should be included who
might offend the angels.

The section of the Damascus Document that is headed
“The rule for the session of all the camps” is concerned
with the organization of the entire community and de-
scribes the hierarchical order in which the members were
to be registered and to conduct their meetings: “the
priests first, the Levites second, the sons of Israel third,
and the proselyte[s] fourth” (CD xiv.3-17). This passage
also refers to two officers, “the priest who is appointed at
the head of the many” and “the overseer of all the camps,”
whose responsibilities covered the entire congregation,
not just an individual camp. The former, like the priest
attached to each camp, had to be “learned in the Book of
Hagu” in order to be capable of expounding the Torah.
The latter, who was required to be rnaster of “every secret
of men and every language of their cla[n]s,” was the ulti-
mate source of authority in the congregation (CD xiv.9-
17). He was responsible, together with the judges (see CD
x.4-10), for receiving the contributions of at least two
days’ wages per member of the community, for the sup-
port of fellow members who were in need. With regard to
commercial relations between members, in the Damas-
cus Document it is said that they should not buy from or
sell to fellow members, here called the “Sons of Dawn,”
except “hand to hand” (CD viii.14-15). Apparently, this
means that they should not seek to profit from commer-
cial dealings with fellow members of the community, but
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provide for their needs on the basis of exchange and mu-
tual trust. They were not to make agreements for buying
or selling without informing the overseer of the camp (CD
xiii.15-16). .

Communal discipline was enforced by a series of pun-
ishments, and a list of these is given near the end of the
corpus of Laws. The beginning of the list survives in frag-
mentary form in the Cairo Genizah manuscript of the Da-
mascus Document (CD xiv.20-23) but much more has
been preserved in Damascus Document® and Damascus
Document® (4Q266 10., ii; 4Q270 7.i). Similar lists of
punishments are found in 1QRule of the Community
(1QS vi.24-vii.25) and in the fragments of Serekh Damas-
cus (4Q265). Punishments range from a penance of ten
days for interrupting the speech of another member or
for leaving the assembly three times without reason, to
thirty days exclusion and ten days of penance for falling
asleep in the assembly or for indecent exposure, to exclu-
sion for one year and six months of penance for insulting
a fellow member. The ultimate sanction—expulsion—was
levied for at least five offenses: a malicious accusation in
a capital case, slandering the community, fornication
with one’s wife in violation of the law (where the precise
nature of the breach of the law is unclear), murmuring
against “the fathers” (apparently an honorific applied to
senior members of the community), and despising the
communal law. A good deal remains unclear about the
list of punishments, including the precise nature of the
penance—whether it involved loss of rations or some
other punishment, such as exclusion from communal de-
liberations—but the list provides a revealing insight into
the issues that were important to members in relation to
the internal working of the community.

As noted above, the punishment for those who despised
the communal law was expulsion, and the final part of
the corpus of Laws consisted of a ritual of expulsion for
“everyone who despises these regulations in accordance
with all the statutes that are found in the law of Moses.”
The ritual is preserved in Damascus Document® and Da-
mascus Document® (40266 11; 4Q270 7.4, ii) and the ex-
pulsion occurred at the time of the annual ceremony of
the renewal of the covenant in the third month (40266
11.17), almost certainly on the occasion of Shavu‘ot. The
ritual of expulsion includes a prayer uttered by “the priest
who is appointed over the many” (4Q266 11.8). Those
who were associated with the man being expelled were to
leave with him, and a record was to be kept by the over-
seer, presumably the “overseer of all the camps” (4Q266
11.14-16). [See Cairo Genizah; Damascus Document; and
Rule of the Community.]
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Community Organization in Other Texts

The Rule of the Community from Cave 1 (hereafter,
1QRule of the Community, 1QS) and the Damascus Doc-
ument (CD 4Q266-4Q273, 5Q12, 6Q15) are not the only
texts found at Qumran that reflect something of the com-
munal life of those responsible for the Dead Sea Scrolls.
Three other texts deserve to be mentioned on account of
their communal legislation: Serekh Damascus (4Q265),
Rebukes by the Overseer (4Q477), and the Rule of the
Congregation (1Q28a).

Serekh Damascus, which survives only in fragmentary
form, reveals affinities with both 1QRule of the Commu-
nity and the Damascus Document, but its legislation does
not correspond exactly with that of either work. Thus, af-
finities with the 1QRule of the Community can be ob-
served in the list of punishments, specifically the provi-
sion for a cut of half the food ration (4Q265 1., cf. 1QS
vi.25) although the amount is not the same) in the proce-
dure for admission (4Q265 1.ii, cf. 1QS vi.13-23), and in
the provision for a council of fifteen men, the members
of which would make atonement for the land (4Q265 2.ii,
cf. 1QS viii.1-10; ix.3-6). The passages in 1QRule of the
Community indicate that the atonement would be made,
not by sacrifice, but by prayer and by proper observance
of the Torah. On the other hand, the Sabbath legislation
of Serekh Damascus (4Q265 2.i) is very similar to that of
the Damascus Document (CD x.14-18).

The few small fragments of the work known as Re-
bukes by the Overseer preserve the remains of a record
of rebukes of community members who had committed
an offense. Both 1QRule of the Community (1QS v.24-
vi.1) and the Damascus Document CD ix.2-8 refer to the




duty of members to rebuke their fellows, apparently as a
preliminary stage in the judicial process, and the Damas-
cus Document (CD ix.16-20) provides that a record of
such rebukes was to be kept by the overseer. Rebukes by
the Overseer perhaps would be better entitled “The Over-
seer’s Record of Rebukes.” The offenses listed are essen-
tially ones that affected the internal life of the commu-
nity, such as being short-tempered or offending the spirit
. of the community, and the text is additionally important
because it is the first in which the actual names of mem-

" bers are preserved. .
1ORule of the Congregation is a short text that appears
as a kind of appendix at the end of the version of the Rule
 of the Community found in Cave 1 at Qumran. It provides
. legislation for a community living “at the end of days,”
" and it includes regulations for the common meals that
 would be eaten when the two messianic figures expected
by the community, the priest and the Messiah of Israel,
. had appeared. But at the same time it seems very likely
‘', that the legislation contained in the document reflected
the actual practice of the community that produced it. As
""in the case of the Damascus Document, the community
" with which the Rule of the Congregation is concerned is
" frequently described as a “congregation” (‘edah; e.g.,
1Q28a i.1, 6)—hence the title given to the work—but ter-
 minology familiar from the Rule of the Community,
:narriely, “the council of the community” (see e.g., 1028a
©1.26,27), is also used. The Rule of the Congregation legis-
" Iates, again, like the Damascus Document, for a commu-
. nity whose members were married and had children: The
first part of the document (1.6-25) is concerned with the
. education of children and the stages in the lives of mem-
~bers, Thus, at the age of twenty, members were registered
. "in the community and were permitted to marry, and at
. : the ages of twenty-five and thirty they achieved higher
- levels of seniority in the community; these thresholds
| were based on biblical precedent (cf. Ex. 30.14; Nm. 1.3;
- 4.3;4.23; 8.24) and may be compared with the ages in the
Damascus Document (CD x.6-10; xiv.6-10) and the War

Scroll (1QM vi.13-vii.3).

'The central part of the Rule of the Congregation
. (1928a 1.2541.11) is concerned with procedure at assem-
’ bhes of the congregation, from which those who were rit-
. vally unclean or who suffered from a physical defect were
fto be excluded. The reason given is the same as the rea-
son given in Damascus Document® (4Q266 8.1.6-9) for ex-
’ clusion from the congregation, namely, “because the holy
: ?;(gte(li are [i.I}] their [congregatlion.” The final part of the
2 1Q28a ii.11-22) contains the legislation for the com-
Ihealz thl“neals tc? bc? eatf:n in the messianic age. At thes'e
ed withe mess1agc priest, who no doubt is to be identi-
nity, v ;he Messiah of Aaron in 1QRule of the Commu-
Thell ou d. ha\./e precedence over the Messiah of Israel.
i€ legislation in the Rule of the Congregation concerned
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with the common meal of the messianic age bears an ob-
vious similarity to the regulation in 1QRule of the Com-
munity, (1QS vi.4-5) which, although in much briefer
form, is concerned with the common meals of the com-
munity responsible for that scroll; this suggests that the
comimon meals were seen as an anticipation of the com-
mon meals that would be eaten in the messianic age.

The legislation in the Rule of the Congregation for the
common meals ends as follows: “It is in accordance with
this statute that they shall proceed at every me[al at
which] at least ten men [glather” (1028a 1i.21-22). The
group of ten is referred to in both 1QRule of the Commu-
nity (cf. 1QS vi.3-4, 6-7) and the Damascus Document
(CD xiii.1-2) Josephus also refers to such a group of ten
in his account of the Essenes, and the rabbinic writings
likewise regard ten men as the minimum needed to per-
form certain religious activities.

The above texts reveal a number of interesting connec-
tions with the communal legislation of the 1QRule of the
Community and the Damascus Document, which make it
clear that all the texts stem, if not from the same commu-
nity, at least from related communities. But it is also
clear that no simple picture is likely to do justice to the
complexities of the relationships between the texts or the
communities that lie behind them. . ‘

The texts mentioned above are explicitly concerned with
community organization. There are, however, a number of
other legal texts which, although they consist primarily of
interpretations or amplifications of biblical law, nonethe-
less do occasionally touch on matters of community organ-
ization. To mention just one example, Ordinances® (4Q159;
cf. Ordinances™ [4Q513, 4Q514]) has been described as
an anthology of elaborations of biblical Jaws on diverse
topics and has been thought to be close in style to parts
of the corpus of Laws in the Damascus Document. Here,
alongside laws on such topics as the amount of the har-
vest that the poor may garner (cf. Dt. 23.24-25) or on
slavery (cf. Iv. 25.39-46), there is reference to a tribunal
of twelve men, including two priests, which had the
power to impose the death penalty. By contrast, the Da-
mascus Document (CD x.4-10) provides for a tribunal of
ten judges, four of whom were to be priests.

[See also Damascus Document; Rule of the Commu-
nity; Rule of the Congregation; and Serekh Damascus. ]
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CONSERVATION. The first of the Dead Sea Scrolls
was discovered in 1947 and exploration continued in the
area of Qumran until 1956. Some of the: scrolls were
found wrapped in linen cloths in jars, other in niches in
the walls of caves or on the floor buried in dirt and par-
tially disintegrated by the action of water, insects, and
mold. By the end of 1959, most of the fragments that had
been found, and those that had been bought from bed-
ouin who searched the area as well, were arranged in the
so-called Scrollery, on the premises of the Rockefeller
Museum. After two thousand years in the caves, the
scrolls began to be treated by the scholars under drasti-
cally different climatic conditions, raising a number of
issues concerning the scrolls’ conservation.

The majority of the scrolls are written on hides, the
others on papyrus. The skin of the Dead Sea Scrolls is
neither leather nor parchment, as we understand these
terms today.

Previous Conservation. When the international team
of scholars began preparing an edition of the Dead Sea
Scrolls for publication, the scrolls were moistened, then
flattened and sorted, according to the text. In the course
of sorting, pressure-sensitive tape was used for backing
and connecting. The flattened fragments of parchment
and papyri were placed between sheets of ordinary win-
dow glass without framing. Fragments lay loose between
glass plates, sometimes slipping out. These plates were
piled one above the other, causing additional pressure on
the fragments. Thus, the process of penetration of the
greasy and sticky adhesive of the cellotape into the parch-
ment was accelerated.

It is interesting to note the description of the state of
the scrolls given by John M. Allegro, one of the first edi-
tors of the scrolls, in 1966: “On a recent visit to the Mu-
seum I saw for myself just how perilous is the situation.
Fragile fragments, which have been out of their desert

habitat now for more than fourteen years, are lying still
between the glass plates where we left them many years
ago, mostly unsecured, and in some cases, as 1 was horri-
fied to see, subjected to intolerable pressure by the plates
lying on top of one another in a large cabinet.”

In 1955, Harold Plenderleith, the Keeper of the Research
Laboratory of the British Museurn, was approached about
the matter. In his technical notes of that year he describes
how he attempted to separate and analyze scroll frag-
ments contained in three boxes that had been sent to
London. “After many experiments the process eventually
adopted was to expose the scroll fragments at 100% rela-
tive humidity for a few minutes and then to transfer them

~ to a refrigerator for a like period. The degree of freezing

was sufficient to congeal the surface of the black material
while leaving the membrane sufficiently limp.”

When Plenderléith came to Jerusalem in March 1962 he
tried to unroll a rigid scroll. The method just described
having failed, he carried out a dissection with appropriate
tools, using as support the thinnest white silk, spread
thinly with polyvinyl acetate and brought into intimate
contact with the clean flat surface of the scroll. In 1963,
Valerie H. Foulkes of the British Museum visited the
Rockefeller Museum in order to prepare the scrolls for an
exhibition in the British Museurn. She wrote in her report:
“It was a shock to discover the extent of the contamination
caused by Scotch Tape. The cellotape was removed with
trichloroethylene as recommended by Mr. Plenderleith.
Gummed silk strips or gold beater skin was used in order
to join the fragments, with polyvinyl acetate as adhesive.
Special leather dressing was applied to the reverse.”

Only in the 1970s and 1980s were some of the parch-
ments and papyri (that were stored in glass plates) re-
stored in the laboratories of the Israel Museum. Accord-
ing to documentation, the cellotape was removed with a
scalpel, and greasy spots of adhesive with trichloroethyl-
ene. The fragments were treated with the disinfectant
thymol. They were then backed with white lens tissue,
using perspex glue as a solution in acetone and polyvinyl
acetate glue. Some of the glass plates were replaced by
acid cardboard, the kind available in Israel at that time.

Thus, the scrolls passed through many hands, were ex-
posed to drastic environmental changes, and treated by
various methods. Unsuitable treatments in the fifties, six-
ties and seventies—excessive humidity, leather dressing,
polyvinyl acetate, and perspex solution—compounded
the deterioration.

Current Methods. In 1991, a laboratory for the conser-
vation of the scrolls was established by the Israel Antiqui-
ties Authority in the Rockefeller Museum. The state of the
scrolls had deteriorated further, The fragments had been
penetrated by the adhesive of the cellotape; they were
darkened; on some, the text was no longer legible; and,




